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Appendix A – Evaluation Datasets 
This appendix provides an overview of the quantitative and qualitative datasets that were used during the 
evaluation of the STA programme. These are split into quantitative and qualitative datasets.  

A1: Quantitative Datasets 
Household Travel Survey 
The Household Travel Survey (HTS) and supporting Attitude and Awareness Survey were the primary data 
sources for the evaluation of the STA programme. The surveys were first conducted in October/November 2012, 
which established a baseline of travel behaviour. The first follow-up survey was undertaken in October/November 
2014 to inform the Interim Evaluation Report, published in December 2015. The final HTS was undertaken in 
October/November 2016 to inform the final evaluation. The HTS involved an independently selected random 
sample within each STA to enable the analysis of change in travel behaviour over time. The survey comprised 
three sections, as follows: 

 Household Information: This part of the survey comprised socio-demographic questions regarding the 
age, gender and employment status of respondents; household type and structure; and car and bicycle 
ownership of the household;  

 One Day Travel Diary: Respondents were asked about all trips they made the previous day regarding 
journey purpose, mode used, potential modal choice, time of travel and distance travelled. National Travel 
Survey (NTS) administered by the CSO in 2012, 2014 and 2016 provides a comparator for this survey; and 

 Attitude and Awareness Survey: Respondents were asked questions relating to their attitude towards 
local travel and sustainable transport, their usual mode of travel, ease of travel, perception of amenities and 
facilities, level of activity and perception of safety. The attitudinal questions were asked of a subset of 
respondents who completed the household information and travel diary components. The Attitude and 
Awareness section of the HTS was also asked to a sample of adults selected from across Ireland outside of 
the three STAs to provide a comparator. This comparator survey was conducted in 2012, 2014 and 2016, 
concurrent with the HTS. The target sample size for each year was 600, via CATI (computer aided 
telephone interview), using a combination of land-line and mobile telephone numbers selected at random. 
This target was exceeded each year. 

The HTS sample included responses only from people aged 18 years and over, and living in private households. 
In Limerick, household surveys were conducted in the city centre, Castletroy, Corbally and Southhill. In Westport 
and Dungarvan, the majority of surveys were conducted within the town and immediate environs of each area, 
but some rural areas within the catchment area of each town were also included. The detailed areas covered are 
included in the full HTS report in Appendix D. Copies of the questionnaires can also be found in Appendix D.    
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Table A1 summarises the overall response rate to the HTS in 2016, at the programme level and for each 
individual STA. The table also presents the programme level response rate for the 2012 and 2014 surveys. 
Calculated as a percentage of eligible addresses, the response rates for the 2016 survey were 67% in Limerick, 
75% in Westport and 64% in Dungarvan.  

Table A1 HTS Smarter Travel Survey Outcomes, 2016 

  Limerick Westport Dungarvan 2016  
Three 
Towns 

2014  
Three 
Towns 

2012  
Three 
Towns 

Gross 
sample 4,040 2,700 3,500 10,240 10,280 10,240 

Vacant 
address 59 191 174 424 528 123 

Expected 
additional 
Vacant1  

200 201 1 402 694 821 

Other 
ineligible 15 52 82 149 882 85 

Total 
eligible 3,766 2,256 3,243 9,265 8,176 9,211 

Non-
contact 789 322 771 1882 1,197 2,785 

Refusal 425 214 379 1018 1,388 483 
Other non-
response 17 35 26 78 46 3 

Completed 2,535 1,685 2,067 6,287 5,545 5,940 
           
Response 
rate 67% 75% 64% 68% 68% 64% 

Refusal 
rate 14% 11% 15% 14% 17% 5% 

Non-
contact 
rate 

21% 14% 24% 20% 15% 30% 

 

The design of the HTS is such that the sample selected is epsem (equal probability) in dwellings. When used to 
select a sample of individuals, the completed sample is biased in favour of individuals in smaller households as 
individual selection probability is inversely proportional to household size.  This, as well as other deviations from 
the population distribution, was adjusted by weighting the data. Further detail on the weighting procedures used 
and survey methodology are included in Appendix D.  

  

                                                                                                                     
1 The GeoDirectory identifies a certain proportion of residential addresses as vacant and these are excluded in advance. The 
proportions identified as vacant in 2016 were 1.2% in Limerick, 6.9% in Westport and 9% in Dungarvan). These percentages 
are lower than the percentages identified as vacant in each area in the Census 2016 Preliminary Results, so we would expect a 
certain proportion of addresses to be identified as vacant during fieldwork (6.4% in  Limerick, 14.5% in Westport and 5% in 
Dungarvan). As noted in the text, this figure is used to calculate the ‘expected additional vacant addresses’ which is subtracted 
from the ‘non-contacts’ before calculating the response rate. 
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Traffic/Pedestrian/Cyclist Data 
Traffic, pedestrian and cyclist data was recorded within each of the STAs to provide an indication of any changes 
in, or relocation of, travel demand. Survey data was collected on key routes in each STA, twice yearly (October 
and April) at the following times: 

 Wednesday morning peak (08:00am – 10:00am); and 

 Saturday morning peak (10:00am – 12:00pm). 

The counts provided a snapshot of ‘normal’ travel activity within each area and have been used as a secondary 
data source; the surveys were not designed to provide a robust independent measure of changes in mode share. 
Where available, additional survey data from the local authorities have also been included in the evaluation. For 
example, automatic counters on the greenways provide constant data in relation to cyclist and pedestrian 
volumes. The counts are undertaken for a cordon around the town centres of each STA. Limerick and Dungarvan 
also included inner cordons/counts to gain an understanding of impacts within town centres especially in terms of 
pedestrians/cyclists. Car and cycle parking occupancy rates at designated key locations were also recorded at 
regular intervals on the days of the surveys.  

Road Safety Monitoring 
The monitoring of collisions by mode and severity was undertaken using the Road Safety Authority (RSA) 
database. However, it should be noted that there is some delay in release of this data which means that only the 
earlier years of the evaluation period are covered by the currently available data. At present, the latest collision 
data available is up to 2014.  

Economic Activity Monitoring 
Economic activity monitoring was undertaken to understand whether the STA investment had any negative 
impacts on trading within the STAs. The following monitoring was undertaken: 

 Twice annual footfall counts within core retail areas; 

 Shop census within core areas to understand the occupancy rates of local businesses; 

 Annual Business Sentiment Survey with the local Chamber of Commerce; and 

 Town Centre Intercept surveys in core retail areas of the STAs as well as comparator areas. The key 
objective of the survey was to understand the spending habits of consumers within each area relative to 
travel mode. The surveys were undertaken with a quota of 30/70 of cyclists to non-cyclists to understand 
more about the spending habits of cyclists. Additional key outputs of the survey include: purpose of 
shopper/tourist visit to the town, average distance travelled, frequency of visit and time spent in the town 
and average spend and type.  

To enable the identification of the net effect of STA investment, taking account of the impacts of non-STA related 
investment/changes induced by national or regional factors, economic activity monitoring was also undertaken in 
a number of comparator towns. These included Castlebar, Youghal, Clonmel and a number of suburban shopping 
centres in Limerick, as shown in Table A2 

Table A2 Locations for Economic Activity Monitoring 

Smarter Travel Area Comparators 
Westport Castlebar 

Dungarvan Youghal 
Clonmel 

Limerick  
− City Centre Retail Area 
− Castletroy Shopping Centre 
− Parkway Shopping Centre 
− Childers Road Shopping Centre 
− Roxborough Shopping Centre 

Limerick 
− Crescent Shopping Centre 
− Jetland Shopping Centre 
− Coonagh Cross Shopping Centre 
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Comparator Data 
The evaluation of the STAs captured a significant amount of data in relation to changes in travel patterns and 
attitudes. Central to the evaluation was the requirement to determine the level of change generated by the STA 
programme, separately from change that resulted from other external factors. To enable this, the following 
comparator datasets have been used: 

 National Travel Survey: The National Transport Survey (NTS) was first undertaken by the CSO in 2009 
and subsequently in 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2016. The aim of the survey is to gather information on day-to-
day travel activities and is used to compile statistical indicators that help monitor the implementation of 
existing transport policies and inform future transport initiatives. Respondents are asked if they made any 
journeys on a specific day and if so to provide details of the journey(s). The survey population is individuals 
aged over 18 living in private households. The topics within the survey include:  

─ Demographic variables such as Sex, Age and Geographical location;  

─ Journey characteristics such as duration and distance; and  

─ Key choices in relation to journey such as mode and time of departure. 

The survey provided a valuable source of data to compare levels of modal shift nationally with observed 
changes in the STAs. Data from the NTS is mainly presented on a national basis but some variables are 
available excluding data from the Dublin area; Dublin may skew results, especially for comparison against 
areas like Dungarvan and Westport; 

 Attitude and Awareness Control Survey: The attitudinal section of the HTS (as opposed to the travel 
diary) was also undertaken with a nationally representative sample of over 600 respondents. This provided 
another source of control data for the evaluation; and  

 CSO Census: The census administered by the CSO every five years provided information relating to 
journeys to work and education. Census 2011 and Census 2016 have been used as an additional data 
source to compare any changes in travel patterns for trips to work and education within the STAs to 
changes nationally.  

It should be noted that all of the above datasets will have been subject to influence by investment in sustainable 
transport facilities and initiatives other than the STA i.e. the Dublin cycle hire scheme. However, these datasets 
represented the most reliable measure of the counterfactual. 
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A2: Qualitative Research   

The role of qualitative research in the evaluation was to provide a more in-depth understanding of factors 
influencing behaviour change in each STA and of the strengths and weaknesses of various aspects of the STA 
programme. Qualitative research provided insights which are essential to answering many of the ‘key evaluation 
questions’ outlined in Section Error! Reference source not found. above. This included an analysis of: 

 Why observed changes have occurred or were higher than originally anticipated; 

 Why some changes did not materialise or were lower than originally anticipated; and 

 Outcomes that were not expected or intended. 

A qualitative research programme was developed to include some elements which were common to all STAs and 
other elements which were specific to one or two of the STAs; the programme reflected the characteristics of 
each STA and the range of measures implemented. The qualitative programme consisted of focus groups, in-
depth interviews, route intercept surveys, attendance at events and event intercept surveys, cycle network quality 
audits, community cycle audits and bespoke surveys. Each of these is described in more detail in the following 
sections.   

Focus Groups 
A total of twenty-four focus groups were undertaken amongst specific segments of the population across the 
STAs as part of the qualitative research programme. Focus groups were generally of 90 minute duration and with 
eight to ten respondents in each. Each group included a mixture of male and female, except for one group in 
Limerick which focused solely on female cyclists. The groups also included a mix of social grades across the 
sample. A summary of all focus groups is presented in Table A3. 

The first series of focus groups were undertaken in May 2015 and informed the findings of the Interim Report.   
Participants in these groups represented different ‘target markets’ within the STAs; such as commuters, parents 
and students. The main objective of these initial focus groups was to understand perceptions of different travel 
modes and the perceived barriers to walking and cycling amongst people making short journeys by car. The 
groups also aimed to assess levels of awareness, knowledge and interest in the STA initiative at that stage of the 
programme. Three of these sessions were designed to work as ‘conflict groups’ in which half of the respondents 
made journeys by car and half cycled and each sub-group were asked to explain and justify their decisions to the 
other.   

The second series of focus groups was delivered in 2016 and 2017 to investigate some of the ex-post findings, 
including perceptions of the STA initiative and measures, perceptions of Smarter Travel and image associations 
of walking and cycling. Some of the later focus groups also explored specific aspects of the STA programme, 
including the impact of behaviour change ‘challenges’ and perceptions of the Green Schools programme. 
‘Attribution’ focus groups investigated the travel patterns of respondents who chose active travel for their journey 
to work at least some of the time and the extent to which STA programme initiatives had influenced this group. As 
tourism is essential to the local economies of Dungarvan and Westport, focus groups amongst tourism 
stakeholders were undertaken to document their perceptions of the STA programme and its impacts on tourism.  
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Table A3 Summary of STA Focus Groups Undertaken 

 Summary of STA Focus Groups Undertaken 
 Title Segment/Criteria Location Format 

M
ay

 2
01

5 

Employment 
Trips 

Commuters, UL Staff 
Drive or cycle less than 3km to work 

Dungarvan, 
Limerick 

Conflict 
Group 
 

Commuters 
Drive less than 3km to work 

Limerick, 
Westport 

Standard 
group 

Escorted 
Education Trips 

Parents (primary), driving children less than 
1km to school 

Limerick, 
Westport 

Standard 
group 

Parents (secondary), driving children less 
than 1km to school 

Limerick, 
Dungarvan 

Standard 
group 

Independent 
Education Trips 

Students, drive or cycle less than 3km to UL Limerick Conflict 
group 

Female students, drive or walk less than 3km 
to UL, but do not cycle 

Limerick Standard 
group 

O
ct

ob
er

 2
01

6 

Parent’s 
perceptions of 
Smarter Travel 

Parents, live within 1km of their child’s school All 
(Dungarvan, 
Limerick, 
Westport) 

Standard 
group 

Image of Smarter 
Travel 

Resident, lived within the area for at least 10 
years 

Dungarvan, 
Limerick, 
Westport, Dublin 

Standard 
group 

Operation 
Transportation 

Past participant in ‘Operation Transportation’ 
(List of past Operation Transportation 
participants obtained from STA team) 

Westport Standard 
group 

Ju
ne

 2
01

7 

Attribution Focus 
Groups 

Adults who walk or cycle as their main 
commuting mode on at least an occasional 
basis, have a full driving licence and have at 
least one car in the household. 
(HTS respondents used, supplemented by 
new recruits) 

All 
(Dungarvan, 
Limerick, 
Westport) 

Standard 
group 

20 Weeks of 
Change 

Past participant in ‘20 Weeks of Change’ Limerick Standard 
group 

Tourism Balanced mix of: 
Hoteliers, 
BnB owners, 
Chamber of Commerce representatives, 
Tourist Office representatives, 
Bike Hire Operators 
 
Must have been working in the industry in 
Westport/Dungarvan for at least four years 
(except bike hire operators) 
 

Dungarvan 
Westport 
 

Standard 
group 
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In-Depth Interviews   
In-depth interviews were undertaken with key stakeholders engaged in Smarter Travel delivery. Each of these 
had a different focus as follows: 

 STA Team Interviews: As part of the interim evaluation, thirteen in-depth interviews were undertaken with 
local authority staff engaged in delivery of the Smarter Travel programme. The purpose of these interviews 
was to provide insight to the following: 

─ Challenges and opportunities in managing the programme; 

─ Main perceived barriers to smarter travel and opportunities to overcome them;  

─ Lessons learnt re: successful measures; and  

─ Advice to other local authorities embarking on similar programmes. 

Separately, AECOM also met with each of the delivery teams as a group at the end of the programme.  

 Big Travel Action Challenge: In addition to the in-depth interviews with STA team members conducted at 
the interim evaluation stage, an additional specific in-depth interview was conducted with the coordinator of 
the Big Travel Action Challenge in Limerick in 2017; 

 Workplace Travel Plan Coordinators: Coordinators of Smarter Travel within two large workplaces in 
Limerick were interviewed. The purpose of the interviews undertaken was to understand the perceived 
benefits among businesses of participating in the Smarter Travel programme, experience of involvement 
and recommendations for future work;  

 School Principals and School Travel Plan Coordinators: To understand the perceptions of schools 
participating in Smarter Travel, principals and Smarter Travel coordinators at five primary schools and one 
secondary school were interviewed. Similar to the workplace interviews, the purpose of the school based 
interviews has to gain a more detailed insight to the perceived benefits and challenges in participating in the 
programme; 

 University of Limerick (UL) Smarter Travel Coordinators: Two coordinators have been designated to the 
delivery of Smarter Travel at the UL. Both coordinators were interviewed to understand their experience in 
delivery of the programme and their views as to what measures work well, or otherwise, in raising 
awareness of Smarter Travel and encouraging modal shift; and 

Feedback from each of the interviews is presented throughout this report. 

Route Intercept Surveys 
When the results of the 2014 HTS were analysed, gaps were identified in the available information about the use 
of new facilities and the trip types they were being used for. This was particularly in relation to the Dungarvan and 
Westport greenways which consumed a significant amount of the overall funding in each area. Intercept surveys 
of greenway users were undertaken in these areas with the objective of understanding the following: 

 For what trip purpose are the greenways being used; 

 Frequency of greenway use and trip lengths; 

 Parent views on use of the greenway for school trips; and  

 Measures required to encourage use of the greenways for employment and education trips. 

Approximately 100 surveys were undertaken on the greenways of both Dungarvan and Westport between the 
hours of 08:00-15:00 at specified locations. Findings from the surveys provided useful data in relation to the 
utilisation of the greenways and perceptions of the facilities. 

Attendance at Events and Event Intercept Surveys 
Intercept surveys were undertaken by AECOM at a number of different smarter travel events in Limerick and one 
event in Westport with the objective of understanding: 

 The profile of people who attend various types of smarter travel events, particularly with regard to cycling 
frequency; 

 Awareness of the Smarter Travel programme amongst event participants and how people hear about 
events; and 
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 Whether event participants believe that attending an event would encourage them to cycle more often. 

At a few additional events attended, intercept surveys were not possible, but at all events, some useful 
information could also be gathered through observation and through informal discussions with participants.  

Cycle Network Quality Audits 
Independent audits of cycling infrastructure delivered in both Dungarvan and Westport were commissioned by 
the DTTAS. The audits were undertaken in 2013 with the following objectives: 

 Review the quality of existing cycling infrastructure in place, or in an advanced stage of construction, 
highlighting any deficiencies or conflicts of use; 

 Make recommendations to remedy any deficiencies and conflicts of use identified; and 

 Assess the quality of the cycling environment along each route in consideration against Quality of Service 
criteria set out with the National Transport Authority’s Cycle Manual. 

Outcomes of the audits provide a valuable basis for understanding the impact of changes or otherwise in levels of 
cycling within Dungarvan and Westport. Quality audits in Limerick were postponed until more of the planned 
infrastructure network was been rolled out. 

Community Cycling Audit 
Feedback from the initial focus groups suggested issues in relation to the safety of cycling infrastructure. To 
provide further insight, community cycling audits were undertaken. The Community Cycling Audit in Dungarvan in 
2015 was undertaken with five participating cyclists. The audit included a cycle on different types of facility within 
the town such as: greenway, on-road cycle lanes, on-road cycle tracks as well as routes with no facilities. In 
addition, the audit went through a number of different junction types such as roundabouts, T-junctions and right-
turns. Audit participants completed two qualitative surveys as follows: 

 Before the cycling audit, participants were asked about their current travel patterns, attitudes and 
confidence in relation to cycling; and  

 Following the audit, participants were asked about each route taken and to give feedback in relation to the 
perceived level of safety and comfort while cycling. Any specific safety concerns were discussed in addition 
to the likelihood of allowing children to cycle the same routes. This survey supported feedback given by 
participants during the audit. 

Feedback from audit participants has been very valuable not only in understanding perceived safety issues but 
also in understanding more about the perception of cycling culture in Dungarvan. 

Bespoke Surveys 
AECOM identified further opportunities for bespoke qualitative research to provide insight to specific research 
areas as follows: 

 Online Survey of Go Dungarvan Travel Centre Users: This online survey was conducted in spring 2015 
and targeted Travel Centre users in Dungarvan. The objective of the survey was to understand: 

─ Trip purpose of those using the Travel Centre; 

─ Mode of transport used to the Travel Centre; 

─ Travel mode used before the Centre opened; 

─ Size of organisation the users work for; and 

─ Whether the Travel Centre encouraged users to take a more active commute.  

 Online Survey of participants in ‘Women on Wheels’ leisure cycling programme in Limerick: This 
programme is run annually by Limerick Sports Partnership and was established with the purpose of 
encouraging more women to start cycling. The purpose of the survey which was carried out in 2015 was to 
understand whether involvement in the group had:  

─ Encouraged women to start cycling; and  

─ If so, for what trip purpose. 
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Media Monitoring 
Media monitoring was undertaken throughout the evaluation period and used to gauge how Smarter Travel was 
being portrayed in the media and how it may influence community views of the programme as well as modal shift. 
Print and broadcast media as well as social media in relation to programme delivery in each of the three areas 
was monitored until the end of June 2017. 

. 
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Appendix B 

 Economic Analysis: Methodology  1.1.

The Smarter Travel Areas (STAs) Pilot Programme was commissioned to trial the impact of infrastructure 
improvements and behavioural change programmes on travel modes in three pilot areas in Ireland; Dungarvan, 
Limerick, and Westport. The aim of this pilot was to identify measures which would increase active travel 
among commuters.  
 

To evaluate the programme a Cost-Benefit Analysis was developed in 2011 prices. Cost-Benefit Analysis was 
carried out guided by the Common Appraisal Framework. Costs included for each of the three STAs were 
provided according to Capital (Infrastructure) and Current (Behavioural programmes) expenditure. In 
congruence with the aims of the programme, the following economic benefits were calculated:  
 

 Health Benefits; 
 Absenteeism Benefits; 
 Avoided Vehicle Operating Costs – Fuel; 
 Avoided Vehicle Operating Costs – Non-Fuel; and, 
 Emissions Benefits. 

The methodology used to calculate each of these benefits is presented in the following sections. Estimates of 
the additional physical activity are required to inform the calculation of economic benefits and therefore data 
was gathered biennially to identify the travel patterns of STA inhabitants over the STA monitoring period. This 
was compared against the outputs of the National Travel Survey. Data for years when the NTS (2015 and 2017) 
was not completed was determined using a mid-point.  
 

A summary of the economic benefits of the STA Pilot Programme is presented nominally in Table 1.1 below and 
in discounted terms in Table 1.2. As shown in Table 1.2, overall the STA programme achieved a net benefit of 
€7.23m in discounted terms over 20 year-period. Disaggregating impacts, only Limerick achieved a net benefit, 
but the size of the benefit outweighed net losses in Dungarvan and Westport. The vast majority of benefits in 
each case were derived from Health benefits in terms of avoided mortality or productivity benefits derived 
from avoided absenteeism.  
 

Due to the complexity of the intervention it is impossible to determine what elements of the programme 
increased active travel mode participation. In addition, it is impossible without further monitoring and 
evaluation to determine whether benefits will dissipate or remain in place for the foreseeable future.  It is 
important for the purposes of a pilot that results are replicable. In this case, the competitive tendering process 
between councils meant that interventions were not comparable, and in some cases the link between the 
proposed intervention and programme goals were tangential at best. There remains a need to evaluate the 
effectiveness of various types of interventions and to be more prescriptive in implementation as activity is not 
necessarily indicative of impact.  
 

Table 1.1: Net Nominal Benefits, 2011 Prices. 
Environmental Benefits 

€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas (Combined) €34.29 -€3.64 -€6.00 -€4.52 -€3.18 -€2.80 €1.12 

Dungarvan €2.37 -€1.51 -€3.08 -€1.18 -€1.42 -€2.61 €0.58 

Limerick €30.97 -€0.58 -€0.96 -€2.25 -€1.55 -€0.08 €0.43 

Westport €0.94 -€1.55 -€1.96 -€1.09 -€0.20 -€0.12 €0.11 

Source: AECOM 

 

  



 

Table 1.2: Net Discounted Benefits, 2011 Prices. 
Environmental Benefits 

€m, Discounted (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas (Combined) €7.23 -€3.64 -€5.71 -€4.10 -€2.74 -€2.20 €0.83 

Dungarvan -€2.63 -€1.44 -€2.79 -€1.02 -€1.17 -€2.04 €0.43 

Limerick €12.34 -€0.55 -€0.87 -€1.94 -€1.28 -€0.06 €0.32 

Westport -€1.70 -€1.48 -€1.78 -€0.94 -€0.17 -€0.09 €0.08 

Source: AECOM 

 

A summary of standard outputs from CBA is presented below in Table 1.3. In the furthermost column the 
Economic Net Present Value (ENPV) is shown. This represents the discounted sum of all economic costs and 
benefits for the STA pilot. A negative number represents a net loss arising from the completion of project. Only 
one STA are achieved a net positive ENPV, Limerick. Limericks large net positive value meant that overall the 
project had a positive impact. 
 

The Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) demonstrates the discounted sum of benefits over the discounted sum of costs. 
A minimum BCR of 1.5 is expected in ex-ante appraisal for projects to be approved on this basis. Only one of 
the STA’s achieved this return. Overall, Limerick’s positive BCR pushed the aggregate BCR of the pilot over 
1.31. 
 

The Economic Rate of Return (ERR) is the internal discount rate for each project where net nominal flows equal 
zero. A project is considered to have had a positive effect if the ERR is above the hurdle rate. The hurdle rate in 
Irish Appraisal is 5%, equivalent to the Discount Rate of 5%. Only one project achieved a discount rate of over 
5%. Limerick achieved a discount rate of 19% and was the only STA to achieve an ERR above the hurdle rate. 
 

Table 1.3: Summary Economic Outputs 

Summary Outputs 

Outputs 

Economic Net 
Present Value 

Benefit-Cost Ratio 
Economic Rate of 

Return 

Smarter Travel Areas (Combined) €7.23m 1.31 9% 

Dungarvan -€2.64m 0.71 2% 

Limerick €12.34m 2.43 19% 

Westport -€1.70 0.67 1% 

Source: AECOM 

 

The method by which these benefits were calculated is outlined in the following sections. The articulation of 
appraisal methods will begin by establishing how the additional active travel mode trips were identified for each 
area; this will inform the calculation of all economic benefits. Secondly, the assumptions adopted for appraisal 
will be outlined, this will include the economic life of the evaluation and standard assumptions derived from 
guidance. Thirdly, the cost of implementing the STA pilot will be identified. Finally the method employed to 
calculate and monetise identified benefits will be discussed benefits by benefit; this will include the source of 
assumptions and identification of any documentation supporting the use of certain methodologies.  
 

 Impact on Active Travel Modes: Identifying Additionality 1.2.

To identify the economic benefits of the STA Pilot Programme, we must understand additionality i.e. the 
difference between what occurred and what would have occurred naturally in the absence of the STA 
investment. We are aware of how the STA populations travelled using the Household Travel Survey (HTS) 
conducted in each area, the results of which are available for October in each of the following years 2012, 2014 
and 2016. However, as the active travel mode infrastructure in each of the STA’s is non-excludable it was 
impossible to use a control sample for comparative purposes in each of the STAs. Therefore, we must compare 
the modal choices of our sample in the STA to those of the population nationally.  
 



A comparison of the behaviours of the local population and the national population was achieved through the 
use of the HTS results for each of the STAs and CSO National Transport Survey (NTS) for 2012, 2014 and 2016. 
NTS results used excluded Dublin on the basis that it has a large and well established public transportation 
system which would skew the behaviours of the remainder of the country. Furthermore, it was acknowledged 
that a number of factors will affect modal choice; topography, population density, demographics, car ownership 
and availability of alternative modes of transport. For this reason, it was necessary to rebase national modal 
share against STA modal share in year one of the programme to reflect these differences. 
 

Table 1.4 on the overleaf demonstrates the modal share results from the NTS (excluding Dublin) for walking, 
cycling and car usage as a proportion of trips. This table also shows the same information derived from the 
HTS results for the STAs. An example of how the rebasing was achieved as follows: 
 

The modal share of 2012 walking trips for the NTS was 11.30% while the corresponding modal share in 
Dungarvan was 14.70% according to the HTS. In this case it is assumed the walking is more common in 
Dungarvan than the national average due to location specific factors. Therefore in the absence of intervention 
the modal share of walking in Dungarvan is assumed to always be 3.4% above the national average. Anything 
below this signals a reduction in active travel mode participation for this area.  
 

To give an example, consider 2014 data where the NTS estimates that walking accounts for 13.2% of all trips. 
This is 1.9% higher than the previous modal share recorded in 2012. By comparison, walking in Dungarvan 
increased by 0.2% to 14.9%. From this information we estimate that walking as a percentage of all trips in 2014 
should have been 16.6% (13.2% + 3.4%) according to the national trend. Therefore, walking modal share was 
1.7% lower than its baseline. 1.7% was placed over the total percentage of trips 13.2% to estimate the 
proportion of total trips lost due to the STA Pilot Programme in this year.  
 

Trip information for the STAs was provided by transport mode and year in the HTS, which provides information 
on the frequency of physical activity. This information is combined with information from the compendium of 
physical activity to provide estimates for the intensity of activity. The same methodology was applied to car 
trips1 to identify car usage.  
  

                                                                        
1 Passenger car journeys were excluded as it would have resulted in a double-counting of car journey costs (fuel, non-fuel 

and emissions) where multiple passengers travelled in a single vehicle. 



Table 1.4: Comparison of Modal Share in the Smarter Travel Areas HTS versus NTS 

Modal Share Active Travel Modal Shares 

2012 2014 2016 

National Transport Survey (Excluding Dublin)    

Walking  11.30% 13.2% 11.5% 

Cycling 0.60% 0.90% 0.70% 

Car 82.1% 79.4% 81.4% 

    

Smarter Travel Area (Combined)    

Walking  20.39% 24.18% 24.80% 

Cycling  2.27% 2.73% 3.10% 

Car  70.81% 67.76% 66.80% 

    

Dungarvan    

Walking  14.70% 14.90% 20.30% 

Cycling  2.70% 2.90% 3.60% 

Car  79.40% 78.70% 72.00% 

    

Limerick    

Walking  22.00% 25.60% 26.10% 

Cycling  2.50% 3.20% 3.40% 

Car  66.70% 64.10% 64.00% 

    

Westport    

Walking  24.30% 30.50% 27.40% 

Cycling  1.40% 1.80% 2.30% 

Car  67.80% 63.70% 66.00% 

Source: CSO National Travel Survey and AECOM 

 

 Appraisal Methods: Economic Life, Discounting and 1.3.

Forecasting 

For the purposes of public sector appraisal a 30-year economic life is typically adopted for capital projects. In 
order to evaluate the STA Pilot Programme, a seven-year construction period was adopted for which 
expenditure incurred. In addition, a 20-year economic life was used for evaluation purposes in this case.   
 

As each of the local authorities had quite complex delivery programmes composed of multiple interventions it 
is not possible to determine what specific interventions successfully influenced commuter behaviours. 
Furthermore, little evidence is available on the lagged impact of educational interventions on modal choice 
selection. It could be assumed that behavioural benefits would diminish gradually in the years following 
delivery. However, without knowledge of the effectiveness of these behavioural programme it is not possible to 
determine what portion of total benefit, if any are due to these interventions or conversely due to infrastructure 
improvements. For this reason, benefits were held constant from year 2017 to the end of infrastructure assets 
economic life in 2037 as the most reasonable assumption, due to the fact that capital expenditure accounted 
for 86% of delivery costs.  
 

Discounting was applied to economic appraisal at the standard central discount rate of 5% as required by the 
Public Spending Code for the full appraisal period.  
  



 Programme Expenditure 1.4.

Programme expenditure was provided to AECOM by each of the local authorities responsible for the STA Pilot 
Programme. Costs were provided on an annual basis in nominal figures. AECOM readjusted these nominal 
figures to 2011 prices in order to net out the effects of inflation via the consumer price index. Table 1.5 below 
expresses expenditure on an annual basis in 2011 prices.  
 

Table 1.5: Smarter Travel Area Expenditure, 2011 Prices. 
Expenditure, by Category 

€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Smarter Travel Area (Combined) €26.59 €3.64 €6.14 €5.10 €4.69 €5.47 €1.55 

Capital - Infrastructure €22.56 €2.71 €5.42 €4.30 €3.97 €4.92 €1.23 

Current - Behaviour €4.03 €0.93 €0.72 €0.80 €0.72 €0.55 €0.31 

        

Dungarvan €10.44 €1.51 €3.04 €1.08 €1.6 €3.19 €0 

Capital - Infrastructure €9.05 €1.20 €2.40 €0.87 €1.41 €3.17 €0 

Current - Behaviour €1.40 €0.31 €0.64 €0.21 €0.21 €0.02 €0 

        

Limerick €10.35 €0.58 €1.09 €2.78 €2.66 €1.87 €1.37 

Capital - Infrastructure €7.97 €0.0 €1.08 €2.26 €2.19 €1.39 €1.05 

Current - Behaviour €2.38 €0.58 €0.02 €0.52 €0.47 €0.48 €0.31 

        

Westport €5.79 €1.55 €2.00 €1.24 €0.41 €0.41 €0.18 

Capital - Infrastructure €5.55 €1.52 €1.94 €1.17 €0.37 €0.36 €0.18 

Current - Behaviour €0.25 €0.04 €0.06 €0.07 €0.04 €0.05 €0 

Source: Local Authorities, Price Adjustment by AECOM 

 

 Calculation of STA Pilot Programme Benefits 1.5.

Absenteeism Benefits 

Increases in physical activities are associated with increases in the productivity of the economy by reducing 
short-term sick leave. The methodologies for calculating reductions in Absenteeism are established in the 
Common Appraisal Framework (CAF). As these benefits only apply to the working population, an employment 
coefficient was calculated to estimate the working population aged 15+ of each STA. This coefficient was 
calculated by placing total employment aged 15+ over the national population2 (54%).  
Separate parameters are given for public sector (5.8 days) and private sector (4.6 days) absenteeism 
respectively. Therefore, an additional national parameter is used to estimate public sector employment as a 
proportion of total employment. As per CAF, 21% of the population is assumed to be employed in the public 
sector; the remaining 79% are employed by the private sector. CAF adopts a lower-bound absenteeism 
reduction of 6% for every three hours and thirty minutes of exercise per week. Activity levels were obtained 
from Smarter Travel Areas data and monetised by average hourly wages for each sector. The outcome of these 
calculations is provided in Table 1.6 on the overleaf in nominal terms.Absenteeism Benefits total €21.67m 
nominally. The vast majority of this benefit is derived from the Limerick STA (€15.13m), where the large 
population size vs the sample leads to a higher estimation of new active travel trips. As per the methodology 
described above the end benefit is dependent upon the number and journey time of trips. Benefits derived 
from increases/decreases in journey times of existing trips could not be calculated due to an absence of 
journey information prior to the STA Pilot. 
 

                                                                        
2 Census (2016), CSO 



Table 1.6: Absenteeism Benefits, 2011 Prices. 
Absenteeism Benefit 

€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 20163

 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas (Combined) €21.67 €0.00 €0.06 €0.25 €0.56 €0.95 €0.95 

Dungarvan €4.10 €0.00 -€0.01 -€0.03 €0.06 €0.19 €0.19 

Limerick €15.13 €0.00 €0.06 €0.22 €0.41 €0.66 €0.66 

Westport €2.43 €0.00 €0.02 €0.06 €0.08 €0.10 €0.10 

Source: AECOM 

 

Health Benefits 

The economic benefit of increased participation in active travel modes was measured as a health benefit. 
Guidance for the evaluation of physical activity is provided in the CAF. However, this was not considered 
suitable for use in this case as the parameters are designed to value impacts on commuters. Increased activity 
was not attributed to commuting but leisure, therefore the existing methodology was considered unsuitable for 
use in this case. Additional guidelines available in the TII’s PAG Unit 14 could also have been used, however on 
the basis that WebTAG4 guidance on this area was recently updated, that source has been applied. New 
parameters were developed to translate this guidance for application in Ireland; Mortality Rate, Years of Life 
Lost, Exchequer Willingness to Pay for Mortality Avoidance. New parameters will be identified over the course 
of this section.  
The calculation of health benefits requires the identification of activity by person per week. From previous 
calculations the number of active travel trips was identified. However, as additional trips are a fungible indicator, 
there is no way to identify whether these new trips were undertaken by new or existing cyclists and walkers. As 
a result, it is assumed that 90% of all trips are return journeys, and the remaining 10% of trips are single 
purpose journeys as per CAF. Therefore, the number of unique users is estimated to be 55% of the total 
number of trips.  
The average length of a trip for walking and cycling was recorded as part of the monitoring process for the STA 
programme. This was used to gauge the average time spent by individual engaged in physical activity on a 
weekly basis. In order to measure physical activity on a comparable basis for walking and cycling physical 
activity was converted into METs. A MET is a Metabolic Equivalent defined as 1kcal/kg/hour. The MET rate for 
walking and cycling is considered to be 3.3 and 6.8 respectively5. 
The World Health Organisations (WHO) Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) model is an online tool 
developed in collaboration with experts to estimate the value of reduced mortality that results from regular 
walking and cycling. This model forms the basis of health benefits calculations arising from physical activity in 
UK and Ireland. Adopting the same approach as that used in the WHO HEAT Model, the impact of walking and 
cycling on mortality avoidance per MET estimated by the formula: 𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘 𝑜𝑓 𝐴𝑙𝑙 𝐶𝑎𝑢𝑠𝑒 𝑀𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 = (𝑒𝑙𝑛 (𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘) 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑀𝐸𝑇𝑆 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑊𝑒𝑒𝑘⁄ .Scenario MET per Week) 
Where Relative Risk is estimated to be .90 at a 5% confidence level6 for an 11.25 BASE MET Week. The 
scenario MET week is based upon the average MET hour per week for walkers and cyclists in each STA7. The 
output is subtracted from one to provide a mortality avoidance coefficient. This coefficient is then applied to 
the baseline number of mortalities estimated for the population. A mortality parameter of 0.0019 is used in 
CAF; however this only applies to those of a working age between 15 and 64. This parameter is unsuitable in 
this case as increases of walking and cycling were mainly attributable to leisurely activities enjoyed by those 
over the age of 64. Therefore mortality rates were recalculated for those aged 15+, which resulted in a 

                                                                        
3 Held constant for remainder of appraisal period 
4 TAG Unit A4.1: Social Impact Appraisal (2017),Department for Transport  
5 Compendium of Physical Activity (2011), Ainsworth et al 

6 Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Reduction in All-Cause Mortality from Walking and Cycling and Shape of Dose Response (2014) 

Kelly et al 

7 Relative Risk Reductions were capped at 0.7 and 0.55 for Walking and cycling respectively. Due to low levels of individual activity outputs 

did not approach these caps 



mortality rate of 0.00819 as of 20168. This provides the estimated number of deaths avoided by increases in 
physical activity.  
Monetising mortality avoidance was achieved by calculating the average number of years lost and the 
Exchequer’s Willingness To Pay (WTP) for a year of life.  The average number of years lost was calculated by 
summing the difference between the age of death, and the typical life expectancy of 82 for the Irish population 
aged 15+ in 2016, and dividing the output by the total number of deaths. The average Years of Life Lost due to 
all-cause mortality was calculated at 15.28 years on this basis. This was then discounted by 5% per annum to 
reflect the diminishing return on each additional year of life into the future, which results in an Adjusted Years of 
Life Lost of 11.19747. The Exchequer’s WTP for Year of Life was obtained from historical QALY values; the 
current upper threshold for ICER evaluations is €45,000 per year of life, historically approvals range between 
€25,000 and €45,000, therefore a mid-point of €35,000 was adopted. The extremes of the range were adopted 
as sensitivities.  
CAF assumes that the health benefits accruing from the adoption of active travel modes accrue over a five-

year period, after which cyclist or pedestrians achieve the full health benefit of their activities. This assumption 
has its base in WebTAG. New guidance criticises the lack of evidence underpinning this assumption, this has 
therefore been omitted from calculations meaning that benefits accrue in line with activity9. 
 

Health Benefits total €32.27m nominally. The vast majority of this benefit is derived from the Limerick STA 
(€22.46m), where the large population size vs the sample leads to a higher estimation of new active travel trips. 
Net losses in health benefits were identified in 2013 and 2014 for Dungarvan due to an estimated decrease in 
the number of active travel mode trips. It is unclear as to whether this decrease is due to timing risk or other 
factors. As per the methodology described above the end benefit is dependent upon the number and journey 
time of trips. Benefits derived from increases/decreases in journey times of existing trips could not be 
calculated due to an absence of journey information prior to the STA Pilot. 
 

Table 1.7: Health Benefits, 2011 Prices. 
Health Benefits 

€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 201610

 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas 
(Combined) €32.27 €0 €0.09 €0.36 €0.82 €1.41 €1.41 

Dungarvan €5.83 €0 -€0.01 -€0.04 €0.09 €0.26 €0.26 

Limerick €22.46 €0 €0.08 €0.32 €0.61 €0.98 €0.98 

Westport €3.98 €0 €0.02 €0.08 €0.12 €0.17 €0.17 

Source: AECOM 

 

Vehicle Operating Costs – Fuel and Non-Fuel 
Vehicle Operating Costs were estimated according to CAF guidelines. A small decrease in the daily number of 
private car journeys was observed for all STAs (approximately 378 in 2016). The majority of the trips removed 
are anticipated to be short journeys. However, according to the HTS the average length of a car journey was 
approximately 15km. The modal distance for car journeys is much lower as recorded car trip lengths followed a 
Poisson distribution. Therefore, a large number of trips are concentrated on short trips, but the average is 
skewed upward by a relatively small number of long trips. For this reason a conservative 2km assumption was 
adopted for the calculation of Fuel and Non-Fuel Costs. The breakdown of fuel type by vehicle trip was 
estimated from New Vehicle Registrations Data which takes into account fuel trends11. New registrations were 
adopted as it was assumed it is more in line with the long-term trend.  
Vehicle Operating Costs total €6.72m nominally (€3.60m for Fuel Costs, and 3.12m for Non-Fuel costs). The 
vast majority of this benefit is derived from the Limerick STA (€3.61m), where the large population size vs the 
                                                                        

8 Mortality rates were also recalculated for the population aged 15-65 - 0.0189 

9 Research into Valuing Health Impacts in Transport Appraisal (2017), Tainio et al 

10 Held constant for remainder of appraisal period 
11 Table TEM12, (2016) CSO 



sample leads to a higher estimation of avoided trips. As per the methodology described above the end benefit 
is dependent upon the number of trips. However the sum of benefits remains small in the context of total 
nominal benefits in each case. 

Table 1.8: Vehicle Operating Costs - Fuel, 2011 Prices. 
Vehicle Operating Costs – Fuel €m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 

Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 201612
 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas 
(Combined) 

€3.60 €0 €0.00 €0.01 €0.08 €0.16 €0.16 

Dungarvan €1.50 €0 €0.00 -€0.01 €0.03 €0.07 €0.07 

Limerick €1.94 €0 €0.00 €0.01 €0.04 €0.09 €0.09 

Westport €0.17 €0 €0.00 €0.01 €0.01 €0.01 €0.01 

Source: AECOM 

 

 

Table 1.9: Vehicle Operating Costs – Non-Fuel, 2011 Prices. 
Vehicle Operating Costs – Non-

Fuel 
€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 

Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 201613
 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas 
(Combined) 

€3.12 €0.00 €0.00 -€0.01 €0.06 €0.14 €0.14 

Dungarvan €1.30 €0.00 €0.00 -€0.01 €0.02 €0.06 €0.06 

Limerick €1.67 €0.00 -€0.01 -€0.01 €0.02 €0.06 €0.06 

Westport €0.15 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.01 €0.01 €0.01 

Source: AECOM 

 

Environmental Benefits 

Environmental Benefits were calculated according to CAF Guidelines using NOx, CO2, PM and VOC parametres. 
Fuel type assumptions were kept in line with the New Vehicle Registration Data. Emission values were grossed 
upward by GNI growth factors. Transport demand growth was not factored into future forecasts. For 
consistency purposes, the modal trip length of 2km was utilised for removed trips to estimate emissions 
savings. 
 

Environmental Benefits total €0.22m nominally. As per the methodology described above the end benefit is 
dependent upon the number of trips. However the sum of benefits remains negligible in the context of total 
nominal benefits in each case. The low contribution of environmental benefits is typical of transport projects 
due to the low values placed on emissions.  
 

Table 1.10: Environmental Benefits, 2011 Prices. 
Environmental Benefits 

€m, Nominal (2011 Prices) 
Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 201614

 2017 

Smarter Travel Areas 
(Combined) 

€0.22 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.01 €0.01 €0.01 

Dungarvan €0.09 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 

Limerick €0.12 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.01 €0.01 

Westport €0.01 €0.00 €0.00 €0.00 €0.01 €0.01 €0.01 

Source: AECOM 

 

                                                                        
12 Held constant for remainder of appraisal period 
13 Held constant for remainder of appraisal period 
14 Held constant for remainder of appraisal period 
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1.1 Background 

In Dungarvan, transport data has been collected every six months since October 2012, with the most recent data 
being collected in October 2016. The count locations were redrawn and re-baselined from October 2012 to May 
2013. In addition, count locations were moved inside the N25 to ensure full impacts of Smarter Travel measures are 
captured. In April 2014 the count period was reduced to the AM peak only (with counts taking place between 08:00 
– 10:00 for the Wednesday survey and 10:00-12:00 for the Saturday survey). Hence all data in this report is 
compared for these two hour AM peak periods. Table 1.1 summarises the data collected for the October 2016 
monitoring term in Dungarvan. 

Table 1.1: Data Review for Dungarvan, October 2016 

 
Counts 

Car Parking Cycle Parking Weather 
Traffic Cycle Pedestrians 

Data 
Collected Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Survey 
Conditions 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

1 Weekday + 1 
Saturday 

9am,1pm,3pm,5pm 

1 weekday at 
lunchtime 

- 

 

Table 1.2 summarises the weather conditions on all survey days to date.  

Table 1.2: Summary of weather conditions for surveys undertaken 

Date Conditions 

Wednesday 12th October 2016 Dull, overcast and dry with some sunny spells. Temp 9.8 - 
15.4°C 

Saturday 15th October 2016 Overcast and dry with some sunny spells. Temp 6.2 - 13.6°C 

Wednesday 11th May 2016 Dull/overcast with an occasional light shower. Temp 10.6-
16.1°C 

Saturday 14th May 2016 Mainly dry/bright all day. Temp 9.5-13.3°C 

Wednesday 14th October 2015 Bright/sunny and dry throughout the whole day. Temp 6.5-14°C 

Saturday 10th October 2015 Dull/overcast but dry all day. Temp 12.4-14.5°C 

Wednesday 22nd April 2015 Bright, sunny and dry throughout the whole day. Temp 9-15°C 

Saturday 25th April 2015 Overcast/cloudy at the start of the survey, some sunny spells, 
starts raining heavily at 13:15hrs and continues for the rest of 
the survey. Temp 7-12°C 

Wednesday 8th October 2014 Heavy rain for the first hour of the survey. This gives way to a 
mix of overcast and sunny spells until approximately 14:40hrs 
when there are further heavy showers which become 
intermittent for the remainder of the survey. Temp 11-15°C 

Saturday 4th October 2014 Bright and sunny for the duration of the survey. Temp 7-14°C 

Wednesday 30th April 2014 Rain to start. Dull/overcast and drizzle all morning, drying and 
staying dry all afternoon, while remaining overcast. Temp 9-
13°C 

Saturday 26th April 2014 Light rain at the commencement of the survey. Dull/overcast 
with sunny spells late morning. Sunny spells and heavy 

1 Dungarvan 



 

showery bursts during the afternoon. Temp 9-16°C 

Wednesday 16th October 2013 Showers until 07:00, dry and partly cloudy for remainder of day. 
Temp 6.3 – 11.8°C 

Saturday 12thOctober  2013 Dry and cloudy. Temp 10.4 -16.5°C 

Wednesday 08th May 2013 Scattered showers and cloudy. Temp 7.3 – 12.4°C 

Saturday 11th May 2013 Mainly dry and sunny. Temp 7.3 – 11.7°C 

 

An overview of the movement data collected in Dungarvan is presented below in Table 1.3.  

Table 1.3: Overview of data collection, Dungarvan 

Number of Counts 15 Sites (All modes) 

All Classes Surveyed Yes 

Time Periods 1 Weekday and 1 Saturday 
08:00 – 10:00 – Weekday  
10:00 – 12:00 – Saturday 

Methodology Cameras  

Issues October 2014 – The Wednesday count for Site 16 includes a group of school children 
who walked from the school at 09:50. 

April 2015 - During the analysis of the pedestrian flow counts for Site 12 (Tax Office), an 
error with the counting procedure was identified. The contractor subsequently revised 
the counts for April 2014 and October 2014 once this error had been identified, as it had 
also occurred during these counts.   

October 2015 – An increase in pedestrians at Site 16 on the Saturday count was due to 
an organised jogging event originating at the school grounds very close to the count 
screenline. 

 

Movement counts undertaken in May 2013 at 15 sites in Dungarvan (Table 1.4) form the baseline for movement 
analysis. These sites have been resurveyed as part of the October 2016 monitoring. The count sites form an outer 
and an inner cordon of transport trips in and out of the town centre of Dungarvan. 

The location of movement counts is presented in Figure 1.1 and Table 1.4. These locations were chosen based on 
an outer cordon which could clearly capture traffic entering the town. Sites were also identified within the town 
centre, many of which capture pedestrian and cyclist movements. Site 10 has been labelled as ‘Other Site’ as it sits 
outside the outer cordon and could result in double counting of movements across the cordon. Site 5 and Site 12 
(Tax Office) are both at the same location, and it was decided following the October 2014 survey that it was 
unnecessary to continue to monitor both sites. As such, from April 2015 onwards, Site 5 has not been included. 

                         Table 1.4 – Dungarvan Transport Count Locations 

Site No. Location 
1 Sarsfield Street 
2 Clonea Road 
3 Coolagh Road 
4 Strandside South 

5 Tax Office - REMOVED 

6 South of Fairlane Roundabout 
7 Shandon Street south of Kilrush Roundabout 
8 Springmount east of N25 
9 Youghal Road 
10 N25  



 

11 Devonshire Bridge 
12 Tax Office 
13 Dunnes Stores 
14 O’Connell Street 
15 Mitchell Street 
16 Rices Street 

 
Car parking data was recorded at eight car park locations in Dungarvan. Surveys were carried out on a weekday 
and a Saturday for the baseline in October 2012 and resurveyed every six months following, with the most recent 
data collected in October 2016. Cycle parking at Grattan Square was also recorded during the same periods. 

 

Figure 1.1– Dungarvan Movement Count Locations 

Caveat:  

Please note that graphs of movement counts included within this report present “totals” of cordons / groups of 
sites. These “totals” are a record of movements and are likely to include double-counting of individual pedestrians, 
cyclists and vehicles across multiple count sites; however they serve a useful purpose in presenting the overall 
trends in relation to movement volumes across the evaluation period to date.   

With reference to the Summary Tables of movement surveys included within this report, the overall number of 
cyclist movements is small and minor changes in numbers can result in significant percentage increases or 
decreases for this mode.   

 



 

1.2 Pedestrian Movement 

Weekday count results for pedestrian movements in October 2016 are presented in Figure 1.2. These counts 
represent a 2 hour count period from 08:00am to 10:00am on Wednesday 12th October 2016. The weather was 
recorded as dull, overcast and dry with some sunny spells. In comparison, the May 2013 baseline survey recorded 
the weather as being cloudy with showers while in October 2014 there was heavy rain for the first hour of the 
survey, followed by a mixture of overcast and sunny spells. In October 2015, the weather was recorded as bright, 
sunny and dry throughout the whole day. 

The highest flows were recorded at the Tax Office (Site 12), Rices Street (Site 16), Mitchell Street (Site 15), with 
flows of 240, 216 and 151 respectively.  

Tax Office (site 12) and Rices Street (Site 16) were the count sites with the highest recorded pedestrian movements 
in October 2015 and have remained so in October 2016, despite minor increases in pedestrian numbers at both 
sites (-1.6% and -6.5%, respectively).  

Mitchell Street (Site 15) recorded the third-highest pedestrian movements in October 2016, whereas it was below 
both Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) and O’Connell Street (Site 14) in October 2015. This is due to the fact that Mitchell 
Street (Site 15) experienced an increase in pedestrian movement sin October 2016, compared to October 2015 
(+8.6%), whereas all other sites in the inner cordon experienced a decrease, with Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) and 
O’Connell Street (Site 14) both experiencing decreases of approximately 20%.  

In the outer cordon, the general trend was a decrease in recorded pedestrian movements with only Sarsfield Street 
(Site 1) and Youghal Road (Site 9) showing an increase in recorded pedestrian movements compared with October 
2015.  

Despite a 16.2% decrease since October 2015, Clonlea Road (Site 2) remained the outer cordon site with the 
highest number of recorded pedestrian movements, with 62. Coolagh Road (Site 3) experienced a minor decrease 
in pedestrian movements but recorded the second-highest number of pedestrian movements, with 50, while the 
increase in pedestrian movements at Sarsfield Street (Site 1) meant it had the third-highest number of pedestrian 
movement sin the outer cordon, with 45. 

Shandon Street (Site 7) and Springmount (Site 8) had the second and third-highest number of pedestrian 
movements in the outer cordon in October 2015; however these sites experienced decreases of 44.6% and 50.0%, 
respectively in October 2016. Despite this, the recorded pedestrian movements in October 2016 are still significantly 
higher than those recorded in the baseline year (October 2013).  

Overall, the single-largest actual increase recorded pedestrian movements, compared to October 2015, was 12 at 
Mitchell Street (Site 15). The single largest actual decrease was 32, at Springmount (Site 8). Despite the general 
trend of decreasing pedestrian movements, compared to October 2015, 13 of the 15 survey sites have experienced 
an increase in pedestrian movements since the baseline (May 2013).    

The number of pedestrian movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 1.5.  



 

Figure 1.2: Pedestrian Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Dungarvan 



 

Table 1.5: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

 

 

Pedestrians 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey 

        

Date of Survey 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 18 10 13 22 44 35 39 45 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 58 18 36 35 85 74 61 62 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 42 10 18 17 59 53 49 50 

Strandside South (Site 4) 5 1 3 6 8 15 8 4 

South of Fairlane Rbout 
(Site 6) 

15 5 16 12 21 29 25 19 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 35 11 21 31 44 65 37 36 

Springmount (Site 8) 6 14 1 20 28 64 41 32 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 18 4 15 18 34 22 14 29 

 N25 (Site 10) 0 4 0 0 2 5 4 3 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) 107 48 69 67 193 149 117 119 

Tax Office (Site 12) 29 145 188 174 239 244 259 240 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 16 4 16 26 28 29 23 25 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 126 82 115 94 73 140 107 111 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 135 136 137 167 171 139 233 151 

Rices Street (Site 16) 165 118 147 176 191 231 191 216 

 

The Saturday counts results for October 2016 are presented in Figure 1.3. These counts represent a two hour count 
period from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Saturday the 15th October 2016. The weather was recorded as overcast and 
dry with some sunny spells. On the day of the May 2013 baseline survey the weather was recorded as foggy to start 
clearing to cloudy with sunny spells, while in October 2014 the weather was recorded as bright and sunny and, in 
2015, the weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day.  

The highest flows were recorded at Tax Office (Site 12), O’Connell Street (Site 14) and Rices Street (Site 16), with 
flows of 215, 145 and 141, respectively.   

Tax Office (Site 12) experienced a significant increase (28.7%) compared to October 2015, with an additional 48 
recorded pedestrian movements. This represented the single-largest actual increase in pedestrian flows of any site 
surveyed. O’Connell Street (Site 14) which had the highest number of recorded pedestrian movements in October 
2015, experienced a significant decrease (-36.1%), a reduction of 82 pedestrian movements, which represented the 
single-largest decrease. Despite this, O’Connell Street (Site 14) still recorded the second-highest number of 
pedestrian movements.  

Overall, four of the six sites in the inner cordon experienced reductions in pedestrian movements, compared with 
October 2015, with Devonshire Bridge (-31.2%), Mitchell Street (-33.6%) and Rices Street (-26.9%) all experiencing 
significant decreases.    

It should be noted that particularly high number of pedestrian movements recorded at Rices Street (Site 16) in 
October 2015 were more-than-likely artificially inflated due to an organised jogging event originating at the school 
grounds very close to the screen line. Compared to the baseline (May 2013), pedestrian movements on Rices Street 
(Site 16) have increased by 48.4%.    

Decreases in pedestrian movements were recorded at three of the eight outer cordon sites compared to October 
2015, although the pedestrian movements at these three sites are approximately in line with the October 
movements recorded in the Base Year (2013). Minor increases were recorded at three other outer cordon sites, 
while the recorded pedestrian movements at the remaining two sites were the same as in October 2015.  

The single-largest actual decrease in pedestrian movements in the outer cordon was at Clonlea Road, with 21 fewer 
recorded movements compared to October 2015.  



 

The number of pedestrian movements recorded at each count location for all surveys to date is detailed in Table 
1.6.  

Figure 1.3: Pedestrian Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Dungarvan 

 



 

Table 1.6: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys- 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00 – 12: 00), All Sites  

 
  Pedestrians 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

 

  
   

Date of Survey 
2013/0

4 

2013/1

0 

2014/0

4 

2014/1

0 

2015/0

4 

2015/1

0 

2016/0

4 

2016/1

0 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 34 25 38 24 31 48 19 28 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 49 77 33 97 69 103 77 82 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 26 42 10 41 24 39 23 43 

Strandside South (Site 4) 7 8 4 0 4 10 19 6 

South of Fairlane Rbout (Site 
6) 

29 42 36 48 32 51 80 51 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 42 32 37 67 55 49 43 52 

Springmount (Site 8) 8 33 5 27 26 26 32 33 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 17 27 7 46 32 28 19 28 

 N25 (Site 10) 3 15 2 6 1 7 2 4 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) 121 151 70 183 123 170 127 117 

Tax Office (Site 12) 29 153 166 135 161 167 150 215 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 58 77 44 59 63 49 82 51 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 135 240 181 155 105 227 195 145 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 119 121 44 105 96 143 128 95 

Rices Street (Site 16) 95 97 65 82 134 193 109 141 

 

1.3 Cyclist Movement 

Weekday count results for cyclist movements in October 2016 are presented in Figure 1.4. These counts represent 
a 2 hour count period from 08:00am to 10:00am on Wednesday 12th October 2016. As noted previously, the 
weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry with some sunny spells. In comparison, the May 2013 baseline 
survey recorded the weather as being cloudy with showers while in October 2014 there was heavy rain for the first 
hour of the survey, followed by a mixture of overcast and sunny spells. In October 2015, the weather was recorded 
as bright, sunny and dry throughout the whole day.  

The largest flow recorded was at Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) in the town centre, with 38 cyclist movements. This 
actually represented a decrease of 22.4% compared to October 2015 (49). The second-largest recorded flow was at 
Rices Street (Site 16), with 27 cyclist movements, although this also represented a decrease (-18.2%) compared 
with October 2015 (33). While three of the six inner cordon sites did experience increases compared to October 
2016, they were relatively minor compared to the decreases described above. Despite this, the trend in the inner 
cordon since the baseline (May 2013) has been an increase at every survey site. 

In the outer cordon the general trend was also one of decreasing cyclist flows compared to October 2015, with five 
of the eight survey sites experiencing a decrease in cyclist movements.  

The highest cyclist flows in the outer cordon were recorded at Clonlea Road (Site 2), with 16 movements, a 
decrease of 13 movements (44.8%) compared to October 2015 and the same number of cyclist movements that 
were recorded in the baseline (May 2013). Coolagh Road, which had the second-highest cyclist flows in October 
2015 (24), experienced the single-largest actual decrease, to just 9 cyclist movements (-62.5%). 

The second-highest cyclist flows in the outer cordon were recorded at Springmount (site 8) with 10 movements, 
which represented an increase of 4 movements compared to October 2015 and continued a trend of growth at this 
site, which had zero recorded cyclists in the baseline (May 2013). 

Despite the decrease in cyclist flows compared to October 2015, the general trend in the outer cordon since the 
baseline (May 2013) is still one of growth.  

The number of cyclist movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 1.7.   



 

Figure 1.4: Cyclist Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Dungarvan 

 

 

 



 

Table 1.7: Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

 

 

Cyclists 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey 

        

Date of Survey 
2013/0

4 

2013/1

0 

2014/0

4 

2014/1

0 

2015/0

4 

2015/1

0 

2016/0

4 

2016/1

0 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 4 1 3 2 10 14 10 5 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 16 6 16 9 24 29 14 16 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 14 1 5 10 16 24 11 9 

Strandside South (Site 4) 1 0 0 0 3 7 2 8 

South of Fairlane Rbout (Site 
6) 

3 1 2 4 8 4 5 6 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 7 2 5 4 13 11 12 6 

Springmount (Site 8) 0 0 1 0 3 6 6 10 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 0 0 3 1 8 12 2 4 

 N25 (Site 10) 1 2 1 2 4 0 1 3 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) 26 12 10 27 41 49 24 38 

Tax Office (Site 12) 5 1 11 5 8 15 12 16 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 1 0 3 0 7 5 6 3 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 8 6 13 10 9 14 11 17 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 10 6 12 11 16 10 15 13 

Rices Street (Site 16) 7 9 7 9 14 33 14 27 

 

The Saturday count results for cyclist movements in October 2016 are presented in Figure 1.5. These counts 
represent a 2 hour count period from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Saturday 15th October 2016. The weather was 
recorded as dulll, overcast and dry with some sunny spells. On the day of the May 2013 baseline survey the 
weather was recorded as foggy to start clearing to cloudy with sunny spells, in October 2014 the weather was 
recorded as bright and sunny, while in 2015 The weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day. 

Similar to the October 2015 cyclist surveys, the highest flows on the inner cordon were recorded at Devonshire 
Bridge (Site 11) with a flow of 40. This represents a 53.8% (14) increase compared to May 2013 (26) and a minor 
increase of 1 cyclist, compared to October 2015. 

Decreases in cyclist movements were recorded at four of the six sites on the inner cordon in comparison to October 
2015, but overall movements recorded remained higher than the May 2013 baseline at most sites on the inner 
cordon apart from O’Connell Street (Site 14) which has seen a decrease from 19 movements in May 2013 to 10 (-
47.4%) in October 2016, and Rices Street (Site 16), which has seen a decrease from 15 movements to nine over 
the same period. Tax Office (Site 12) experienced the single–largest actual decrease compared to October 2015, 
falling from 13 recorded cyclist movements to 8. 

As with the October 2015 cyclist surveys, the highest cyclist flows on the outer cordon were recorded on Clonea 
Road (Site 2), with a flow of 37 cyclist movements. This represents an increase of 48.0% (12) compared to May 
2013 (25), and also an increase of 42.3% (11) compared to October 2015 (26), which represented the single-largest 
actual increase compared to October 2015. Clonlea Road (Site 2) also had the second-highest recorded cyclist flow 
of any of the survey sites.  

Increases in cyclist movements were recorded at six of the eight sites on the outer corden in comparison to October 
2015. Overall movements recorded remained higher than the May 2013 baseline at most sites on the outer cordon 
apart from Youghal Road, where there was a minor decrease from six movements in May 2013 to five in October 
2016.  

11 cyclist movements were recorded on the N25 – an increase of 266.7% compared to October 2015 (3), albeit still 
a decrease of 38.9% compared to the May 2013 baseline of 18.  



 

The overall trend is positive, with 11 of the 15 total survey sites experiencing increases in cyclist movements since 
the May 2013 baseline.  

The number of cyclist movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 1.8.   

 
Figure 1.5: Cyclist Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Dungarvan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 1.8: Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00 – 12:00), All Sites 

 
  Cyclists 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

 

  
   

Date of Survey 
2013/0

4 

2013/1

0 

2014/0

4 

2014/1

0 

2015/0

4 

2015/1

0 

2016/0

4 

2016/1

0 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 0 4 3 6 6 8 4 3 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 25 26 14 25 27 26 34 37 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 11 21 9 20 14 11 16 18 

Strandside South (Site 4) 2 8 0 5 10 8 4 4 

South of Fairlane Rbout (Site 
6) 

4 5 0 9 6 7 4 10 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 5 5 12 11 8 6 14 12 

Springmount (Site 8) 1 9 2 12 4 6 2 11 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 6 7 0 1 4 3 5 5 

 N25 (Site 10) 18 6 0 10 8 3 9 11 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) 26 54 18 45 40 39 67 40 

Tax Office (Site 12) 4 15 5 16 12 13 13 5 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 7 10 4 13 6 5 2 13 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 19 15 18 19 17 15 12 10 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 9 20 11 30 10 18 13 14 

Rices Street (Site 16) 15 12 4 2 16 16 11 9 



 

1.4 Traffic Movement 

Two hour survey counts from 08:00am to 10:00am for vehicular traffic on Wednesday 12th October 2016 are 
presented in Figure 1.6.  

The highest flows on the outer cordon were recorded on the Clonea Road and the highest flows on the inner cordon 
were recorded at Devonshire Bridge.  

Clonea Road (Site 2) showed a notable decrease in vehicle flows. 1,035 vehicle movements were recorded in 
October 2016, a decrease of 2.5% (27) compared to May 2013 (1,062) and 26.5% (374) compared to October 2015 
(1,409). This also represented the single-largest actual decrease in vehicle flows of any of the survey sites, 
compared to October 2015. 

On the outer cordon, a significant increase in vehicle flows was recorded south of Farilane Roundabout (Site 6), 
which had a recorded flow of  867, an increase of 30% compared to October 2015 (667) and 37.6% compared to the 
May 2013 baseline (630). This also represented the single-largest actual increase in vehicle flows of any of the 
survey sites, compared to October 2015. 

With 1,603 recorded vehicle movements, The N25 (Site 10) experienced an increase of 161 vehicles (11.2%) 
compared to October 2015 (1,442), and an increase of 183 vehicles (12.9%) compared to the May 2013 baseline. 

Despite having the highest recorded traffic flows on the inner cordon, with 1,310 vehicle movements, Devonshire 
Bridge has experienced a 7.2% reduction in traffic flows compared to October 2015 (1,411) and a 4.4% reduction 
compared to the May 2013 baseline (1,370). 

Rices Street, which showed a substantial increase in vehicle movements in October 2015, experienced a significant 
decrease in 2016, by comparison, back to 811 vehicle movements in October 2016, which is broadly in line with the 
May 2013 baeline (814).  

Overall, there were decreases in traffic flows at 9 out of 15 count sites in comparison to October 2015. However, at 
8 of these sites, the vehicle movements recorded still represented an increase from the May 2013 baseline.  

The number of vehicle movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 1.9.   



 

Figure 1.6: Traffic Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Dungarvan  

 
 



 

Table 1.9: Summary of Vehicle Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

 

 

Vehicles 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey 

   

 

    

Date of Survey 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 211 267 233 245 239 215 247 270 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 1,062 1,129 1,098 1,056 1,065 1,409 1,032 1035 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 904 1,046 866 1,014 961 958 922 923 

Strandside South (Site 4) 423 398 366 407 391 425 404 391 

South of Fairlane Rbout 
(Site 6) 

630 748 728 795 717 667 793 867 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 444 448 449 483 457 430 372 401 

Springmount (Site 8) 581 553 602 739 634 562 558 588 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 875 911 910 896 887 768 898 888 

 N25 (Site 10) 1,420 1,509 1,506 1,534 1,531 1,442 1,518 1603 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 
11) 

1,370 1,439 1,423 1,438 1,391 1,411 1,321 1310 

Tax Office (Site 12) 799 660 869 784 801 765 859 734 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 331 412 449 397 399 380 455 467 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 391 429 392 419 412 402 312 337 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 592 682 617 668 580 653 620 649 

Rices Street (Site 16) 814 984 921 858 865 946 925 811 

 

The two hour counts for vehicular traffic from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Saturday 10th October 2015 are presented in 
Figure 1.7.  

The N25 (Site10) had the highest number of recorded vehicle movements in October 2016 (1,385). Despite this, the 
N25 actually experienced a decrease of 3.3% compared to the October 2015 survey (1,433). The N25 has seen a 
slight increase of 4.1% since the May 2013 baseline (1,330). 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) in the town centre, recorded the highest number of vehicular movements (1,331) of the 
inner cordon sites. As with the N25, this actually represented a decrease compared to the recorded October 2015 
vehicle movements (1,511), which approximates to 11.9%. Significant decreases were also recorded at two other 
inner cordon sites; O’Connell Street (-23.6%) and Rices Street (-18.0%).   

Of the outer cordon sites, the site with the highest recorded number of vehicle movements (1,246) was South of 
Fairlane Roundabout (Site 6). This represented an increase of 31.7% (300) on May 2013 (946) and 8.5% (98) on 
October 2015 (1,148). This was also the single-highest increase in vehicle flows compared to October 2015. 

The site with the single-largest actual decrease in traffic flow was Youghal Road (Site 9), where the 701 recorded 
movements represented a 26.5% decrease on the 954 movements recorded in October 2015. Overall, traffic flows 
at this site are relatively unchanged (+0.7%) since the May 2013 baseline. 

Overall, 10 of the 15 survey sites experienced a decrease in traffic flows compared to October 2015. In the longer-
term, the results are more mixed, with eight of the 15 sites experiencing an increase in traffic flows since the May 
2013 baseline.  

The number of vehicle movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 1.10.   

 



 

Figure 1.7: Traffic Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Dungarvan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 1.10: Summary of Vehicle Surveys – 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00 – 12:00), All Sites 

 
  Vehicle 

 Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

 

  
   

Date of Survey 
2013/0

4 

2013/1

0 

2014/0

4 

2014/1

0 

2015/0

4 

2015/1

0 

2016/0

4 

2016/1

0 

O
u
t
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Sarsfield Street (Site 1) 135 95 145 96  84   90  166 77 

Clonlea Road (Site 2) 1,048 1,110 1,069 1,128  1,051   1,147  1,108 1117 

Coolagh Road (Site 3) 778 820 790 776  831   763  904 749 

Strandside South (Site 4) 500 474 430 523  395   498  448 383 

South of Fairlane Rbout (Site 
6) 

946 453 1,032 1,082  1,120   1,148  1,179 1246 

Shandon Street (Site 7) 417 280 378 417  433   431  331 354 

Springmount (Site 8) 462 363 437 600  547   418  518 479 

Youghal Road (Site 9) 696 557 694 780  752   954  763 701 

 N25 (Site 10) 1,330 1,241 1,363 1,400  1,409   1,433  1,629 1385 

In
n
e
r
 C

o
r
d
o
n
 

Devonshire Bridge (Site 11) 1,493 1,490 1,473 1,579  1,495   1,511  1,487 1331 

Tax Office (Site 12) 780 715 872 830  957   790  873 823 

Dunnes Stores (Site 13) 738 674 822 842  939   897  978 975 

O'Connell Street (Site 14) 480 477 430 429  460   466  388 356 

Mitchell Street (Site 15) 632 583 542 584  594   612  630 644 

Rices Street (Site 16) 783 709 723 747  814   789  843 647 



 

1.5 Car Parking 

Figure 1.8: Car Park Count Locations, Dungarvan 

 
The locations of car parking surveys are displayed in Figure 1.8. The quantum of car parking at these sites was 
recorded at five different time intervals during the course of the day. Figure 1.9 summarises total parking demand at 
these sites for all monitoring periods from the October 2012 baseline to October 2016. It should be noted that data 
for the Quay Street car park was not reported in either October 2015 or October 2016. With this in mind, and to 
ensure a consistent comparison of parking demand for all of the scheme years, the data for Quay Street was 
removed from previous years’ survey results in the comparison graphs presented in Figure 1.9.  
 
There is some fluctuation in the levels of weekday parking demand over the monitoring periods. However, in 
October 2016, slight increases in weekday parking occupancy were recorded for all times of the day in comparison 
to October 2015 and in three of the four time periods in comparison to the baseline October 2012.  
 
There is more fluctuation in the levels of Saturday parking demand. Comparing October 2016 to both the baseline 
and October 2015 levels of demand, there are increases in demand for all time intervals.  
 



 

Figure 1.9: Total Car Parking Demand, Dungarvan 

 
 

1.6 Cycle Parking 

Results from the cycle parking surveys undertaken between May 2013 and October 2016 are summarised in Figure 
1.10. The levels of parking demand in Grattan Square is low in general and little conclusion can be drawn as a 
result. In October 2016, eight bicycles were observed during the weekday lunchtime survey.  
 
Figure 1.10: Cycle Parking in Grattan Square, Dungarvan 

 
 

  
 



 

Limerick 

 
 



   

 

 

 

2.1 Background 

Transport data was collected for Limerick in October 2012 and every six months subsequent to that, with the latest 
data collected in October 2016. From April 2014 onwards the count period was reduced to the AM peak only with 
counts taking place between 08:00 – 10:00 for the Wednesday survey and 10:00 – 12:00 for the Saturday survey. 
All movement count data within this report refers to these two hour AM peak periods.   At the two city centre sites, 
Bedford Row (Site 13) and Chapel Street (Site 14), the baseline counts did not begin until 12:00. Therefore, the 
2015 surveys at these two sites cannot be compared to the baseline. These two city centre sites have been 
removed from the “All Sites” results. An overview of the data collected in Limerick is presented below in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: Limerick Data Review, October 2015 

 
Counts 

Car Parking Cycle Parking Weather 
Traffic Cycle Pedestrians 

Data Collected Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Survey 
Conditions 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

1 Weekday + 1 
Saturday 

9am,1pm,3pm,5pm 

Data collected 
for City Centre 

and UL 
- 

Comments Data received Data received Data received Data received Data received Data received 

 

A summary of weather conditions for surveys undertaken to date is summarised in Table 2.2 below.  

Table 2.2: Summary of weather conditions for surveys undertaken 

Date Conditions 

Wednesday 12th October 2016 Overcast and dry with some sunny spells. Temp  5 - 15.3 °C 

Saturday 15th October 2016 Dry and sunny all day. Temp 6.3 - 13.9°C 

Wednesday 20th April 2016 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 2.9 - 17.5°C 

Saturday 23rd April 2016 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 4.4 - 13.9°C 

Wednesday 14th October 2015 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 2-15 °C 

Wednesday 10th October 2015 Dull, overcast and dry all day. Temp 10-15 °C 

Wednesday 22nd April 2015 Bright, dry and sunny. Temp 4-20°C 

Saturday 25th April 2015 
Heavy rain at commencement of survey, which eases at 
approximately 12:10hrs. It remains overcast for the rest of the 
survey. Temp 3-12°C 

Wednesday 8th October 2014 A mixture of overcast with sunny spells, with intermittent short 
light showers. Temp 9-15°C 

Saturday 4th October 2014 

Morning period was overcast. Heavy bursts of thundery 
showers from 13:20hrs to 14:15hrs which gave way to 
dull/overcast conditions with some bright spells for the rest of 
the day. Temp 8-14°C 

2 Limerick 



   

 

 

Wednesday 30th April 2014 
Dull/overcast during the AM. In the PM was a mixture of 
overcast with sunny spells, with intermittent heavy thundery 
showers. Temp 10-18°C 

Saturday 26th April 2014 

Very dull and overcast at the commencement of the survey, 
owing to rain prior to the start. The survey period was a mixture 
overcast with sunny spells and heavy bursts of thundery 
showers from 14:30hrs onwards. Temp 7-12°C 

Wednesday 16th October 2013 Showers until 07:00, dry and partly cloudy for remainder of day. 
Temp 6-12°C 

Saturday 12thOctober  2013 Dry and cloudy. Temp 10-17°C 

Wednesday 08th May 2013 Scattered showers and cloudy. Temp 7-12°C  

Saturday 11th May 2013 Mainly dry and sunny. Temp 7-12°C 

Wednesday 3rd Oct 2012 Overcast, drizzly, with sunny spells late morning. Temp 7-12°C 

Saturday 6th Oct 2012 Overcast, drizzly, with sunny spells late morning. Temp 4-14°C 

 

An overview of the movement data collected in Limerick is presented below in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3: Overview of Data Collection, Limerick 

Number of Counts 15 Sites (12 All Mode Sites plus 3 Pedestrian/Cycle Sites) 

All Classes Surveyed Yes (except site 13, 14 and 15) 

Time Periods 1 Weekday and 1 Saturday 
08:00 – 10:00 – Weekday  
10:00 – 12:00 – Saturday 

Methodology Cameras 

Issues The cordon is not closed which may result in some impacts being missed.  

October 2012 – At the two city centre sites, Bedford Row (Site 13) and Chapel Street 
(Site 14), the baseline counts did not begin until 12:00. Therefore subsequent 
surveys at these sites cannot be compared to the baseline. These two sites have 
been removed from the “All Sites” results.  

June 2012 –The Wednesday car parking baseline refers to June 2012, but as no 
data was available for Saturday in June 2012, the Saturday baseline refers to May 
2013.  

April 2014 - Long term roadworks operating on Plassey Park Road and the R445 
Groody Bridge between College Court Drive and Rhebogue Road. 

Cycling event passed through the Ballysimon Road (Site 11) counter at 11:54 on 
Saturday 26th April 2014. A total of 71 cyclists and also the 3 motorcyclists (Gardai) 
passed through at this time and were all part of the event. The event did not pass 
through R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 9) before the count period ended at 12:00hrs. 

April 2015 - There was a six card race at Limerick Races on Saturday afternoon (25th 
of April 2015), although any potential impact on travel patterns was unclear.  

It should be noted that due to changing dates of the academic year, cycle counts 
were undertaken during “reading week” (a non-teaching week) at UL, when many 
students are not on campus. As such, bike parking figures may be not be 
representative of a typical teaching week.  

Surveyors were unable to access Site 15 Guinness Bridge. As such, this site has 
been excluded from the April 2015 survey. This exclusion should be noted when 



   

 

 

comparing results to previous surveys.  

October 2015 – Site 15 Guinness Bridge remained inaccessible and was excluded 
from the survey.  

Traffic management changes have been implemented at Site 12 (Canal Bank), with a 
new one way restriction on Canal Bank west of the count screenline and new access 
restrictions.   

April 2016 – Due to a data collection error, bike parking data is unavailable for Spring 
2016. 

Site 15 remained inaccessible (as above). 

 

Further information on the locations where data collection was undertaken is provided below (Table 2.4 and Figure 
2.1). All vehicles as well as pedestrian and cyclist movements were surveyed at 12 of these locations. In addition, 
two pedestrian/cyclist counts were undertaken within the city centre (sites 13 and 14). The pedestrian/cycle count at 
Guinness Bridge (Site 15) was excluded from the October 2015 survey as the site was inaccessible at the time of 
the survey. This site was also inaccessible when the April 2015 survey was undertaken.  

Eight count sites form a cordon of trips in and out of the city. In addition, there are count sites on a number of key 
city centre links, while five sites have been labelled as ‘Other Sites’ as they sit outside the outer cordon and could 
result in double counting of movements across the cordon.  

Table 2.4 Site Locations 

Site No. Location Site No. Location 
1 Thomond Bridge 9 R527 Ballysimon Rd 
2 Sarsfield Bridge 10 Childers Rd 
3 Quinlan St 11 Ballysimon Rd 
4 N18 Shannon Bridge 12 Canal Bank 
5 Roxborough Rd 13 Bedford Row (Ped/Cycle only) 
6 Blackboy Rd 14 Chapel St (Ped/Cycle only) 
7 Plassey Park Rd 15 Guinness Bridge (Ped/Cycle only) – Inaccessible 

in April and October 2015 
8 R445 Groody Bridge   
 



   

 

 

Figure 2.1 – Movement Count Locations, Limerick 

 



   

 

 

 

2.2 Pedestrian Movement 

Pedestrian counts for a weekday, Wednesday 12th October, are presented in Figure 2.2. These counts represent a 2 
hour count period from 08:00am to 10:00am. The weather for this survey period was recorded as Overcast and dry 
with some sunny spells. In contrast, the weather during the October 2012 baseline survey was recorded as overcast 
and drizzly, in October 2014, it was recorded as overcast with a mixture of sunny spells and intermittent light 
showers, while in 2015 it was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.   

High volumes of pedestrian movements were recorded at the two city centre sites. 680 movements were recorded 
at Bedford Row (Site 13) and 410 at Chapel Street (Site 14). These sites recorded slight decreases in comparison to 
October 2015.   

The largest pedestrian flows on the outer cordon, and at any of the survey sites, were at Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2), 
where 752 pedestrian movements were recorded. This actually represented a decrease of 8.1% compared to 
October 2015 (818).  

Also on the outer cordon, Quinlan Street (Site 3) had 585 recorded pedestrian movements, which represented the 
largest actual increase in pedestrian flows (69) since October 2015 (516). Meanwhile, the N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 
4) had 349 pedestrian movements, which represented the largest actual decrease in pedestrian flows (114) since 
October 2015 (463). Overall, results for the outer cordon were mixed, with half of the eight survey sites experiencing 
increased pedestrian flows since October 2015, and the other half experiencing decreases. 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) had the highest recorded pedestrian flows of the ‘other’ sites, with 490 recorded 
pedestrian movements representing an increase of 1.4% compared to October 2015 (483). Of the ‘other’ sites, three 
of the four survey sites (for which data is available) experienced an increase in pedestrian flows compared to 
October 2015.  

In comparison to the October 2012 baseline1, 10 of the 14 survey sites (2016 data is not available for Site 15) have 
experienced an increase in pedestrian flows. Sarsfield Bridge has also experienced the largest actual increase in 
pedestrian flows since the October 2012 baseline (224).  

The number of pedestrian movements recorded at each count location during all counts to date is detailed in Table 
2.5.  

                                                           
1 October 2013 for city centre sites 

Caveat:  

Please note that graphs of movement counts included within this report present “totals” of cordons / groups of 
sites. These “totals” are a record of movements and are likely to include double-counting of individual pedestrians, 
cyclists and vehicles across multiple count sites; however they serve a useful purpose in presenting the overall 
trends in relation to movement volumes across the evaluation period to date.   

With reference to the Summary Tables of movement surveys included within this report, the sample size for cyclist 
movements is small and minor changes in numbers can result in significant percentage increases or decreases for 
this mode.   

 



   

 

 

Figure 2.2: Pedestrian Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Limerick 

 



   

 

 

Table 2.5: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites  

  Pedestrian movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

  

 

    

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 134 116 147 147 166 234 210 215 210 

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 528 474 495 525 647 567 818 735 752 

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 469 453 452 434 499 542 516 558 585 

N18 Shannon Bridge 
(Site 4) 

247 185 317 227 293 392 463 388 349 

Roxborough Road (Site 
5) 

96 122 170 55 158 161 177 137 174 

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 199 89 173 100 162 181 164 160 177 

Plassey Park Road (Site 
7) 

404 182 383 213 485 284 483 362 490 

R445 Groody Bridge 
(Site 8) 

68 58 96 42 76 83 86 102 53 

R527 Ballysimon Road 
(Site 9) 

29 20 29 15 12 27 25 30 37 

Childers Road (Site 10) 62 49 102 112 101 124 93 104 101 

Ballysimon Road (Site 
11) 

2 2 2 3 2 2 3 5 1 

Canal Bank (Site 12) 32 27 71 46 55 64 41 69 74 

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A 529 643 689 737 680 757 739 680 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A 338 428 364 392 343 416 408 410 

Guinness Bridge (Site 
15) 

27 18 29 39 55 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

Pedestrian counts for Saturday 15th October 2016 are presented in Figure 2.3 below. The survey period was for two 
hours from 10:00am to 12:00pm. The weather for the Saturday survey period was dry and sunny all day. This is in 
contrast to the October 2012 Saturday which was recorded as overcast and drizzly and October 2014, which 
recorded overcast weather in the morning with heavy showers later in the day. October 2015 was dull/overcast but 
dry all day. 

High volumes of pedestrian movements were recorded at the two city centre sites, Bedford Row (Site 13) and 
Chapel Street (Site 14). At 2760, Pedestrian flows on Bedford Row have experienced a slight increase (2.3%) since 
October 2015 (2699). Chapel Street, however, has experienced a significant decrease in pedestrian flows from 4579 
in October 2015, to 3014 in October 2015 (a drop of 34.2%). This represented the single-largest actual decrease in 
pedestrian flows since October 2015. Despite this, Chapel Street still recorded the highest October 2016 pedestrian 
flows of all of the survey sites. 

The largest pedestrian flows on the outer cordon were at Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2), where 741 pedestrian 
movements were recorded. This actually represented a decrease of 25.2% compared to October 2015 (990).  

Also on the outer cordon, Quinlan Street (Site 3) had 524 recorded pedestrian movements, which represented the 
largest actual increase in pedestrian flows (124) since October 2015 (400). Overall, results for the outer cordon were 
positive, with six of the eight survey sites experiencing increased pedestrian flows since October 2015. 

City Centre Site 

Outer Cordon Site 
Other Site 



   

 

 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) had the highest recorded pedestrian flows of the ‘other’ sites, with 133 recorded 
pedestrian movements representing an increase of 82.2% compared to October 2015 (73). This was the only one of 
the ‘other’ sites to experience a significant change since October 2015.  

In comparison to the October 2012 baseline2, nine of the 14 survey sites (2016 data is not available for Site 15) 
have experienced an increase in pedestrian flows.  

The number of pedestrian movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 2.6.   

 

Figure 2.3: Pedestrian Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Limerick 

 
 

                                                           
2 October 2013 for city centre sites 



   

 

 

Table 2.6: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Pedestrians 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

 

 

     

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 299 109 145 133 147 115 175 154 161 

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 507 539 569 607 688 487 990 1,003 741 

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 393 289 399 297 369 265 400 535 524 

N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) 126 78 88 126 127 123 124 217 168 

Roxborough Road (Site 5) 61 106 151 124 150 93 141 205 150 

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 107 70 108 79 111 52 109 96 119 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) 188 135 67 92 98 77 73 105 133 

R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8) 83 65 92 79 85 45 91 126 124 

R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 9) 12 9 17 6 20 7 26 35 25 

Childers Road (Site 10) 126 66 105 48 93 53 92 106 100 

Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 3 0 5 5 5 6 9 10 3 

Canal Bank (Site 12) 63 46 80 42 48 55 86 99 108 

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A 1,919 2,337 1,896 1,910 2,041 2,699 2,599 2,760 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A 2,734 4,146 2,746 2,637 2,568 4,579 3,085 3,014 

Guinness Bridge (Site 15) 27 37 51 59 61 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

 

 
 
 

3.3 Cyclist Movement 

Cyclist counts for a weekday, Wednesday 12th October, are presented in Figure 2.4. These counts represent a 2 
hour count period from 08:00am to 10:00am. As noted previously, the weather for this survey period was recorded 
as Overcast and dry with some sunny spells. In contrast, the weather during the October 2012 baseline survey was 
recorded as overcast and drizzly, in October 2014, it was recorded as overcast with a mixture of sunny spells and 
intermittent light showers, while in 2015 it was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.  

The two city centre sites have experienced increases since November 2015. Bedford Row (Site 13), with 23 
movements, has seen an increase of 53.3% since November 2015 (15) and 109.1% since the November 2013 
baseline (11). Chapel Street, with 9 movements, has experienced a 125.0% increase since October 2015 (4) and a 
28.6% increase since the November 2013 baseline (7).  

The largest cyclist flows on the outer cordon were at the R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8), where 119 cyclist movements 
were recorded. This represented an increase of 17.8% compared to October 2015 (101).  

Also on the outer cordon, Canal Bank (Site 12) had 15 recorded cyclist movements, which represented the largest 
actual decrease in cyclist flows (46) since October 2015 (61). Overall, results for the outer cordon were mixed; while 
six of the eight survey sites experienced increased cyclist flows since October 2015, the largest changes, by some 
distance, where the decreases at Canal Bank (-75.4%) and Thomond Bridge (-42.0%), which amounted to 46 and 
21 cyclists, respectively. 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) had the highest recorded cyclist flows of the ‘other’ sites, with 151 recorded cyclist 
movements representing an increase of 24.8% compared to October 2015 (121). This was the only one of the 
‘other’ sites to experience a significant change since October 2015, with the other four site experiencing minor 
decreases.  

City Centre Site 

Outer Cordon Site 
Other Site 



   

 

 

In comparison to the October 2012 baseline3, 10 of the 14 survey sites (2016 data is not available for Site 15) have 
experienced an increase in cyclist flows.  

The number of cyclist movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 2.7.   

Figure 2.4: Cyclist Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Limerick  

 

                                                           
3 October 2013 for city centre sites 



   

 

 

Table 2.7: Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

  Cyclist movements 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

  

 

 

   

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 42 21 65 22 39 29 50 32 29 

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 74 52 67 46 57 66 85 60 91 

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 33 27 41 34 24 42 39 45 41 

N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) 45 21 49 34 46 35 56 50 59 

Roxborough Road (Site 5) 12 6 8 7 11 13 13 16 15 

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 35 23 27 25 28 35 35 38 50 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) 94 29 93 57 118 96 121 111 151 

R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8) 76 34 84 35 93 59 101 103 119 

R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 
9) 

30 15 14 17 15 21 28 20 27 

Childers Road (Site 10) 25 15 28 17 40 39 45 28 41 

Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 9 4 4 2 5 7 10 7 9 

Canal Bank (Site 12) 21 17 33 23 29 25 61 13 15 

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A 11 11 5 10 10 15 9 23 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A 1 7 7 6 3 4 5 9 

Guinness Bridge (Site 15) 11 1 5 8 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

 

 

 

Cyclist counts for Saturday 15th October 2016 are presented in Figure 2.5 below. The weather for the Saturday 
survey period was dry and sunny all day. This is in contrast to the October 2012 Saturday which was recorded as 
overcast and drizzly and October 2014, which recorded overcast weather in the morning with heavy showers later in 
the day. October 2015 was dull/overcast but dry all day.   

The two city centre sites have experienced slight decreases since November 2015. Bedford Row (Site 13), with 17 
movements, has seen a decrease of 5.6% since November 2015 (18), although it has experienced an 88.9% 
increase since the November 2013 baseline (9). Chapel Street, with 7 movements, has experienced a 30.0% 
decrease since October 2015 (10) and a 63.2% decrease since the November 2013 baseline (19).  

The largest cyclist flows on the outer cordon were at the R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8), where 65 cyclist movements 
were recorded. This represented a decrease of 9.7% compared to October 2015 (72).  

Also on the outer cordon, Quinlan Street (Site 3) had 31 recorded cyclist movements, which represented the largest 
actual increase in cyclist flows (14) since October 2015 (17). Overall, seven of the eight sites on the outer cordon 
experienced decreased cyclist flows, compared to October 2015. The single-largest decrease in cyclist flows were 
at the N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) where the 34 recorded cyclist movements represented a decrease of 48.5% 
since October 2015 (66). 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) had the highest cyclist flows of the ‘other’ sites, with 29 recorded cyclist movements, 
although this actually represents a decrease of 21.6% compared to October 2015 (37). Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 
was the only ‘other’ site to experience an increase since October 2015, however this increase was minimal.  

City Centre Site 
Outer Cordon Site 

Other Site 



   

 

 

In comparison to the October 2012 baseline4, 8 of the 14 survey sites (2016 data is not available for Site 15) have 
experienced an increase in cyclist flows. 

The number of cyclist movements recorded at each count location during all counts is detailed in Table 2.8.   

Figure 2.5: Cyclist Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Limerick 
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Table 2.8: Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Cyclist movements 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

 

 

 

    

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 24 25 23 17 26 11 32 21 26 

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 16 27 38 18 32 24 42 49 40 

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 29 10 27 15 17 12 17 36 31 

N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) 23 13 29 18 35 27 66 35 34 

Roxborough Road (Site 5) 25 5 7 4 7 7 23 3 12 

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 31 15 28 10 20 10 23 20 21 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) 77 13 44 18 27 15 37 38 29 

R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8) 24 24 57 21 44 43 72 69 65 

R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 
9) 

28 7 39 3 12 5 14 11 12 

Childers Road (Site 10) 16 9 33 9 23 15 22 14 22 

Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 11 3 28 72 7 1 5 4 6 

Canal Bank (Site 12) 3 1 11 2 9 7 27 14 19 

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A 5 9 4 6 3 18 16 17 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A 8 19 9 9 4 10 6 7 

Guinness Bridge (Site 15) 3 2 14 5 9 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

 
 
 
 
 

2.4 Traffic Movement 

Vehicle traffic counts for Wednesday the 12th October are presented in Figure 2.6. These counts represent a 2 hour 
count period from 08:00am to 10:00am. As noted previously, the weather for this survey period was recorded as 
Overcast and dry with some sunny spells. In contrast, the weather during the October 2012 baseline survey was 
recorded as overcast and drizzly, in October 2014, it was recorded as overcast with a mixture of sunny spells and 
intermittent light showers, while in 2015 it was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.   

The two sites with the highest traffic flow in October 2016 were the N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) and Groody Bridge 
(Site 8). While the highest traffic flows were at the N18 Shannon Bridge, the recorded 4,347 vehicle movements 
actually represented the single-largest decrease in vehicle flows of 7.1% (331) compared to October 2015 (4,678). 
Traffic flows at the N18 Shannon Bridge have also reduced 1.7% (73) compared to October 2012 (4,420). 4,253 
vehicle movements were recorded at Groody Bridge, a decrease of 6.8% (311) compared to October 2015 and 
2.7% (117) compared to October 2012 (4,370).  

The single-largest increase in traffic flows were at Blackboy Road (Site 6) where the 2,304 recorded vehicle 
movements represented an increase of 145 (6.8%) since October 2015 (2,158). This also represents a 2.7% 
increase compared to the October 2012 baseline (2,152). 

Compared to the October 2012 baseline, three of the 12 survey sites have experienced decreases in traffic flows; 
Quinlan Street (Site 3), the N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) and the R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8). 

The number of vehicle movements recorded at each location is detailed in Table 2.9.  
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Figure 2.6: Traffic Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016, Limerick   

 
 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

Table 2.9: Summary of Vehicle Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

 

 

 

 

 

Vehicle counts for Saturday 15th October 2016 are presented in Figure 2.7 below. The survey period was for two 
hours from 10:00am to 12:00pm. The weather for the Saturday survey period was dry and sunny all day. This is in 
contrast to the October 2012 Saturday which was recorded as overcast and drizzly and October 2014, which 
recorded overcast weather in the morning with heavy showers later in the day. October 2015 was dull/overcast but 
dry all day. 

The two sites with the highest traffic flow in October 2016 were the N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) and Groody Bridge 
(Site 8). The highest traffic flows were at Groody Bridge, where the recorded 4,292 recorded vehicle movements 
were almost identical (+1) compared to October 2015. Traffic flows at Groody Bridge have increased by 8.1% (320) 
since the October 2012 baseline (3,972). Traffic flows at the N18 Shannon Bridge have reduced by 271 (8.1%) from 
3,361 in October 2015 to 3,090 in October 2016. Since the October 2012 baseline, however, traffic flows have 
increased by 234 vehicles (8.2%) from 2,856.    

The single-largest decrease in traffic flows were at Blackboy Road (Site 6) where the 2,049 recorded vehicle 
movements represented a decrease of 279 (6.8%) since October 2015 (2,328), although this still represents a very 
slight increase (0.9%) compared to the October 2012 baseline (2,030). 

Compared to the October 2012 baseline, Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) of the 12 survey sites has experienced a 
meaningful decrease in traffic flows. 

The number of vehicle movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 2.10.   

  Vehicular Movements 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

  

 

    

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 
Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 2,535 2,201 2,519 2,534 2,371 2,370 2,438 2,487 2,552 

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 1,913 2,112 2,068 2,099 1,861 1,921 2,027 1,876 1,957 

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 1,954 1,924 1,738 1,772 1,739 1,710 1,786 1,781 1,832 

N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) 4,420 4,153 4,164 4,361 4,014 4,160 4,678 4,272 4,347 

Roxborough Road (Site 5) 2,476 2,301 2,392 2,527 2,371 2,424 2,679 2,185 2,478 

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 2,152 2,075 2,690 2,271 2,184 2,077 2,158 2,196 2,304 

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) 1,879 1,635 1,817 1,800 1,999 1,894 2,005 1,949 2,035 

R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8) 4,370 3,962 4,193 4,458 4,130 4,117 4,564 4,325 4,253 

R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 
9) 

2,963 2,923 2,923 2,924 3,078 3,017 3,106 
2,996 

2,982 

Childers Road (Site 10) 2,082 1,966 2,108 2,447 2,171 2,204 2,224 2,318 2,252 

Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 1,375 1,196 1,346 1,390 1,417 1,306 1,427 1,389 1,435 

Canal Bank (Site 12) 0 0 4 3 2 - 3 0 0 

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Guinness Bridge (Site 15) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

City Centre Site 

Outer Cordon Site 
Other Site 



   

 

 

Figure 2.7: Traffic Counts, Saturday 15th October 2016, Limerick 

 
 



   

 

 

Table 2.10: Summary of Vehicle Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Vehicular movements 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

 

 
 

 

   

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Thomond Bridge (Site 1) 1,802 1,924 1,969 1,938 1,819 2,017 1,889 1,922  1,923  

Sarsfield Bridge (Site 2) 1,609 1,715 1,874 1,604 1,443 1,561 1,652 1,579  1,555  

Quinlan Street (Site 3) 1,767 1,657 1,644 1,484 1,562 1,712 1,683 1,824  1,805  

N18 Shannon Bridge (Site 4) 2,856 2,572 2,764 2,612 2,745 2,647 3,361 3,214  3,090  

Roxborough Road (Site 5) 1,726 1,944 1,749 1,736 1,730 1,792 2,023 2,078  1,852  

Blackboy Road (Site 6) 2,030 1,959 2,053 1,893 1,994 2,040 2,328 1,984  2,049  

Plassey Park Road (Site 7) 898 969 890 726 869 699 866 897  1,080  

R445 Groody Bridge (Site 8) 3,972 4,103 4,148 3,693 4,044 3,861 4,291 4,319  4,292  

R527 Ballysimon Road (Site 
9) 

3,216 3,075 3,346 3,052 3,489 3,135 3,474 3,515  3,480  

Childers Road (Site 10) 2,454 2,337 2,610 2,442 2,760 2,601 2,520 2,705  2,660  

Ballysimon Road (Site 11) 983 948 1,137 991 1,086 1,116 1,177 1,210  1,139  

Canal Bank (Site 12) 2 7 9 7 0 0 - 0  0    

Bedford Row (Site 13) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Chapel Street (Site 14) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Guinness Bridge (Site 15) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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2.5 Car Parking 

Limerick City Council has provided information on occupancy numbers for a number of off-street car parks within the 
city dating back to June 20125. Data for each survey period has been examined for a weekday and a Saturday at 
four time intervals on each day (9.00am, 1.00pm, 3.00pm, 5.00pm). The most recent data collected was for October 
2016. The location of these off-street car parks is shown in Figure 2.8.  

Figure 2.8: Off-Street Car Park Locations, Limerick City  

 
 
 
A comparison of total parking demand between the all monitoring periods is detailed in Figure 2.9. As shown, 
parking demand has fluctuated between surveys. Car park occupancy in October 2016 was higher than in October 
2013 and October 2015 during all time periods. However, occupancy in 2016 was generally similar to 2014 during 
three out of four time periods on the Wednesday. Differences in occupancy between 2016 and previous years were 
more pronounced on the Saturday than on the Wednesday. Occupancy recorded for all time periods on the 
Saturday was higher than the occupancy recorded in previous years. The monitoring periods where the largest 
increases in occupancy were recorded were 9am and 5pm on a Saturday.   

 Results for individual carparks are not shown due to commercial operational issues at the various private carparks 

                                                           
5 The ‘baseline’ in the Figures below refers to June 2012 on a Wednesday and May 2013 on a Saturday.        



   

 

 

Figure 2.9: Car Parking Demand for Weekday and Saturday, Limerick 

 
 
 
 

2.6 Cycle Parking 

Cycle parking surveys in Limerick were carried out in October 2012, October 2013 and every six months following, 
with the most recent survey taking place in October 2016. Figure 2.10 presents the locations of the cycle parking 
surveys undertaken and the most recent (October 2016) results. Figure 2.11 displays locations of counts as well as 
the results for all surveys to date, aggregated separately for the City Centre and University of Limerick locations. 
‘Howley’s Off Street Car Park’ was delivered in late 2014 and has been incorporated in the results for the first time in 
October 2015. ‘UL Student Centre Shops – new’ relates to new stands which were surveyed and incorporated for 
the first time in October 2015, while UL Sports Centre was also incorporated for the first time in 2015.  

In October 2016, the highest number of parked bicycles recorded was at the University of Limerick, with 238 parked 
bikes. This represents an increase of almost 104% compared to the baseline in October 2012. However, it must be 
acknowledged that the inclusion of additional locations would have had some impact on this. In April 2015, due to 
changing dates in the academic year, the count at UL was undertaken during a ‘reading week’ at the end of term, 
when many students were not on campus. As such, the figure for April 2015 is not representative of a typical 
teaching week. There was a decrease of 11% (-29) in the number of recorded bicycles parked at UL Compared to 
the October 2015 survey (267). 

The October 2016 survey at the city centre sites recorded 51 bicycles parked, the highest number recorded during 
any of the surveys to date. Excluding the ‘new’ site at ‘Howley’s off street car park’, 34 bicycles were recorded, 
which compares to 32 in October 2015 and 25 in October 2012.  



   

 

 

Figure 2.10: Cycle parking, October 2016, Limerick 

 



   

 

 

Figure 2.11: Cycle Parking in Limerick, Baseline to October 2016 
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3 Westport 
 

3.1 Background 

Transport data was collected for Westport in October 2012 and every six months subsequent to that, with the 
latest data collected in October 2016. From April 2014 onwards the count period was reduced to the AM 
peak only with counts taking place between 08:00 – 10:00 for the Wednesday survey and 10:00 – 12:00 for 
the Saturday survey. Hence in this report all data comparisons are for these two hour AM peak periods.   

Table 3.1: Data Review, October 2016 

 
Counts 

Car Parking Cycle 
Parking Weather 

Traffic Cycle Pedestrians 

Data 
Collected Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Survey 
Conditions 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

2h Weekday/    
2h Saturday 

1 weekday – 5 
times/day 

1 Saturday – 4 
times/day 

Data collected 
for Town 

Centre and 
Schools 

- 

Comments Data Received Data Received Data Received 
Data 

Received 
Data 

Received 
Data 

Received 

 

A summary of weather conditions for surveys undertaken to date summarised in Table 3.2 below.  

Table 3.2: Summary of weather conditions for surveys undertaken 

Date Conditions 

Wednesday 12th October 2016 Dull, overcast and dry all day. Temp 9.3 - 14.6°C. 

Saturday 22nd October 2016 Dry and sunny all day. Temp 8.2 - 14.4°C. 

Wednesday 20th April 2016 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 3.9-18.2°C. 
Saturday 23rd April 2016 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 3.7–11.1°C. 
Wednesday 14th October 2015 Dry, bright and sunny all day. Temp 5-15°C. 
Saturday 10th October 2015 Dull/overcast and dry all day. Temp 10-14°C. 

Wednesday 22nd April 2015 Bright, dry and sunny spells throughout the whole survey. 
Temp 6-20°C 

Saturday 25th April 2015 
There were signs of rain prior to the survey commencing, but 
this gave way to bright sunny spells, drying off completely 
during the survey period. Temp 3-11°C 

Wednesday 8th October 2014 
Very dull and overcast at the commencement of the survey, 
owing to rain prior to the start. The survey period was a 
mixture overcast with sunny spells and intermittent light 
showers throughout the day. Temp 8-15°C 

Saturday 4th October 2014 
Cloudy with sunny spells in the morning. During the 
afternoon a mixture of sunny spells with short heavy 
showers. Temp 8-15°C 

Wednesday 30th April 2014 Rain prior to the survey starting. Dry/dull/overcast with sunny 
spells most of the day with a couple of heavy showers early 
afternoon. Temp 10-18°C 

Saturday 26th April 2014 Cloudy with sunny spells in the morning. During the 
afternoon a mixture of sunny spells with short heavy 



 

 
 

 

showers. Temp 7-12°C 
Wednesday 09th October 2013 Cloudy with light showers, some sunshine. Temp 6.5 – 

12.9°C 
Saturday 12th October  2013 Dry and cloudy in the morning, sunny in the afternoon. Temp 

7.8 – 11.6°C  
Wednesday 08th May 2013 Cloudy with showers. Temp 6.7 – 12.8°C 
Saturday 11th May 2013 Cloudy with light showers. Temp 6.9 -11.1°C 
Wednesday 3rd October 2012 Dry with showers. 
Saturday 6th October 2012 Windy and showers. 
 

Table 3.3 summarises the data collected for the October 2016 monitoring term. The October 2016 counts 
were undertaken on Wednesday 12th October and Saturday 15th October 2016. 

Table 3.3 –Transport Counts, October 2015 Westport  

Number of Counts 6  Sites (All modes) 

All Classes Surveyed Yes 

Time Periods 1 Weekday and 1 Saturday 
08:00  – 10:00 – Weekday  
10.00  – 12.00  – Saturday 

Methodology Cameras  

Issues October 2012 and May 2013 - The exact location of the transport survey counts 
undertaken by Westport Town Council in October 2012 and in May 2013 is 
unclear. The results from some of the site locations suggest that some counters 
may have been in different locations than the current survey locations as some 
results seemed surprising. A specialist traffic data collection company collected 
the data from October 2013 onwards and will continue to do so.  

October 2013- In the analysis of the April 2014 counts, an error in the October 
2013 counts at one location was identified. This was rectified and all the correct 
results are presented within this report. 

April 2014 – Data for one of the car parks (Leisure Park) was not collected on 
Wednesday in April 2014.  

October 2014 – Saturday was the final day of the Westport Arts Festival Week. 

April 2015 - In April 2015 only four counts of the car parks were carried out on 
the weekday survey (Wednesday), with 5 counts carried out on the Saturday.  

October 2015- During the Saturday count an organised cycle event passed 
through Site 4 (Fire Station) commencing at 10:00 which accounts for a 
comparatively large cyclist movement figure.  

April 2016 - In April 2016 only four counts of the car parks were carried out on 
the weekday survey (Wednesday), with 5 counts carried out on the Saturday. 

October 2016 - At Site 01 Quay Hill, Saturday survey, Eastbound, it has to be 
noted that pedalcycles were well up on previous surveys. This was not identifiable 
as a singular event (or a group of cyclists riding together), but cyclist passing 
individually on a regular basis. It would be difficult to suggest that it was an 
organised event or simply many individuals out riding for the day. The data has 
been re-checked by the survey company and the figures verified as correct. 

 



 

 
 

 

Movement counts form a cordon of trips in and out of Westport with one additional count site in the town 
centre. The locations of movement counts is provided below in Figure 3.1 All vehicles in addition to 
pedestrian and cyclist movements have been surveyed at these 6 locations. 

Figure 3.1 – Movement Count Locations, Westport 

 

 

3.2 Pedestrian Movement 

The Wednesday count results for pedestrian movements in October 2016 are presented in Figure 3.2. These 
counts represent a 2 hour count period from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Wednesday 10th October 2016. The 
weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day. In contrast, there were some showers both on the 
day of the October 2012 baseline survey and the day of the October 2014 survey. In October 2015, the 
weather was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.  

Caveat:  

Please note that graphs of movement counts included within this report present “totals” of cordons / groups of 
sites. These “totals” are a record of movements and are likely to include double-counting of individual pedestrians, 
cyclists and vehicles across multiple count sites; however they serve a useful purpose in presenting the overall 
trends in relation to movement volumes across the evaluation period to date.   

With reference to the Summary Tables of movement surveys included within this report, the overall number of 
cyclist movements is small and minor changes in numbers can result in significant percentage increases or 
decreases for this mode.   

 



 

 
 

 

A total of 206 pedestrian movements were recorded on Bridge Street in the town centre. This represents a 
decrease of 9.6% (-22) compared to the October 2015 surveys (228) and a decrease of 23.1% (62) 
compared to the October 2012 total (268).  

The most significant change on the outer cordon was the recorded pedestrian movements at the R330 
Ballinrobe Road (Site 3) which, at 539, represented an increase of 25.3% (109) compared to the October 
2015 survey (430) and 659% compared to the baseline October 2012 survey (71).  

Overall, four of the six survey sites have experienced an increase in pedestrian flows since the October 2012 
baseline; Coast Road (Site 1), the N59 Newport Road (Site 2), the R330 Ballinrobe Road (Site 3) and the N5 
Castlebar Road (Site 6).  

The number of pedestrians recorded at each location is detailed in Table 3.4 

Figure 3.2: Pedestrian counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016 Survey, Westport 



 

 
 

 

Table 3.4: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

  Pedestrian movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

  

 

 

   

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 62 4 47 85 55 80 52 52 62 

N59 Newport Road 
(Site 2) 

14 6 13 25 17 36 26 27 14 

R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3)6 

71 5 428 467 432 415 430 505 539 

N59 Fire Station (Site 
4) 

6 0 11 6 3 6 2 0 0 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 268 186 160 232 229 251 228 193 206 

N5 Castlebar Road 
(Site 6) 

6 8 12 6 21 14 13 17 17 

 

 

 

Pedestrian movement counts for Saturday 15th October 2016 are presented in Figure 3.3 below. The survey 
period was for two hours from 10:00am to 12:00pm. The weather was reported as dry and sunny all day. 
This compares to the October 2012 Saturday survey when the weather was reported as windy with showers, 
and the Saturday in October 2014 when a mixture of cloud, sunny spells and short heavy showers were 
reported. In October 2015, the weather was reported as dull/overcast and dry all day   

A total of 717 pedestrian movements were recorded on Bridge Street (Site 5) in the town centre. This 
represents a decrease of 8.4% (-66) compared to the October 2015 surveys (783), although it does 
represent a minor increase of 10.3% (67) compared to the October 2012 total (650).  

The most significant change on the outer cordon was the recorded pedestrian movements at the R330 
Ballinrobe Road (Site 3) which, at 107, represented an increase of 17.6% (16) compared to the October 
2015 survey (91), although this is actually a decrease of 7.8% (-9) compared to the baseline October 2012 
survey (116).  

The number of pedestrian movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 3.5.  

                                                           
6 The counter on R330 Ballinrobe Road (Site 3) was repositioned closer to the town centre, near to the entrance to Scoil Phádraig in 
October 2013. 

Town Centre Site 
Outer Cordon Site 



 

 
 

 

Figure 3.3 – Pedestrian Counts, Saturday 22nd October 2016 Survey, Westport  

 
Table 3.5: Summary of Pedestrian Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Pedestrian movements 

Recorded Weather for Survey 
  

       

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 117 13 87 84 60 79 82 63 64 

N59 Newport Road (Site 2) 35 22 26 35 24 28 44 34 51 

R330 Ballinrobe Road (Site 3) 116 13 87 91 88 92 91 92 107 

N59 Fire Station (Site 4) 23 0 3 5 7 7 2 5 2 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 650 737 852 929 735 832 783 758 717 

N5 Castlebar Road (Site 6) 2 6 6 10 4 3 18 5 13 

 



 

 
 

 

3.3 Cyclist Movement 

The Wednesday count results for cyclist movements are presented in Figure 3.4. These counts represent a 2 
hour count period from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Wednesday 12th October 2016. As noted previously, the 
weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day. In contrast, there were some showers both on the 
day of the October 2012 baseline survey and the day of the October 2014 survey. In October 2015, the 
weather was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day. 

The number of cyclist movements recorded during the Wednesday count decreased at all sites in 
comparison to October 2015. Half of the six survey sites have experienced increases in cyclist flow since the 
October 2012 baseline.  

The number of cyclist movements recorded at each location is detailed in Table 3.6  

Figure 3.4 – Cycle Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016 Survey, Westport  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

Table 3.6:  Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

  
Cyclist movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

  

 

 
 

 

 

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 3 0 5 16 6 9 11 6 6 

N59 Newport Road 
(Site 2) 

3 9 9 7 6 10 10 3 5 

R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3) 

4 1 26 20 23 17 13 9 8 

N59 Fire Station (Site 
4) 

2 6 1 1 5 7 4 5 3 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 4 8 4 8 2 7 5 0 2 

N5 Castlebar Road 
(Site 6) 

2 9 10 6 0 6 8 5 0 

 
The Saturday count results for cyclist movements for October 2016 are presented in Figure 3.5. The count 
took place on Saturday 15th October between 10:00am and 12:00pm. As noted previously, the weather was 
recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day. In contrast, there were some showers both on the day of the 
October 2012 baseline survey and the day of the October 2014 survey. In October 2015, the weather was 
recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.  

There was an increase in the number of cyclist flows at the Coast Road (Site 1) where 47 cyclist movements 
were recorded in October 2016, an increase of 235.7% (33) compared to the October 2015 movements (14) 
and an increase of 327.3% compared to the October 2012 baseline survey. 
 
Aside from the Coast Road, every other survey site has experienced a decrease in cyclist flows, compared to 
October 2015 and to the October 2012 baseline.   
 
The number of cyclist movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 3.7. 
 



 

 
 

 

Figure 3.5 – Cycle Counts, Saturday 22nd October 2016 Survey, Westport 

 
Table 3.7: Summary of Cyclist Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Cyclist Movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

       

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 19 7 11 15 32 6 14 10 47 

N59 Newport Road 
(Site 2) 

54 7 21 35 7 17 14 16 10 

R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3) 

24 6 18 17 19 9 15 18 9 

N59 Fire Station (Site 
4) 

22 9 14 22 20 4 59 3 10 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 27 1 13 24 25 26 7 4 7 

N5 Castlebar Road 
(Site 6) 

13 8 7 5 4 3 13 6 5 

 



 

 
 

 

3.4 Traffic Movement 

The Wednesday count results for vehicular movements in October 2015 are presented in Figure 3.6. These 
counts represent a 2 hour count period from 10:00am to 12:00pm on Wednesday 12th October 2016. 

There was a decrease in traffic flows on the N5 Castlebar Road (Site 6), where 2,020 vehicle movements 
were recorded. This represents a decrease of 6.4% (-137) in comparison to the October 2015 survey (2,157) 
although it still represents a 17.4% (299) increase in comparison to October 2012 baseline (1,721).  

There has also been a slight decrease at the N59 Fire Station (Site 4) which recorded movements of 619, 
7.3% higher than October 2015 (577). Despite this, traffic flows at this location have decreased significantly, 
by 58.2% (-862) since the October 2012 baseline (1,481). 

Overall, despite the fact that five of the six survey sites experienced a decrease in traffic flows compared to 
October 2015, four of the six sites have seen an increase in traffic flows since the October 2012 baseline.  

The number of movements recorded at each location is detailed in Table 3.8. 

Figure 3.6 – Vehicle Traffic Counts, Wednesday 12th October 2016 Survey, Westport 

 



 

 
 

 

Table 3.8: Summary of Vehicle Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Wednesday (08:00-10:00), All Sites 

  Vehicular Movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

  

 

 

   

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 1,038 113 1,087 1,162 1,135 1,356 1,178 1,149 1,176 

N59 Newport Road 
(Site 2) 

897 844 1,371 1,406 1,320 1,441 1,441 1,494 1,390 

R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3) 

868 572 1,130 1,227 1,168 946 1,188 1,201 1,106 

N59 Fire Station (Site 
4) 

1,481 1,106 456 461 464 504 577 562 619 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 1,246 1,009 918 1,091 981 1,030 978 1,028 942 

N5 Castlebar Road 
(Site 6) 

1,721 1,740 1,947 1,819 1,931 2,338 2,157 2,092 2,020 

 

The Saturday count results for vehicular movements for October 2015 are presented in Figure 3.7. The 
weather was recorded as dull, overcast and dry all day. In contrast, there were some showers both on the 
day of the October 2012 baseline survey and the day of the October 2014 survey. In October 2015, the 
weather was recorded as dry, bright and sunny all day.  

For the Saturday count, only minor changes were recorded in comparison to October 2015. All survey sites 
experienced an increase compared to October 2015. The largest change was at the R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3), where 1,236 movements were recorded, an increase of 6.4% (74) compared to October 2015 
(1,162).  

Overall, four of the six survey sites have seen an increase in traffic flows since the October 2012 baseline. 
Despite this, the most significant change over this time period has been a 52.4% decrease in traffic flows at 
the N59 Fire Station (Site 4) from 1,119 in October 2012 to 533 in October 2016. 

The number of vehicle movements recorded at each count location is detailed in Table 3.9.  



 

 
 

 

Figure 3.7 – Vehicle Traffic Counts, Saturday 22nd October 2016 Survey, Westport 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 
 

 

Table 3.9: Summary of Vehicle Surveys - 2 Hour Counts, Saturday (10:00-12:00), All Sites 

  Vehicular movements 

Recorded Weather for 
Survey   

       

Date of Survey 2012/10 2013/04 2013/10 2014/04 2014/10 2015/04 2015/10 2016/04 2016/10 

Coast Road (Site 1) 1,116 219 1,172 1,210 1,321 1,129 1,284 1,243 1,289 

N59 Newport Road 
(Site 2) 

1,236 1,011 1,216 1,253 1,194 1,280 1,281 1,449 1,337 

R330 Ballinrobe Road 
(Site 3) 

1,270 584 1,154 1,086 1,237 1,296 1,162 1,258 1,236 

N59 Fire Station (Site 
4) 

1,119 1,380 478 498 481 442 500 578 533 

Bridge Street (Site 5) 903 1,065 1,292 1,362 1,406 1,382 1,315 1,366 1,330 

N5 Castlebar Road 
(Site 6) 

1,459 1,303 1,735 1,563 1,713 1,819 1,655 1,841 1,723 

 

3.5 Public Transport Users 

Recording public transport users is not one of the agreed KPI’s for the STA evaluation; however the 
information has been made available by Westport Town Council for previous survey periods. Following the 
October 2014 survey, it was decided to cease recording this information due issues with data consistency.  

3.6 Car Parking 

Figure 3.8: Car Park Locations, Westport 

 
Car parking surveys have been carried out twice annually on both a Wednesday and a Saturday at five 
locations in Westport as illustrated in Figure 3.8 (Mill Street, High Street, Leisure Park, James Street and 



 

 
 

 

Tesco). The quantum of car parking at these sites was recorded at five different time intervals on a 
Wednesday and four different intervals on a Saturday. The total demand at these sites for all monitoring 
periods between October 2012 (baseline) and October 2016 is summarised in Figure 3.9.  

The October 2016 weekday survey results indicated that the demand for parking during the 09.45, 15.00 and 
17.00 intervals was lower than in October 2015 and the 2012 baseline. The (extrapolated) demand during 
the 11.30 interval was lower than in October 2015, but higher than the 2012 baseline. The demand during 
the 12.15 interval was lower than in October 2015 and higher than the 2012 baseline. 

The October 2016 Saturday survey results indicated that the demand for parking during the 09.00 interval 
was higher than October 2015 and the 2012 baseline. For the 13.00, 15.00 and 17.00 intervals, the demand 
was lower than in October but higher than the 2012 baseline.    

As shown, there is fluctuation over the course of the day, with the lowest parking demand during the first 
morning interval on both a Wednesday and a Saturday. Despite this, the increase in demand in comparison 
to the October 2012 baseline is most prominent for the the 09.00 interval on a Saturday than for other time 
periods on either day. In 2016, the highest occupancy was recorded in the afternoon, at 12.15pm on a 
weekday and 3pm on a Saturday.  

Figure 3.9 – Parking demand on a weekday and Saturday, Westport 7 

 
3.7 Cycle Parking 

The number of bikes parked at specific locations in Westport town centre and at 6 schools is being recorded 
as part of the evaluation. These results are outlined below in Figure 3.10. Cycle parking demand within the 
town centre remains generally low, although there is a general trend of growth in Saturday demand in the 
town centre. Demand at the schools has fluctuated over the survey periods.* 
 
  

                                                           
7 11:30 count on Wed not provided for any site in April 2015 & October 2016 – values used are an interpolation between 
09:45 and 12:15.  
Leisure park data not collected on Wednesday in April 2014 – same values as Oct ’13 assumed. 



 

 
 

 

Figure 3.10: Cycle Parking in Westport, October 2015 

 
* figures for the schools in October 2012 and May 2013 are taken from school travel plan survey 



 

 
 

 

 

 

Results for Individual Survey Locations   
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Introduction 

A programme of surveys was conducted in 2012 in Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan (Smarter Travel Areas 
STAs), in advance of investment in Smarter Travel initiatives.  The surveys were repeated in both 2014 and 
2016, to track changes in travel behaviour.  The survey programme comprised: 

 A control survey conducted by telephone with people living in Ireland but outside the STAs, to 
record background attitudes to travel; and 

 A household survey in the STAs, comprising the same attitudinal questions as the control survey, 
together with a one day travel diary. 

The household survey was collected to a random probability sample design, with 5,500-6000 households in 
each year.  In each year the data collection took place in October and November.  The household data has 
been weighted to reflect age, gender and car ownership statistics for each area. 

The attitudinal questions were asked to a third of the household sample, giving comparable sample sizes for 
each STA to the control sample of 601.  

Key Findings – Attitudes and Awareness Summary 

 Getting around each of the STA towns has become significantly easier since 2012; 

 For sustainable modes (walking, cycling and public transport) getting around is perceived as easier 
in Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan than outside the STA; 

 Getting around by car is thought to be easier by those outside the STA, than those in Limerick and 
Westport; 

 Improved facilities have made walking and cycling safer and more pleasant, contributing to 
increased use of these modes and increased participation in exercise: 

o Walking more due to improved facilities: 

Dungarvan 13%  Limerick 19%   Westport 41% 

o Cycling more due to improved facilities: 

Dungarvan 41%  Limerick 15%   Westport 50% 

 While participation in exercise has increased significantly since 2012 in each town, levels are lower 
than outside the STA. 

 Attitudes to sustainable travel measures have become more positive since 2012 in the STA, and 
are more positive than elsewhere. 

 

Key Findings – Travel Behaviour Summary 

 The proportion of trips made on foot increased significantly from 2012 to 2016 in each town, with 
the largest change being in Dungarvan (15% to 20%).   In Limerick 26% of trips were made on foot 
and 27% in Westport. 

 In each town, there was a significant increase in the proportion of trips made by bike: 

o Limerick 2.5% to 3.4%; 

o Westport 1.4% to 2.3%; 

o Dungarvan 2.5% to 3.6%. 

 In Westport there was a small decrease in trips made by car (68% to 66%) while elsewhere there 
was a significant decrease: 

Executive Summary 
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o Limerick 68% to 64%; 

o Dungarvan 79% to 72%. 

 Car share had fallen for commuting trips, and for short distance trips with a switch towards 
sustainable modes. 
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1.1 Overview 
This document presents the data and findings from surveys conducted in connection with the evaluation of ‘Smarter 
Travel Areas’ (STAs).  Household surveys have been conducted in: 

 Limerick (Limerick city centre, Castletroy including UL and National Technology Park, Corbally and 
Southill); 

 Westport area, Mayo; and 

 Dungarvan area, Waterford. 

Surveys were conducted in the fourth quarter of 2012 and repeated in the fourth quarters of 2014 and 2016 in the 
three areas, which had been selected for investment designed to promote ‘smarter travel’.  In each year, the surveys 
involved an independently selected random sample within the same geographic areas, to enable the analysis of 
changes over time in travel behaviour. 

The household survey comprised three sections; household information; a one day travel diary, and attitudinal 
questions, asked of a subset of respondents.   

The attitudinal questions were also asked to a sample of adults selected from across Ireland outside of the three 
STAs to provide a comparison with background trends.  This control survey was also conducted in 2012, 2014 and 
2016, concurrent with the household survey, via telephone interviews. 

1.2  Background 
The Household Travel Survey (HTS) and control survey are part of a programme of data collection, repeated over 
time, to evaluate the STAs.  The surveys conducted in 2012 established a baseline of travel behaviour in advance of 
investments in sustainable travel. The repeated surveys in 2014 and 2016 have provided information to assist in 
evaluating the measures implemented.   

In addition to the surveys reported here, counts and qualitative research have provided further information to 
support the evaluation.   

1.3  Methodology  
The methodology applied in 2014 and 2016 matched that in 2012 as far as possible, to ensure comparability 
between the data sets produced.  The sampling was conducted by the ESRI1.  The fieldwork was conducted by 
Amárach Research.  Appendix 1 provides details in the Technical Method Report. 

Control Survey 

The target sample size for each year was 600, via CATI (computer aided telephone 
interview) from across Ireland, using a combination of land-line and mobile telephone 
numbers selected at random. This target was exceeded each year. 

 

 

The demographic profile of the control sample differed slightly in each year.  As age and gender may impact on the 
survey results, especially in relation to the use of active travel modes, the data for 2014 and 2016 has been 
weighted to match that of 2012.  

HTS Population and Sampling 

The population for the HTS was defined as adults aged 18 years and over living in private households in the 
geographic areas covered by the Smarter Travel improvements in Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan.  Details of the 
areas covered by the improvements were provided by the Smarter Travel teams.  The detailed areas covered are 
shown in Appendix 2.   

The GeoDirectory is the only frame which can be used for face-to-face household surveys in Ireland.  It is a joint 
project of An Post and Ordnance Survey Ireland, and lists all addresses with an identifier for residential addresses.  
The GIS co-ordinates of each address are available on the GeoDirectory.   
                                                           
1 The Economic and Social Research Institute 

1 Introduction 
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HTS Sample Design 

The ESRI’s RANSAM system is a program for selecting nationally representative probability samples from the 
GeoDirectory.  Probability samples allow estimates to be made of the precision of sample statistics.  RANSAM 
samples are multi-stage samples, with clustering to increase fieldwork efficiency and implicit stratification by 
characteristics of the area (from the CSO Small Area Population Statistics).    

Careful consideration of the impact of sample design is important in a travel survey.  Travel behaviour is likely to be 
similar among households within a geographic area – due to the availability of public transport, car ownership rates 
etc.  The optimum sampling strategy is to maximise the number of clusters and minimise the number of completed 
questionnaires and diaries per cluster.     

Given the importance of expected within-cluster similarity in travel behaviour, we treated each of the STAs 
(Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan) as a single cluster and randomly sampled addresses within the areas to give a 
two-stage sample.  At the second stage, the household stage, the ‘last birthday rule’ was used to select the 
respondent (age 15 or over) within the household.  This involved selecting the person in the household whose 
birthday has occurred most recently.  This is a commonly-adopted method for selecting individuals at random within 
households.   

Questionnaires 

A limited number of additional attitudinal questions were added in 2014; otherwise, the questionnaire used each 
year was the same.  The questionnaire can be found in Appendix 4.   

HTS Quality Control  

In advance of the fieldwork, interviewers were briefed on procedures to be followed.  A representative from 
AECOM’s Social and Market Research team undertook a series of accompanied interviews in each of the three 
STAs during the 2014 and 2016 survey programme.  Amarach undertook backcheck interviews with at least 10% of 
respondents to monitor quality and validity of the data. 

HTS Response  

Table 1 shows the overall response rate to the survey.  One of the features of the GeoDirectory is that non-eligible 
addresses (vacant, derelict, institution addresses) cannot be fully excluded.  This means that there will be a certain 
proportion of addresses in a sample based on the GeoDirectory that are not eligible.  Interviewers were able to 
identify some of the non-contacts as vacant, but a much smaller proportion than the Census figures have indicated.  
Unless an address could be firmly established as vacant, the outcome was coded as non-contact.  In calculating the 
response rate for the survey, an adjustment was made to the non-contacts for the proportion of dwellings that are 
vacant in each area, according to Census 2011 figures.   

The overall sample size achieved in 2014 was slightly smaller than in 2012 and 2016, although the response rate 
was lower in 2012.  The sample is sufficiently large for analysis purposes, across the three STAs.  Calculated as a 
percentage of eligible addresses, the response rates for the 2016 survey were 67% in Limerick, 75% in Westport 
and 64% in Dungarvan.  Across the STAs, a response rate of 68% was achieved in both 2014 and 2016, and 64% 
in 2012.   
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Table 1:  HTS Smarter Travel Survey Outcomes, 2016 
  Limerick Westport Dungarvan 2016  

Three Towns 
2014  

Three Towns 
2012  

Three Towns 
Gross sample 4,040 2,700 3,500 10,240 10,280 10,240 
Vacant address 59 191 174 424 528 123 
Expected 
additional 
Vacant2  

200 201 1 402 694 821 

Other ineligible 15 52 82 149 882 85 
Total eligible 3,766 2,256 3,243 9,265 8,176 9,211 
Non-contact 789 322 771 1882 1,197 2,785 
Refusal 425 214 379 1018 1,388 483 
Other non-
response 17 35 26 78 46 3 

Completed 2,535 1,685 2,067 6,287 5,545 5,940 
           
Response rate 67% 75% 64% 68% 68% 64% 
Refusal rate 14% 11% 15% 14% 17% 5% 
Non-contact 
rate 21% 14% 24% 20% 15% 30% 

 

1.4  HTS Weighting 
The design of the HTS is such that the sample selected is epsem (equal probability) in dwellings.  When used to 
select a sample of individuals, the completed sample is biased in favour of individuals in smaller households as 
individual selection probability is inversely proportional to household size. This, as well as other deviations from the 
population distribution, were adjusted by weighting. 

The weighting procedures were applied to samples for all years, using a three step approach as follows: 

 Step 1- correct any bias in the distribution of household car ownership, to match the 2011 Census data for 
the three STAs; 

 Step 2 - apply weights to adjust for differences in household size, to correct for the differences in the 
likelihood of selecting a given adult; and 

 Step 3 - adjust the weighted sample from Steps 1 and 2 to match Census 2011 based demographic 
profile of the adult population of the three STAs. 

For the trip data, an additional weight has been created for the 2014 and 2016 samples.  Analysis showed that the 
distribution of surveys by day of the week differed slightly from that in 2012, resulting in differing proportions of trips 
at weekends across the years.  As this could impact on the mode choice, the additional weight is used to factor the 
2014 and 2016 by day of the week to match the distribution in 2012.  The trip weight is only applied for analysis of 
trips, and not the remaining household and attitudinal data.  Note that some tables in this report for 2014 may differ 
very slightly from those presented in the 2014 report. 
 
The calculations are shown in Appendix 3.   
 
 
 

                                                           
2 The GeoDirectory identifies a certain proportion of residential addresses as vacant and these are excluded in advance. The proportions 
identified as vacant are 1.64% in Limerick, 8.59% in Westport and 4.01% in Dungarvan). These percentages are lower than the percentages 
identified as vacant in each area in the Census, so we would expect a certain proportion of addresses to be identified as vacant during fieldwork 
(10.66% in Limerick, 11.01% in Westport and 13.99% in Dungarvan). As noted in the text, this figure is used to calculate the ‘expected additional 
vacant addresses’ which is subtracted from the ‘non-contacts’ before calculating the response rate. 
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1.5 Structure of Report 
Following this introduction we present the results from the baseline (2012), 2014 and 2016 surveys, highlighting 
results of relevance to the evaluation of the STAs.   

In Chapter 2, the findings from the control survey are presented, with comparisons between 2012, 2014 and 2016, 
and highlighting any trends and significant differences by year, and by demographic group.  This provides a 
reference for analysis of attitudinal data for the STAs.   

In Chapter 3, the survey samples for the STAs are discussed, in terms of the household and personal 
demographics, highlighting any significant differences by year, and between towns. 

Chapter 4 presents an overview of the travel patterns in the STAs and in Chapter 5, the attitudinal data from the 
HTS are compared with the control data, to identify changes that have occurred in the STAs relative to elsewhere in 
the country. 

In tables and charts shown in this report, all data is weighted as described above.  Due to rounding, the totals 
presented may not always match.  Percentages may total more than 100%; this is either due to rounding or because 
respondents were able to give more than one answer to the question.  Throughout the analysis, an asterisk (*) is 
used if a proportion is more than zero but less than 1%.  Occasionally respondents did not answer a question they 
should have; these are recorded as ‘missing’.  Note that where the base is less than 50, the proportions should be 
treated with caution. 

Where results are reported as being ‘significantly’ different between sub samples, this means that the differences 
are significant at the 95% confidence level. 
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2.1 Introduction 
In this section, the results of the control survey each year are compared, to identify background trends from areas 
outside the STAs.  The sample size is around 600 each year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Distribution and Demographics of Samples 
All counties were represented by the control survey, with around 30% each year being in Dublin. 

Two fifths (41%) of the sample were male.  The proportion who were employed increased each year, with 
significantly more being employed in 2016 (54%) compared with 2012 (48%). 

2.3 Cycle Ownership 
There were no significant differences in cycle ownership by year.   

In 2012 the proportion of households with one or more bicycles was 55%, and increased slightly to 57% in 2014 with 
no change in 2016.  Taking household size into account, the number of bicycles per person in 2012 was 0.37, 0.39 
in 2014 and 0.36 in 2016. 

2.4 Car Ownership 
There were no significant differences in car ownership by year.  In 2012 the proportion of households with one or 
more cars was 89%, and 92% in 2016.  The average number of cars per household was 1.54 in 2012 and 1.65 in 
2016.  The number of cars per person remained the same across all years. 

There has been no trend away from traditional internal combustion engines to hybrid or electric vehicles; however, 
there has been a significant increase in diesel fuelled cars from 37% in 2012 up to 53% in 2016. 

2.5 Getting Around 
Figure 2.1 shows how easy respondents thought it was to get around their local area.  Although there was a decline 
to 83% in 2016 saying it was easy from 86%, the change was not significant.    Females found it significantly more 
difficult than males. 

 

2 Control Survey 

Key Trends – 2012 to 2016 

 Levels of employment have increased over time 

 Small increase in cycle ownership 

 Small increase in car ownership 

o Large increase in proportion of diesel fuelled vehicles (37% to 53%) 

 Perceived ease of ‘getting around local area’ decreased, for: 

o Walking (by non-walkers) 

o Cycling (by both cyclists and non-cyclists) 

o Using public transport (by non-users) 

o Driving 

 22% say they are now walking more, 13% less 

 22% say they are now cycling more, 25% less 

 12% using car more, 12% less 

 Although support for sustainable travel measures remains high, it is less strong in 2016 than in 
2012. 
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Figure 2.1 Ease of getting around 

 
Base:  2012=602, 2014=601, 2016=620   Q.2 In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
 

Most people who tended to walk around their local area perceived it to be easy, but just over one in ten found it 
hard, and this was similar for all years (see Figure 2.2). 

Of those who don’t currently get around their local area on foot, a majority said they would find it easy, although 
fewer than amongst those who do walk.  In 2016, 40% said they thought it was hard for pedestrians to get around 
their local area, significantly more than in 2012 and 2014. 

Figure 2.2 Ease of getting around on foot 

 
Base:  Walkers: 2012 =363, 2014 =437, 2016=438   Q3. How easy do you find it to travel about in your area on foot? 

Non Walkers: 2012 =239, 2014 =164, 2016 =182.  Q4. How easy do you think it is for pedestrians to get around your area on foot? 
 

In terms of getting around by bicycle, cycling appears to have become less easy over time, for those who do cycle, 
with 24% saying they found it difficult in 2016.  In 2016, 33% of non-cyclists perceived cycling to be difficult. 

The perception of the ease of cycling amongst females is significantly lower than for males, for example, in 2016: 

 51% of female cyclists said it was difficult to cycle in the local area compared with 17% of male cyclists; 
and  

 55% of female non-cyclists said it would be difficult to cycle in the local area (39% for males). 

For non-cyclists, perceptions of difficulty increased with age. 

Figure 2.3 Ease of getting around by bicycle 

 
Base:  Cyclists :  2012=102, 2014 =145,  2016=146  Q5. How easy do you find it to travel about in your area by bicycle? 

Non Cyclists : 2012=500, 2014 =456,  2016=474  Q6. How easy do you think it is for cyclists to get around your area by bicycle? 
 

Amongst public transport (PT) users, using PT appeared less difficult in 2016 than in 2012, but for non-users, the 
perceived ease of using PT has declined (see Figure 2.4). 
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Figure 2.4 Ease of getting around by public transport 

 
Base:  PT Users: 2012=150, 2014 =219,  2016=187  Q7. How easy do you find it to get around your area using PT? 

Non PT Users 2012=452, 2014 =382,  2016=433 Q8. How easy do you think it would it be to get around your area using PT? 
 

Perceptions of driving around the local area have not changed from 2012 to 2016, for either drivers or non-drivers.  
Just over one in ten non-drivers perceive that it would be difficult to drive locally. 

Figure 2.5 Ease of getting around by driving 

 
Base:  Drivers:  2012=445, 2014 =466,  2016=500  Q9. How easy do you find it to drive around your area? 

Non Drivers 2012=157, 2014 =135,  2016=120  Q10. How easy do you think it is for motorists to drive around your area? 
 

2.6 Change in Mode Use 2016 
Respondents were asked whether the way they travelled had changed over the last year.  As shown in Figure 2.6, 
most people had not changed their use of mode, but there was an apparent increase in walking and 25% said they 
cycled less and just 22% said they cycled more.  The main reason given for walking or cycling more was for 
exercise (88%). 

The same proportion said car use had declined as had said it increased.   

Figure 2.6 Change in reported use of modes (2016) 

 
 
Base: 2016 Walk=434 Cycle=149 Public Transport=190 Taxi=168,  Car/Van=586  
Q11. Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? 
 

2.7 Perceptions of Local Area Traffic 
Just 33% of respondents in 2016 thought that congestion was a serious issue in their area, similar to previous years, 
and just 11% thought freight vehicles caused problems in their area. 
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2.8 Exercise and Physical Activity 
Respondents were asked about the frequency with which they took part in exercise.  As shown in Figure 2.7, 
participation in exercise was higher in 2014 and 2016 than in 2012, with the average number of days being 
significantly higher for both mild and moderate exercise. 

Figure 2.7 Frequency of Exercising 

 
Base: 2012=602, 2014=601, 2016=620 
Q14. How many times on average do you do the following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 
 

The average number of days in which people walked for 30 minutes or more was 3.6 in 2016, and this has not 
changed significantly over time.  Neither has the typical pace of walking changed.   

2.9 Encouraging Healthy Living 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about their local area in terms of encouraging 
people to live healthily.  There were no significant changes from 2012; the majority of people in 2016 agreed that 
their area: 

 was safe to walk about and get exercise (73%); 

 had footpaths and space to be active (64%); and  

 had amenities (71%). 

Similarly there were no changes in perceptions over time of the local area for risk from traffic for walking or cycling: 

 75% said it was safe to walk; 

 61% said it was safe to cycle. 

In 2016, most (90%) rated air quality in the area as good, and 70% rated traffic noise as low, with no significant 
changes from 2012. 

Most respondents in 2016 considered it pleasant to walk in their local area, regardless of whether they currently 
walked or not, 87% and 84% respectively, as shown in Figure 2.8.   

Perceptions of the unpleasantness of walking have declined over time amongst non-walkers. 

There is an increasing trend amongst cyclists to it being perceived as unpleasant, however the majority still say it is 
pleasant to cycle.   
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Figure 2.8 Pleasantness of local environment 

 

 
Base:  Walkers:  2012 =363,  2014 =437,  2016=438  Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? 

Non Walkers:  2012 =239, 2014 =164, 2016 =182.  Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area? 
Cyclists :  2012=102, 2014 =145,  2016=146  Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? 
Non Cyclists : 2012=500, 2014 =456,  2016=474  Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 

 

2.10 Attitudes to Sustainable Travel 
There appears to be have been a negative shift in attitudes to cyclists’ priority on roads at the expense of traffic, with 
increasing proportions disagreeing with this measure (22% in 2012 to 25% in 2016).  For other sustainable travel 
measures, perceptions have remained similar over time, although with a trend towards fewer agreeing strongly with 
them. 

Figure 2.9 Attitudes to sustainable travel 

  
Base: 2012=602, 2014=601, 2016=620 
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2.11 Use of Sustainable Modes 
In the 2014 survey, a number of new questions were added, to provide more information on the potential for using 
sustainable modes. 

In both 2014 and 2016, one in ten respondents were very confident riding a bicycle on roads used by cars and other 
motor vehicles; in 2014 26% said they were quite confident, while significantly fewer, 20% said this in 2016. 

Those respondents who had children of school age were asked how comfortable they would be with their children 
walking or cycling to school on their own. 

As illustrated in Figure 2.10, confidence increases with age of child, but there has been no increase in propensity by 
age between 2014 and 2016.  Confidence is lower in respect to cycling than walking for the equivalent age. 

Figure 2.10 Allowing children to walk/cycle to school 

 
Q32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own? / Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how 
comfortable are you with your child riding a bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 

Awareness of public transport 

There was no change in awareness of public transport, cycling or walking routes from 2014 to 2016. 
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3.1 Introduction 
The household section of the questionnaire was asked to one adult in the household sampled by the ‘last birthday’ 
rule, and included the following question areas: 

 Age, gender and employment status of respondent; 

 Household type and structure; and  

 Car and cycle ownership of household. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results for the three STAs and overall are presented below highlighting any differences between 2012, 2014 
and 2016.  Note that the HTS samples are weighted to 2011 census for car ownership, age and gender hence will 
be comparable over both years for these variables.  The 2016 HTS sample is compared with the control sample and 
any significant differences highlighted.  

3 Household Travel Survey Sample 

Key Trends – 2012 to 2016 

 Employment patterns have changed across the STA, with increased proportions in employment: 

o Limerick  44%; 

o Westport  61%; and  

o Dungarvan 49%. 

 

 

 Bike ownership has increased across the STA: 

o Limerick  0.81 bikes per household  

o Westport  1.22 bikes per household  

o Dungarvan 1.16 bikes per household. 

 

 

 Outside the STA, car ownership has increased, though not significantly.   

 

 

 

 

 
 

The control sample differs from the STAs in terms of age, gender, household structure and size, and 
employment status.  There are also some differences in the control sample demographics from 2012 to 2016, 
therefore comparisons of trends are complex and the differences need to be recognised in drawing 
conclusions. 
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3.2 Sample Demographics 
Almost half the HTS sample was male (48%), while this proportion was significantly lower in the control sample, at 
41% (Table 3.1).  There were no differences between STAs. 

Table 3.1 2016 Gender 
 Household Travel Survey 2016  
 Limerick Westport Dungarvan STAs Control Significance 

Test at 95% 
CL – STA vs 

Control 
 Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 

Male 1235 49 738 47 996 48 3029 48 41 Sig Diff 
Female 1300 51 887 53 1071 52 3258 51 59 Sig Diff 
Total 2535 100 1685 100 2067 100 6287 100 N=620  

HTS Q.3 Gender of Interviewee   
 
As shown in Table 3.2, there are significant differences in the age profile of the control sample and the STA sample, 
with: 

 36% of the STA sample being aged under 35 compared with just 21% of the control sample, and 

 23% of the STA sample aged 60 or over, compared with 30% of the control sample. 

Table 3.2 2016 Age group 
 Household Travel Survey 2016  
 Limerick Westport Dungarvan STAs Control Significance 

Test at 95% 
CL – STA vs 

Control 
 Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column N 

% 
Column 

N % 

18-24 444 18 149 9 226 11 818 13% 8 Sig Diff 
25-29 307 12 193 11 210 10 709 11% 5 Sig Diff 
30-34 306 12 203 12 258 12 767 12% 8 Sig Diff 
35-39 239 9 157 9 208 10 603 10% 10 Not Diff 
40-44 203 8 133 8 181 9 517 8% 10 Not Diff 
45-49 193 8 125 7 168 8 486 8% 9 Not Diff 
50-54 180 7 116 7 146 7 442 7% 12 Sig Diff 
55-59 156 6 113 7 159 8 428 7% 8 Not Diff 
60-64 143 6 132 8 132 6 407 6% 9 Sig Diff 
65+ 359 14 351 21 378 18 1086 17% 21 Sig Diff 
Base 2528  1671  2065  6264  620  
HTS QC2 Age   
 

There are also some significant differences in age profile between the 2016 STA sample: 

 More Limerick respondents aged 18-24 (18%); 

 More Westport respondents aged 60-64 (8%); and 

 Fewer Limerick respondents aged 65+ (14%). 

In the following sections, the 2012, 2014 and 2016 HTS samples are compared, and any significant differences 
highlighted, along with any significant differences between the HTS samples and the control samples. 
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3.3 Limerick Households and Respondents 
There were no significant differences in household size by year, although the control sample differs significantly 
from the HTS sample in having far more one person households (15% and 7% respectively for 2016). 

For type of household, the proportion of Limerick residents living in apartments has fallen significantly each year, to 
8%; there were also fewer in university accommodation in 2016 than previous years (1%).  88% of respondents 
lived in a house, 11% in an apartment, and 1% in university accommodation.  This profile differs significantly from 
the control sample which included 95% houses and 5% apartments. 

 
Table 3.3 Limerick Household Size 

 HTS Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL 2012-
16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
One Person 8 8 7 Not Diff Not Diff 18 15 15 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two People 27 28 26 Not Diff Not Diff 29 31 27 Not Diff Not Diff 
Three People 21 20 21 Not Diff Not Diff 18 17 17 Not Diff Not Diff 
Four People 23 23 24 Not Diff Not Diff 18 20 22 Not Diff Not Diff 
Five or more 20 22 23 Not Diff Sig Diff 17 16 19 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total  2357 2264 2535   602 601 620   

Q.1b Number of persons usually resident in the household 
 
As shown in Table 3.4, unemployment has decreased significantly in Limerick since 2012, with just 9% now being 
unemployed.  It has also fallen in the control sample (6%) in 2016, and is significantly lower than in Limerick.  
Significantly more people were retired in the control sample (21% in 2016) than in Limerick (15%). 

Limerick has significantly more students than the control sample (18% compared with 5%) and both proportions 
have remained the same each year. 

Table 3.4 Limerick Employment Status 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL 2012-
16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Working  42 43 44 Not Diff Not Diff 48 53 54 Not Diff Sig Diff 
Unemployed  12 10 9 Sig Diff Sig Diff 11 6 6 Not Diff Not Diff 
Student or 
pupil 

18 18 18 Not Diff Not Diff 5 5 5 Not Diff Sig Diff 

Engaged on 
home duties 

12 14 12 Sig Diff Not Diff 9 10 12 Not Diff Not Diff 

Retired from 
employment 

15 13 15 Not Diff Not Diff 24 24 21 Not Diff Not Diff 

Unable to 
work  

1 2 2 Not Diff Sig Diff 2 2 2 Not Diff Not Diff 

Other  * * * Sig Diff Not Diff 2 1 * Not Diff Sig Diff 
Total 2357 2264 2535   602 601 620   

Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 
Table 3.5 shows levels of cycle ownership and shows that there was a significant decrease in the proportion of 
households with no bicycles from 2012 to 2016 (60% to 52%).  While cycle ownership is still lower in Limerick than 
in the control sample (42% in 2016 with no cycle), the degree of change over time is much greater than in the 
control sample.   
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Table 3.5 Limerick Cycle Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 60 57 52 Sig Diff Sig Diff 45 43 42 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 22 20 25 Not Diff Sig Diff 20 25 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 18 23 23 Sig Diff Sig Diff 34 32 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 2354 2264 2531   602 601 620   
Cycles per 
household 0.64 0.79 0.81 Sig Diff Sig Diff 1.10 1.14 1.15 Not Diff Not Diff 
Cycles per 
person 0.19 0.23 0.24 Not Diff Not Diff 0.37 0.38 0.39 Not Diff Not Diff 

Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
 
Table 3.6 shows levels of car ownership, and shows that there was no significant change over time in the control 
sample in terms of cars per person, although there were fewer households with no car in 2016 than in previous 
years (8%). 

Car ownership in Limerick is significantly lower than for the control sample, with 22% of households having no car.   

Table 3.6 Limerick Car Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 22 22 22 Not Diff Not Diff 11 12 8 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 40 40 40 Not Diff Not Diff 39 39 37 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 38 39 38 Not Diff Not Diff 50 49 55 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 2357 2263 2535   602 601 620   
Cars per 
household 

1.27 1.29 1.26 Not Diff Not Diff 1.54 1.53 1.65 Not Diff Not Diff 

Cars per 
person 0.38 0.38 0.37 Not Diff Not Diff 0.52 0.52 0.53 Not Diff Not Diff 

Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your household 
 

3.4 Westport Households and Respondents 
There were no significant differences in household size in Westport over time (Table 3.7).  Sixteen percent of the 
households in the 2016 Westport sample were one person households, while 35% were two person households.  
The sample differs from the control sample in that there were fewer large households. 

Significantly more Westport households lived in apartments (13% in 2016) than the control sample (5%). 

Table 3.7 Westport Household Size 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
One Person 14 13 16 Not Diff Not Diff 18 15 15 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two People 34 35 35 Not Diff Not Diff 29 31 27 Not Diff Not Diff 
Three People 20 21 18 Not Diff Not Diff 18 17 17 Not Diff Not Diff 
Four People 18 19 18 Not Diff Not Diff 18 20 22 Not Diff Not Diff 
Five or more 14 12 13 Not Diff Not Diff 17 16 19 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total  1618 1468 1685   602 601 620   

Q.1b Number of persons usually resident in the household 
 
As shown in Table 3.8, the proportion of Westport respondents in employment has increased significantly since 
2012, with 61% now being employed, just 5% unemployed and 7% engaged on home duties.  The trend in 
increased employment is less pronounced in the control sample. 
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Table 3.8 Westport Employment Status 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Working  49 56 61 Sig Diff Sig Diff 48 53 54 Not Diff Sig Diff 
Unemployed  11 7 5 Sig Diff Sig Diff 11 6 6 Not Diff Not Diff 
Student or 
pupil 

5 4 4 Not Diff Not Diff 5 5 5 Not Diff Sig Diff 

Engaged on 
home duties 

12 11 7 Not Diff Sig Diff 9 10 12 Not Diff Not Diff 

Retired from 
employment 

20 20 20 Not Diff Not Diff 24 24 21 Not Diff Not Diff 

Unable to 
work  

2 1 2 Not Diff Not Diff 2 2 2 Not Diff Not Diff 

Other  * 1 1 Not Diff Sig Diff 2 1 * Not Diff Sig Diff 
Total 1618 1468 1685   602 601 620   

Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 

Table 3.9 shows levels of cycle ownership, and shows that there was a significant decrease in the proportion of 
households with no bicycles to 2016 (43%) compared with 2012 (56%), and this is now comparable with the control 
sample.  The upward trend in number of cycles per person was greater in Westport than in the control sample. 

Table 3.9 Westport Cycle Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 56 45 43 Sig Diff Sig Diff 45 43 42 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 21 25 21 Sig Diff Not Diff 20 25 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 22 30 36 Sig Diff Sig Diff 34 32 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 1616 1463 1680   602 601 620   
Cycles per 
household 0.78 1.02 1.22 Sig Diff Sig Diff 1.10 1.14 1.15 Not Diff Not Diff 
Cycles per 
person 0.27 0.35 0.43 Sig Diff Sig Diff 0.37 0.38 0.39 Not Diff Not Diff 

Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
 
Car ownership in Westport is significantly lower than in the control sample; 15% of households have no car 
compared with just 8% in the control sample.   

Table 3.10 Westport Car Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 16 16 15 Not Diff Not Diff 11 12 8 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 44 45 43 Not Diff Not Diff 39 39 37 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 40 39 42 Not Diff Not Diff 50 49 55 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 1618 1468 1685   602 601 620   
Cars per 
household 

1.34 1.31 1.37 Not Diff Not Diff 1.54 1.53 1.65 Not Diff Not Diff 

Cars per person 0.46 0.45 0.48 Not Diff Not Diff 0.52 0.52 0.53 Not Diff Not Diff 
Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your household 

3.5 Dungarvan Households and respondents 
Average household size is smaller in Dungarvan than the control sample, with fewer larger households, although 
since 2012 there has been in an increase in larger households. 

The Dungarvan sample is the same as the control sample in terms of household type. 
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Table 3.11 Dungarvan Household Size 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
One Person 14 12 13 Sig Diff Not Diff 18 15 15 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two People 33 31 31 Not Diff Not Diff 29 31 27 Not Diff Not Diff 
Three 
People 

22 22 21 Not Diff Not Diff 18 17 17 Not Diff Not Diff 

Four People 17 19 20 Not Diff Sig Diff 18 20 22 Not Diff Not Diff 
Five or more 14 15 15 Not Diff Not Diff 17 16 19 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total  1939 1813 2067   602 601 620   

Q.1b Number of persons usually resident in the household 
 
As shown in Table 3.12, there were significantly more employed people in the 2014 and 2016 samples than in 2012, 
and there has been a slight drop in unemployment to 11%, thought this is still significantly higher than in the control 
sample, at 6%. 

 
Table 3.12 Dungarvan Employment Status 

 HTS Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Working  45 50 49 Sig Diff Sig Diff 48 53 54 Not Diff Sig Diff 
Unemployed  13 13 11 Not Diff Not Diff 11 6 6 Not Diff Not Diff 
Student or pupil 7 5 7 Sig Diff Not Diff 5 5 5 Not Diff Sig Diff 
Engaged on home 
duties 

16 13 13 Sig Diff Not Diff 9 10 12 Not Diff Not Diff 

Retired from 
employment 

17 17 18 Not Diff Not Diff 24 24 21 Not Diff Not Diff 

Unable to work  2 2 3 Not Diff Not Diff 2 2 2 Not Diff Not Diff 
Other  * * * Not Diff Not Diff 2 1 * Not Diff Sig Diff 
Total 1940 1811 2067   602 601 620   

Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 
 
Table 3.13 shows levels of cycle ownership, and shows that there was no significant change in the proportion of 
households with no bicycles from 2012, and levels of ownership are similar to the control sample. 

Table 3.13 Dungarvan Cycle Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 43 42 40 Not Diff Not Diff 45 43 42 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 26 26 25 Not Diff Not Diff 20 25 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 32 32 35 Not Diff Not Diff 34 32 33 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 1936 1810 2056   602 601 620   
Cycles per 
household 

1.09 1.07 1.16 Not Diff Not Diff 1.10 1.14 1.15 Not Diff Not Diff 

Cycles per 
person 0.38 0.35 0.38 Not Diff Not Diff 0.37 0.38 0.39 Not Diff Not Diff 

Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
 
Table 3.14 shows levels of car ownership, and shows that car ownership in Dungarvan is lower than for the control 
sample, which has increased over time.   
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Table 3.14 Dungarvan Car Ownership 
 HTS Sig Test 

at 95% 
CL          

2012-14 

 

Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-16 

Control Sig Test 
at 95% 

CL          
2012-14 

Sig Test at 
95% CL 
2012-16 

  2012  2014 2016 2012 2014  2016  
  Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
Column 

N % 
None 18 19 19 Not Diff Not Diff 11 12 8 Not Diff Not Diff 
One 43 43 42 Not Diff Not Diff 39 39 37 Not Diff Not Diff 
Two or More 38 39 39 Not Diff Not Diff 50 49 55 Not Diff Not Diff 
Total 1939 1813 2067   602 601 620   
Cars per 
household 

1.31 1.32 1.33 Not Diff Not Diff 1.54 1.53 1.65 Not Diff Not Diff 

Cars per 
person 0.45 0.43 0.44 Not Diff Not Diff 0.52 0.52 0.53 Not Diff Not Diff 

Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your household 
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4.1 Introduction 
As part of the household survey, respondents were asked about trips made on the previous day.  In this chapter, 
travel patterns of respondents are explored, highlighting differences between the 2012 and 2016 surveys, focusing 
on changes in sustainable travel. Where applicable, comparisons are made with the National Travel Survey (NTS). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2 Limerick Trip Making 
In 2016, 27% of Limerick respondents had no driving licence, with no significant change from 2012.   A further 65% 
had a full licence and 8% a provisional licence.   

Most respondents (81%) had made a trip on the previous day, although this was significantly fewer than in both 
2012 and 2014.  Compared with 2014, there were significantly more who had not travelled on a Friday, Thursday or 
Monday in 2016.  The average number of trips made by respondents in 2016 was significantly lower, at 2.2 per 
person per day, compared with 2.5 in 2012 and 2014. 

Reasons given for not travelling are shown in Table 4.1, and show that the main reason each year was being 
occupied at home with no wish to travel (72% in 2016).  In 2014 the weather had deterred 11% from travelling, 
significantly more so than in 2012 and 2016 (4%).   

4 Travel Patterns 

Key Trends – 2012 to 2016 

 The proportion of trips made on foot increased significantly from 2012 to 2016 in each town, with 
the largest change being in Dungarvan (15% to 20%).   In Limerick 26% of trips were made on foot 
and 27% in Westport. 

 In each town, there was a significant increase in the proportion of trips made by bike: 

o Limerick 2.5% to 3.4%; 

o Westport 1.4% to 2.3%; 

o Dungarvan 2.5% to 3.6%. 

 In Westport there was a small decrease in trips made by car (68% to 66%) while elsewhere there 
was a significant decrease: 

o Limerick 68% to 64%; 

o Dungarvan 79% to 72%. 

 Car share had fallen for commuting trips, and for short distance trips with a switch towards 
sustainable modes. 

Compared with the NTS (2016), there were more trips on foot and by bicycle in each of the STAs.  
Conversely, there were fewer car trips. 
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Table 4.1 Did not make trip on previous day in Limerick 
    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with home duties, had no wish or 
need to travel  

Column N % 65% 50% 72% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Short term illness  Column N % 16% 14% 13% 
Sig Diff?       

Long term illness or mobility impairment  Column N % 4% 6% 5% 
Sig Diff?       

No access to transport  Column N % 3% 4% 1% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cost 
  

Column N % 5% 3% 1% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

The weather 
  

Column N % 4% 11% 4% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Traveling abroad 
  

Column N % 1% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Other 
  

Column N % 1% 2% 0% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Works from home 
  

Column N % 0% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff?     

Studying 
  

Column N % 0% 3% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Have visitors/caring for sick person 
  

Column N % 0% 2% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Away from home 
  

Column N % 0% 1% 0% 
Sig Diff?       

Leisure time at home 
  

Column N % 1% 2% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Total Count 402 359 489 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 
 
A total of 5,652 trips were made by respondents in Limerick in 2016, 5,771 in 2014, and 5,949 in 2012.  A journey 
purpose has been derived from the destinations of trips given by respondents, together with other information on 
party size and time spent at the destination.   

As shown in Table 4.2, the distribution of trip purposes was similar for all years, except that: 

 The proportion of commuting trips has increased significantly each year (21% in 2016); 

 Trips to visit family or friends has decreased each year (7% in 2016); 

 Walking or cycling for pleasure increased significantly each year, although a small proportion overall (1% 
in 2016). 
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Table 4.2 Purpose of trip on previous day in Limerick (Recoded) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Commuting to work 
  

Column N % 16% 17% 21% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related 
  

Column N % 5% 2% 2% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Retail 
  

Column N % 24% 26% 25% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation 
  

Column N % 11% 11% 10% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Visiting family or friends 
  

Column N % 10% 9% 7% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Personal business 
  

Column N % 6% 5% 5% 
Sig Diff?       

Own education 
  

Column N % 10% 9% 10% 
Sig Diff?       

Escort others to or from 
education  

Column N % 11% 11% 10% 
Sig Diff?       

Walking/ cycling for 
pleasure  

Column N % 0% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other 
  

Column N % 7% 8% 8% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3324 3122 3025 
CREATED VAR  - excludes trips to home 
 

As shown in Table 4.3, 66% of trips of trips were unaccompanied in 2016, significantly more than in 2012 (63%), 
with the average party size decreasing significantly from 1.64 in 2014 to 1.55 in 2016.  In 2016, the overall average 
party size was 1.5 people, higher than the average of 1.1 for commuting trips, and 1.1 for walking/cycling for 
pleasure trips.  The profile is very similar to that for the NTS sample for 2016, though party sizes of four or more 
were slightly under represented.  

Table 4.3 Party Size, Limerick 
    NTS 

2016 
2012 2014 2016 

1 Column N 
% 

64% 63% 59% 66% 

  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2 Column N 

% 
22% 23% 25% 21% 

  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3 Column N 

% 
8% 8% 10% 8% 

  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
4 Column N 

% 
5% 3% 3% 3% 

  Sig Diff?        
5 Column N 

% 
2% 2% 2% 1% 

  Sig Diff?        
Total Count 19630 5949 5771 5652 
Average party size   1.6 1.6 1.5 
Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of a group of family/friends? / Q.20 How many were in the group you were  travelling with? 
 
As shown in Table 4.4, the proportion of trips made on foot in Limerick increased significantly from 22% in 2012 to 
26% in 2016, and also increased significantly for cycle, although the proportions are small (2% to 3%).  There was 
also a significant decrease in the proportion of trips made by private car (from 69% to 65%), including a decrease in 
the proportion of driving trips.  The proportions for walking and cycling are higher in Limerick than for NTS (15% and 
2% respectively), while the proportion using the car is much lower (81% in NTS). 
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Table 4.4 Mode used for trip, Limerick 
    2012 2014 2016 
On foot (e.g. walking or 
running) 

Column N % 22% 26% 26% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Column N % 2% 3% 3% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Bus Column N % 5% 4% 4% 
Sig Diff?       

Rail Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Taxi or Hackney Column N % 2% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Private car/ van - driver Column N % 60% 57% 56% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Private car/ van - passenger Column N % 4% 4% 5% 
Sig Diff?       

Motorcycle Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Other Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Private car/ van - unknown Column N % 4% 4% 5% 
Sig Diff?       

Total Count 5949 5771 5652 
Q21 What mode of travel did you use for this journey purpose?  
 

The average distance for walking trips increased significantly from 1.6km to 2.0km, as did the distance for cycling 
trips (3.4km to 5.7km).  It had declined from 10.4 in 2012 to 9.9 in 2014 but has since increased to 12.7 for private 
car.  Travelling time followed the same pattern. 
 

Table 4.5 Average distance and duration by mode, Limerick 
  Average distance (km) Average duration (minutes) 
    2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016 

On foot (e.g. walking 
or running) 
  

Mean 1.6 1.6 2.0 14.5 14.4 16.0 
Change 

 
Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012  Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle 
  

Mean 3.4 3.8 5.7 12.8 14.4 18.7 
Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Private Car 
  

Count 10.4 9.9 12.7 17.6 17.2 19.5 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
There was a significant mode switch from car to walking for all trips under 8km.  For trips under 2km in length, 67% 
were made on foot in 2016, a significant increase from 59% in 2012 and 2014.  For these short trips there was a 
corresponding decrease in the proportion made by car, to 28%.  There was also a significant switch to cycling for 
trips between 4 and 6 km in length, from 2% in 2012 to 4% in 2016. 
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Figure 4.1 Mode share by trip distance, Limerick 

 
4.3 Westport Trip Making 
In 2016, 17% of Westport respondents had no driving licence, a significant decrease from previous waves.  A further 
79% had a full licence and 4% a provisional licence.   

Most respondents, 77% had made a trip on the previous day, significantly more than the 69% who had done so in 
the 2012 survey, but the same as for 2014.   

The average number of trips made per person per day was 2.2 in 2016, similar to 2014, but significantly higher than 
2.0 in 2012. 

Those who had not travelled the previous day were asked why this was.  The reasons are shown in Table 4.6, and 
show that the main reason in each year was being occupied at home with no wish to travel, 54% in 2016.   

Table 4.6 Made trip on previous day in Westport 
    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with home duties, had no wish or 
need to travel 
  

Column N % 56% 61% 54% 
Sig Diff?       

Short term illness 
  

Column N % 11% 11% 12% 
Sig Diff?       

Long term illness or mobility impairment 
  

Column N % 9% 7% 10% 
Sig Diff?       

No access to transport 
  

Column N % 11% 3% 4% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Cost 
  

Column N % 3% 2% 0% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

The weather 
  

Column N % 4% 8% 5% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Traveling abroad 
  

Column N % 3% 1% 8% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other 
  

Column N % 1% 3% 0% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Works from home 
  

Column N % 0% 0% 2% 
Sig Diff?  Diff to 2016  

Studying 
  

Column N % 1% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff?     

Have visitors/caring for sick person 
  

Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Away from home 
  

Column N % 0% 1% 0% 
Sig Diff?     

Leisure time at home 
  

Column N % 1% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Total Count 502 328 382 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 
 
A total of 3,736 trips were made by respondents in Westport in 2016, 3,333 in 2014, and 3, 218 in 2012.  As shown 
in Table 4.7, the distribution of trip purposes was similar for 2012 and 2014, except that there was: 
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 A fall in the proportion of commuting trips (to 22%); 

 An increase to 19% for social/leisure trips. 

Between 2012 and 2014 there had been an increase in trips for walking or cycling for pleasure, to 2% but this 
declined to 1% in 2016. 

Table 4.7 Purpose of trip on previous day in Westport (Recoded) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Commuting to work 
  

Column N % 25% 24% 22% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related 
  

Column N % 5% 4% 4% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Retail 
  

Column N % 25% 27% 27% 
Sig Diff?       

Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation 
  

Column N % 14% 15% 19% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends 
  

Column N % 8% 7% 7% 
Sig Diff?       

Personal business 
  

Column N % 7% 6% 6% 
Sig Diff?       

Own education 
  

Column N % 3% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Escort others to or from 
education  

Column N % 7% 9% 7% 
Sig Diff?       

Walking/ cycling for 
pleasure  

Column N % 1% 2% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Other 
  

Column N % 5% 5% 6% 
Sig Diff?       

Total Count 1746 1742 1991 
CREATED VAR  - excludes trips to home 
 

As shown in Table 4.8, 74% of trips of trips were unaccompanied in 2016, significantly more than in 2014 and 2012 
with the average party size decreasing to 1.43.  Compared with the profile for the NTS sample for 2016, the 
proportion of unaccompanied trips was considerably higher in Westport, at 74%. 

Table 4.8 Party Size, Westport 
    NTS 

2016 
2012 2014 2016 

1 Column N 
% 

64% 69% 68% 74% 

  Sig Diff?    Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2 Column N 

% 
22% 20% 21% 15% 

  Sig Diff?    Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3 Column N 

% 
8% 7% 7% 7% 

  Sig Diff?        
4 Column N 

% 
5% 3% 3% 3% 

  Sig Diff?        
5 Column N 

% 
2% 1% 1% 1% 

  Sig Diff?        
Total Count 19630 3218 3333 3736 
Average party size   1.48 1.50 1.43 
Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of a group of family/friends? / Q.20 How many were in the group you were  travelling with? 
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As shown in Table 4.9, the proportion of trips made on foot increased significantly from 24% in 2012 to 31% in 2014, 
but then declined significantly to 27% in 2016.  Cycling share increased from 1% in 2012 to 2% in 2016, while the 
total car share was slightly lower in 2016 at 66% compared with 68% in 2012, but a significant increase from 62% in 
2014. 

The proportion for walking was higher in Westport than for NTS (15%) and the proportion for cycling was the same 
(2%).  Additionally, the proportion using the car is much lower (81% in NTS). 

Table 4.9 Mode used for trip, Westport 
    2012 2014 2016 
On foot (e.g. walking or 
running) 

Column N % 24% 31% 27% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Column N % 1% 2% 2% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Bus Column N % 1% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Rail Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?       

Taxi or Hackney Column N % 1% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Private car/ van - driver Column N % 63% 59% 61% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Private car/ van - passenger Column N % 5% 3% 5% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Motorcycle Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?    

Other Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?     

Private car/ van - unknown Column N % 4% 3% 2% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3218 3333 3736 
Q21 What mode of travel did you use for this journey purpose?  
 
The average distance for walking trips increased significantly from 2.1km to 2.4km from 2012 to 2016.   

There was a large increase in the average distance cycled, up to 11km in 2016.  Average distances for car trips 
have remained similar at 15.8km. 

Table 4.10 Average distance and duration by mode, Westport 
  Average distance (km) Average duration (minutes) 
    2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016 

On foot (e.g. walking 
or running) 
  

Mean 2.1 1.8 2.4 15.9 13.2 19.3 
Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle 
  

Mean 5.4 6.2 11.0 20.2 19.0 41.4 
Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Private Car 
  

Count 15.0 15.4 15.8 18.1 19.9 19.1 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 

As shown in Figure 4.2 there was a switch to sustainable modes between 2012 and 2014, especially for short 
distance bands, but this has not been sustained in 2016.  For trips under 2km, the car share increased to 53%, while 
the share for trips made on foot remained the same in 2016 as for 2012.   
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Figure 4.2 Mode share by trip distance, Westport 

 
4.4 Dungarvan trip making 
In 2016, 29% of Dungarvan respondents had no driving licence, similar to previous years.  A further 67% had a full 
licence and 4% a provisional licence.  Of those with a licence, 74% had held it for more than 10 years. 

Most respondents, 71% had made a trip on the previous day, significantly more than the 67% who had done so in 
the 2014 survey.   

Those who had not travelled the previous day were asked why this was.  The reasons are shown in Table 4.11 and 
show that the main reason was being occupied at home with no wish to travel (79% in 2016).   

Table 4.11 Made trip on previous day in Dungarvan 
    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with home duties, had no wish or 
need to travel  

Column N % 74% 71% 79% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Short term illness  Column N % 8% 6% 10% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Long term illness or mobility impairment  Column N % 6% 3% 4% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

No access to transport  Column N % 3% 6% 0% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cost  Column N % 3% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

The weather  Column N % 3% 8% 2% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Traveling abroad  Column N % 1% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Other  Column N % 0% 0% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Works from home  Column N % 1% 2% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Studying  Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?    

Have visitors/caring for sick person  Column N % 1% 1% 0% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Away from home  Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?    

Leisure time at home  Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?     

Total Count 523 591 610 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 
 
A total of 3,696 trips were made by respondents in Dungarvan in 2016, 3,110 in 2014 and 3,931 in 2012.  As shown 
in Table 4.12, the distribution of trip destinations was similar for all years, however, 2016 saw an increase in cycling 
and walking for pleasure. 
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Table 4.12 Destination of trip on previous day in Dungarvan (Recoded) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Commuting to work 
  

Column N % 20% 22% 21% 
Sig Diff?       

Business, other work related 
  

Column N % 3% 2% 3% 
Sig Diff?       

Retail 
  

Column N % 28% 26% 26% 
Sig Diff?       

Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation 
  

Column N % 9% 9% 12% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends 
  

Column N % 9% 9% 10% 
Sig Diff?       

Personal business 
  

Column N % 5% 6% 7% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Own education 
  

Column N % 4% 1% 3% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Escort others to or from 
education  

Column N % 13% 10% 10% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Walking/ cycling for 
pleasure  

Column N % 1% 1% 2% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Other 
  

Column N % 7% 13% 5% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 2110 1608 1945 
CREATED VAR  - excludes trips to home 
 

As shown in Table 4.13, 62% of trips were accompanied in 2016, with there being no significant change in average 
party size in 2016 to that in 2012 or 2014.  The profile is very similar to that for the NTS sample for 2016.  

Table 4.13 Party Size, Dungarvan 
    NTS 

2016 
2012 2014 2016 

1 Column N 
% 

64% 63% 60% 62% 

  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2014     
2 Column N 

% 
22% 21% 23% 22% 

  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2014     
3 Column N 

% 
8% 10% 10% 9% 

  Sig Diff?    Diff to 2016   
4 Column N 

% 
5% 4% 4% 4% 

  Sig Diff?        
5 Column N 

% 
2% 2% 2% 3% 

  Sig Diff?      Diff to 2012 
Total Count 19630 3931 3110 3696 
Average party size   1.59 1.66 1.63 
Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of a group of family/friends? / Q.20 How many were in the group you were  travelling with? 
 
As shown in Table 4.14, the proportion of trips made on foot did not change from 2012 to 2014, remaining at 15%, 
but increased significantly to 20% in 2016.  There was also a significant change for bicycle trips (up to 4%).  The 
proportion of trips made by private car decreased significantly to 72%.  The proportions for walking and cycling are 
higher in Dungarvan than for NTS (15% and 2% respectively), while the proportion using the car is much lower (81% 
in NTS). 
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Table 4.14 Mode used for trip, Dungarvan 
    2012 2014 2016 
On foot (e.g. walking or 
running) 

Column N % 15% 15% 20% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Column N % 3% 3% 4% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Bus Column N % 1% 2% 2% 
Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Rail Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?     

Taxi or Hackney Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Private car/ van - driver Column N % 71% 68% 64% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Private car/ van - passenger Column N % 5% 5% 5% 
Sig Diff?       

Motorcycle Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?       

Other Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
Sig Diff?       

Private car/ van - unknown Column N % 5% 6% 5% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Total Count 3931 3110 3696 
 
The average distance for walking trips decreased slightly from 1.8km to 1.5km, but the change is not statistically 
significant (Table 4.15).  The average distance for car trips increased, from 17.0km to 19.8km.  Cycling trip distance 
increased significantly to 5.7km.   

Table 4.15 Average distance and duration by mode, Dungarvan 
  Average distance (km) Average duration (minutes) 
    2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016 

On foot (e.g. walking 
or running) 
  

Mean 1.8 1.4 1.5 16.8 13.6 15.9 
Change 

Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Bicycle 
  

Mean 3.2 3.5 5.7 13.5 13.6 18.0 
Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Private Car 
  

Count 17.0 22.0 19.8 18.2 21.6 21.2 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
The mode share for trips under 2km had changed little between 2012 and 2014, but changed significantly between 
2014 and 2016: 

 Car share fell from 59% to 40%; 

 Walking increased from 35% to 51%; 

 Cycling increased from 4% to 7%. 
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Figure 4.3 Mode share by trip distance, Dungarvan 

 
 
4.5 Comparisons with National Travel Survey data 
The Central Statistics Office undertakes a National Household Survey with modules including the National Travel 
Survey (NTS) to compile statistical indicators for journey purpose and modes of travel.  Data from this for 2012, 
2014 and 2016 can be used to identify whether trends from the STAs are similar or different to those for Ireland as a 
whole.   

The NTS was carried out over the fourth quarter of the year, as was the HTS in the STA.  The reasons for not 
having made a trip on the travel day were broadly similar in the STAs as for the NTS.  As a deterrent to travel on the 
travel day, the weather was less of a factor in 2016 than in 2014 in each STA, and this was also the case in the 
NTS, as shown in Figure 4.4.   

Figure 4.4 Made no trips due to weather on travel day 
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Significant change by year for each STA, and NTS.  Limerick significantly higher in 2014 than NTS. 

In the NTS, there had been a steady increase in trips made for ‘work’ (which includes both commuter and business 
travel) from 23% in 2012, to 25% in 2014 and 29% in 2016.  A similar pattern was seen in Limerick, with 21% in 
2012, 19% in 2014 and 23% in 2016.  Though this pattern was not repeated in Westport or Dungarvan where small 
decreases or no changes were observed.  It should be noted that trip purposes are difficult to compare because of 
differences in the recording of journey purposes.   

As shown in Figure 4.5, by mode, there had been a significant decrease in the proportion of trips made by private 
car in the NTS – outside of Dublin, from 82% in 2012 to 79% in 2014, though this rose again in 2016 to 81%.  
Conversely, all three STAs had decreases in this proportion from the period 2012 to 2016..  However, the proportion 
of trips made by car in Dungarvan saw no decrease in 2014, but was the only STA to experience a decrease in 
private car trips in 2016..   
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Figure 4.5 Trips made by Private car 
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In all three STAs, there had been significant increases in the proportion of trips made on foot and by cycle, from 
2012 to 2016..  Between 2012 and 2014, NTS data for outside of Dublin also shows significant increases in the 
proportion of trips made on foot and by cycle, but to these proportions dip slightly in 2016, as illustrated in Figure 
4.6. 

Figure 4.6 Trips made by Walking and Cycling 
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The purposes of outward trips is shown in Table 4.16 for the STAs and NTS and shows similar patterns, other than 
for Limerick where the proportion of unescorted education journeys was much higher, at 11%. 
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Table 4.16 Comparison of journeys by purpose with NTS (2016) 
 NTS Limerick Westport Dungarvan 
 Column N% Column N % Column N % Column N % 

Work 29 21 29 25 
Education 4 11 4 3 
Shopping 22 26 27 27 
To eat or drink 2 3 2 2 
Visit family / friends 9 10 8 10 
Entertainment / leisure / sports 9 8 12 8 
Personal business 6 2 2 3 
Companion / escort journey* 15 12 9 11 
Other 4 7 8 12 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Base: Limerick (3144), Westport (1736), Dungarvan (1622) – Escort = escort to education 

Table 4.17 shows the distance bands for trips, for the STAs and NTS.  There were significantly fewer trips of more 
than 8km undertaken from the STAs relative to NTS outside Dublin, and more shorter journeys.  

 
Table 4.17 Comparison of journey distance with NTS – Ouside Dublin (2016) 

 NTS Limerick Westport Dungarvan 
 Column N% Column N % Column N % Column N % 

Less than 2km 23 31 34 34 
2km<4km 12 22 27 20 
4km<6km 10 17 9 11 
6km<8km 5 8 4 4 
8km or more 50 22 26 31 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Base: Limerick (5743), Westport (3319), Dungarvan (3133)  

 
4.6 Private car journeys with potential to switch to sustainable modes 
As shown above, around a third of trips made in the STAs are under 2km, and more than half are under 4km.  
Figure 4.7 shows the proportions of trip made by private car by distance band and shows that for trips of less than 
2km, 37% are made by private car in Limerick, and 59% of trips of this distance are made by car in Dungarvan. 

Figure 4.7 Car trips by distance band 2014 
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Base  1760  1951   1143  1080  1071   891 
 
Table 4.18 shows the destinations of trips made by private car where the trip distance was of less than 2km for each 
of the STAs.  Trips to shops accounted for 31% of short trips by car in Limerick, 45% in Westport and 38% in 
Dungarvan.   
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Unescorted trips to education were the destination for 20% of car trips in Limerick, and further 12% were for 
escorting others to education.  In Westport, car trips to work accounted for 17% of car trips of under 2km, and 13% 
in Dungarvan.   

Table 4.18 Destinations of trips of under 2km made by private car 
 Limerick Westport Dungarvan 
 Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Normal place of work 33 9 45 17 44 13 
Other work related location 3 1 6 2 2 1 
Shops/shopping centre/retail outlet 110 31 118 45 125 38 
Café/restaurant/pub/fast food outlet 14 4 4 2 11 3 
School/college/childcare/etc - escorting 44 12 20 8 25 8 
School/college/childcare/etc - alone 73 20 31 12 43 13 
Family or friends house/apartment 32 9 7 3 26 8 
Entertainment/leisure/sports venue 22 6 15 6 20 6 
Bank/Post office/doctor/ personal business 12 3 6 2 5 2 
Other 14 4 13 5 31 9 
Total 357 100 265 100 332 100 

Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday?  Excludes home as destination 
 
Table 4.19 shows the same information for trips of between 2 and 5km in length made by private car.   

Shopping trips were the destination for around a quarter of trips of this length; 29% in Limerick, 28% in Westport and 
Dungarvan.   

Unescorted trips to education were the destination for 17% of car trips in Limerick.  Escorted trips to education 
accounted for 7-8% of trips of this length in each STA.   

Table 4.19 Destinations of trips of 2-5km made by private car 
 Limerick Westport Dungarvan 
 Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Count Column 

N % 
Normal place of work 100 14 95 26 79 20 
Other work related location 11 2 9 2 6 2 
Shops/shopping centre/retail outlet 211 29 103 28 108 28 
Café/restaurant/pub/fast food outlet 16 2 5 1 6 2 
School/college/childcare/etc - escorting 51 7 31 8 30 8 
School/college/childcare/etc - alone 126 17 51 14 55 14 
Family or friends house/apartment 67 9 19 5 33 8 
Entertainment/leisure/sports venue 62 9 39 11 41 10 
Bank/Post office/doctor/ personal business 24 3 1 0 6 2 
Other 59 8 15 4 28 7 
Total 727 100 368 100 392 100 

Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday?  Excludes home as destination 
 
Figure 4.8 shows the size of the party in private cars for short trips, and shows that around half in Limerick and 
Dungarvan travelled alone, with this figure rising to a third in Westport.  There were few differences in party size for 
trips under 2km and those of 2-5km. 
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Figure 4.8 Party Size for short trips made by private car 
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5.1 Introduction 
A subsample of household survey respondents were asked questions relating to attitudes to local travel and 
sustainable transport, as in the control survey.   

In this chapter, the responses are compared across the STAs comparing each year against the patterns from the 
control survey. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.2 Getting Around Limerick 
Respondents were asked how easy it was to get around their local area, in general and then for a number of modes.  
Most (85%) found it easy, including 37% who said it was very easy.  The proportion who found it easy has increased 
significantly from 78% in 2012. 

In the Control sample there were no significant increases or decreases from 2012 (Figure 5.1). 

Figure 5.1 Getting around Limerick 

 
Base 776 734 802    602 601 620 

Q.2 In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
Significant differences from 2012 results highlighted 

5 Attitudes to Travel  

Key Trends – 2012 to 2016 

 Getting around each of the STA towns has become significantly easier since 2012; 

 For sustainable modes (walking, cycling and public transport) getting around is perceived as easier 
in Limerick, Westport and Dungavan than outside the STA; 

 Getting around by car is thought to be easier by those outside the STA, than those in Limerick and 
Westport; 

 Improved facilities have made walking and cycling safer and more pleasant, contributing to 
increased use of these modes and increased participation in exercise: 

o Walking more due to improved facilities: 

Dungarvan 13%  Limerick 19%   Westport 41% 

o Cycling more due to improved facilities: 

Dungarvan 41%  Limerick 15%   Westport 50% 

 While participation in exercise has increased significantly since 2012 in each town, levels are lower 
than outside the STA. 

 Attitudes to sustainable travel measures have become more positive since 2012 in the STA, and 
are more positive than elsewhere. 

 

 

 

 Attitudes to sustainable travel measures are higher in all STAs than in the control sample 
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Figure 5.2 shows the proportions who said it was ‘easy to get around’ using different modes, for both those who did 
use each mode, and who did not. In Limerick the following changes have occurred since 2012 to 2016: 

 Walking has been found to be easier, significantly so for walkers, 87% to 92%, and from 76% to 80% for 
non-walkers3; 

 There was no change in the perceived ease of cycling for cyclists (68% ‘easy’ in 2014 to 75% in 2016) but 
a significant increase for non-cyclists (51% to 58%); 

 No significant change in the perceived ease of using public transport; and 

 Significant increase in the proportion of non-car drivers who perceived driving around to be easy, 59% to 
68%, and also by drivers (76% to 83%). 

 
Figure 5.2 Getting around Limerick – Easy/Very Easy Percent 

 

Q3-Q9. How easy do you find it/would you find it to travel about in your area by...?  

 

 

                                                           
3 Walker / non walker etc. according to response to question Q.1 Which of the following methods do you use to get about this area? 
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5.3 Change In Mode Use 
Respondents were asked whether the way they travelled had changed over the last year.  As shown in Figure 5.3, 
the proportions who said they were walking more in 2016 in Limerick far exceeded those who were walking less. 

For cycling, although 45% said they were cycling more, 17% said they were cycling less.   

Figure 5.3 Change in use of Modes in Limerick 

 
Q11. Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago?  Proportions saying more, less 

Of those who were walking more in Limerick in 2016, 78% were doing so to get more exercise, and 40% to save 
money, and 10% were doing so for the sake of the environment.  Almost one in five (19%) said the increase was 
due to the facilities. 

Reasons for increased cycling included: 

 79% for exercise; 

 35% to save money; and 

 15% due to improved facilities (‘excellent routes’ and perceived to be safer).  

5.4 Perceptions of Local Area Traffic 
Over half, 53% of Limerick respondents thought that congestion was a serious issue in their area in 2016, with no 
change over time, significantly higher than the 33% of the control sample.   

Freight vehicles were thought to be a serious problem to just 10% of respondents, with no change over time, and 
similar to the control sample. 

5.5 Exercise and Physical Activity 
In the control sample, participation in exercise had increased significantly since 2012.  There was also a significant 
increase in the level of participation at all levels in Limerick by 2016, occurring since 2014, but overall levels of 
exercise are still below those in the control sample, as shown in Figure 5.4. 
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Figure 5.4 Exercise participation in Limerick – Average number of times per week 

 
Q14. How many times on average do you do the following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 
 

There has been a significant increase in the number of days a week people say they walk for more than 30 minutes, 
from 3.0 in 2012 up to 3.92 in 2016, and this now exceeds the control sample figure of 3.61, which has not 
increased over time. 

5.6 Encouraging Healthy Living 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about their local area in terms of encouraging 
people to live healthily.  In the control sample, perceptions were slightly more positive in 2014 than in 2012, though 
not significantly.  By 2014 in Limerick, perceptions were significantly more positive both compared with the control, 
and from 2012, but no real further change in 2016.  The majority of people agreed that their area: 

 Was safe to walk about and get exercise (92% in 2014 and 2016); 

 Has footpaths and space to be active (88% in 2014, 89% in 2016); and  

 Has sporting amenities (83% in 2014, 85% in 2016). 

Figure 5.5 Encouraging healthy living: proportions agree (Limerick) 

 
Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree, in terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how strongly would 
you agree or disagree that your area …..? 

There was a significant increase in the proportion of Limerick respondents who said it was safe from traffic to walk in 
their local area over time, from 88% in 2012 up to 94% in 2016.  This is much higher than the control sample. 

Cycling is perceived to be safer in Limerick than in the control sample, with 75% saying so in 2016, increasing from 
71% in 2014. 

Just 5% of Limerick respondents consider air quality to be poor, as for the control, with no change over time.  

In 2016, traffic noise was considered to be high by just 18%, significantly fewer than in 2012 (72%).  
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Figure 5.6 compares the perceptions of the pleasantness of walking and cycling for those who already do and do 
not use these modes, for all years of the HTS and the control sample.  The results show that: 

 For people who do walk, Limerick is considered much more pleasant now than in 2012, with half as many 
considering it to be unpleasant (3%); 

 It is also perceived as increasingly pleasant for walking by those who currently don’t get around on foot; 

 Amongst cyclists, there has been a significant change from 2012 in pleasantness of the area for cycling; 
and 

 Perceptions of cycling have also improved amongst non-cyclists. 

 
Figure 5.6 Perceptions of pleasantness of local area (Limerick) 

 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? / Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area?/ 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? /Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
“Pleasant”= very+quite, “Unpleasant”=unpleasant+very unpleasant 
 

5.7 Attitudes to Sustainable Travel 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about the promotion of sustainable transport 
modes.  As shown in Figure 5.7, there were positive changes in Limerick from 2012 to 2014, but some decline since 
then for some aspects: 

 “For the sake of the environment more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using 
cars” 97% agree in 2014 and 95% agree in 2016, increasing significantly from 91% in 2012; 

 There was no change in support or disagreement that “Pedestrians should be given more priority when 
crossing roads – even if that slows things down for other traffic”; 

 While support for giving cyclists priority on the roads increased in the 2014 survey, this is now the same 
as in 2014. 

Support for these sustainability measures are all significantly higher in Limerick than in the control sample. 
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Figure 5.7 Attitudes to promotion of sustainable travel (Limerick) 

 
 
5.8 Use of Sustainable Modes 
In the 2014 survey, a number of new questions were added to the survey, to provide more information on the 
potential for using sustainable modes. 

In Limerick, 17% said they would never cycle, and this proportion has not changed between 2014 and 2016.  Of 
those who would cycle, 35% said they would be confident doing so, and 41% not confident, again with no change 
over time. 

Those respondents who had children of school age were asked how comfortable they would be with those children 
walking or cycling to school. 

As shown in Figure 5.8, there has been some increase in confidence levels for older children walking and cycling to 
school amongst Limerick parents since 2014.  This has not been the case in the control sample, where confidence 
levels are generally lower for all age groups. 

Figure 5.8 Allowing children to walk to school (Limerick) 

 
Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how comfortable are you with your child riding a bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on 
roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
“Comfortable”=Very /Quite comfortable, “Uncomfortable”=Very /Quite uncomfortable+Would not permit,  
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5.9 Getting Around Westport 
Respondents were asked how easy it was to get around their local area, in general and then for a number of modes.  
Most, 90% found it easy, including 49% who said it was very easy.  The proportion who found it easy has increased 
significantly from 80% in 2012 to 90% in 2016. 

Figure 5.9 Getting around Westport 

 
Q.2 In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
 

Figure 5.10 shows the proportions who said it was ‘easy to get around’ using different modes, for both those who did 
use each mode, and who did not.  In Westport the following significant changes have occurred since 2012: 

 More people who walk now say it is easy to get around on foot (95%, from 90%); 

 More people say it is easy to use public transport, whether existing users (61%) or non-users (23%);and 

 More drivers say it is easy to get around (84%, up from 77%). 
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Figure 5.10 Getting around Westport – Easy/Very Easy percent 

 
Q3-Q9. How easy do you find it/would you find it to travel about in your area by...?  

5.10 Change in Mode Use 
Respondents were asked whether the way they travelled had changed over the last year.  As shown in Figure 5.11, 
there has been an increasing trend in people saying they are walking more, 41% in 2016, with just 5% saying less.  
Similarly for cycling, 52% said they now cycle more and just 5% less. 

The proportion who say they use car less (10%) is higher than that who use it more (7%).  

A majority of those who walked and cycled more were motivated by getting exercise and as a leisure activity, and 
improved facilities were also a primary factor: 

 Walking more due to facilities   8% 2012, 29% 2014, 41% 2016 

 Walking more due to leisure/exercise 85% 2012, 93% 2014, 87% 2016 

 Cycling more due to facilities   36% 2012,  33% 2014, 50% 2016 

 Cycling more due to leisure/exercise 87% 2012, 92% 2014, 93%2016 
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Figure 5.11 Change in use of Modes in Westport 

 
Q11. Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? Base = those who use mode 

 

5.11 Perceptions of Local Area Traffic 
There has been a significant fall over time in the proportion who considered congestion to be a serious issue in 
Westport, from 53% in 2012 to 36% in 2016.  There has been no change in the proportion who thinks that freight 
vehicles cause problems in the area. 

5.12 Exercise and Physical Activity 
In the control sample, participation in exercise had increased significantly since 2012.  There were also significant 
increases in Westport at all levels of activity, though participation rates remain below those in the control sample.  

Figure 5.12 Exercise participation in Westport – Average number of times per week 

 
Q14. How many times on average do you do the following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 
 

In Westport, the average number of days on which people walked for 30 minutes or more has increased significantly 
to 3.63 in 2016 from 3.27 in 2012, and is the same as the control sample.   

5.13 Encouraging Healthy Living 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about their local area in terms of encouraging 
people to live healthily.  In Westport, perceptions have varied by year, but far more agree in Westport than in the 
control sample that the area has good provisions for healthy living. 
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Figure 5.13 Encouraging healthy living: proportions agree (Westport) 

 
Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree, in terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how strongly would 
you agree or disagree that your area …..? 

While there was an increase in perceptions of Westport as a safe place to walk (in terms of risk from traffic) from 
2012 to 2014, this has since fallen back to 2012 figures, with 89% saying it is safe and 11% saying it is unsafe.   

For cycling, the risk from traffic is perceived as higher in 2016 than in 2012 (20% now say it is unsafe, compared 
with 17% in 2012). 

Perceived safety of walking and cycling are significantly higher in Westport than in the control sample. 

Air quality is perceived as high by almost every respondent in Westport, increasing significantly from 97% in 2012.  
Traffic noise levels are also perceived to have decreased over time; just 9% now say they are high, compared with 
20% in 2012. 

Figure 5.14 compares the perceptions of the pleasantness of walking and cycling for those who already do and do 
not use these modes, for each year of the HTS and the control sample.  The results show that: 

 For people who walk, Westport is  rated as pleasant by a higher proportion than the control sample (95% 
in 2016 compared with 87%), but ‘pleasantness’ has declined slightly since 2012; 

 There has been a significant increase in the proportion of non-walkers who perceive it to be unpleasant 
(19%) whereas in previous years this was negligible; and 

 Similarly, perceptions of cycling as ‘pleasant’ have declined since 2012 amongst both cyclists and non 
cyclists. 
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Figure 5.14 Perceptions of pleasantness of local area (Westport) 

 
 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? / Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area?/ 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? /Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
“Pleasant”= very+quite, “Unpleasant”=unpleasant+very unpleasant 
 

5.14 Attitudes to Sustainable Travel 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about the promotion of sustainable transport 
modes.  As shown in Figure 5.15, support for sustainable measures in Westport is high, and increasingly positive 
since 2012, as well as being more positive than in the control sample.   

There was a significant increase from 2012 to 2016 in the proportions agreeing that for the sake of the environment 
more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using cars, 95% agreed, compared with 88% in 2012.   

Figure 5.15 Attitudes to promotion of sustainable travel (Westport) 
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5.15 Use of Sustainable Modes 2016 
In Westport in 2014, 13% said they would never cycle; in 2016 this proportion is 15%.  Of those who would cycle, in 
2016 51% said they were confident and 35% not confident; this is a shift towards less confidence from 2014 when 
53% said they were confident and 29% not confident. 

Those respondents who had children of school age were asked how comfortable they would be with those children 
walking or cycling to school. 

As shown in Figure 5.16, confidence in allowing children to walk to school is higher in Westport than in the control 
sample, but there has been no real trend since 2014.   

However for cycling, there is increased confidence in allowing older children to cycle to school, and again this is 
higher in Westport than the control sample. 

Figure 5.16 Allowing children to walk to school (Westport) 

 
Q32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own? / Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how 
comfortable are you with your child riding a bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
“Comfortable”=Very /Quite comfortable, “Uncomfortable”=Very /Quite uncomfortable+Would not permit,  
 
5.16 Getting Around Dungarvan 
Respondents were asked how easy it was to get around their local area, in general and then for a number of modes.  
There has been a significant increase over time in the proportion of Dungarvan respondents saying they found it 
easy, up to 94% from 85% in 2012, and perceptions are significantly more positive than for the control sample (83% 
in 2016).  

Figure 5.17 Getting around Dungarvan 

 
Q.2  In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
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Figure 5.18 shows the proportions who said it was ‘easy to get around’ using different modes, for both those who did 
use each mode, and who did not.  In Dungarvan the following changes have occurred since 2012: 

 Walking has been perceived to be easier, significantly so for: 

o walkers, 82% to 92%, and 

o non-walkers, 62% to 74%; 

 Cycling has also been perceived to be significantly easier, significantly so for: 

o cyclists, 71% to 87%, and 

o non-cyclists, 65% to 81%; 

 No significant change in the proportion of public transport users who perceived it easy to use, 79% of 
users found it easy and 39% of non-users perceived it to be easy; 

 Significant increase in the proportion of non-car drivers and drivers who perceived it to be easy to drive in 
Dungarvan: 

o 82% to 92% for drivers; and 

o 63% to 82% for non-drivers. 

Compared with the control sample, higher proportions in Dungarvan perceive all modes to be easier to use: 

Figure 5.18 Getting around Dungarvan – Easy/Very Easy percent 

 
Q3-Q9. How easy do you find it/would you find it to travel about in your area by...?  
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5.17 Change in Mode Use 
Respondents were asked whether the way they travelled had changed over the last year.  As shown in Figure 5.19, 
the proportions who said they were walking more, and cycling more in 2016 in Dungarvan far exceeded those who 
were walking or cycling less.  The changes were larger than for the control sample, but not significantly so. 

Almost a quarter of those using public transport said this was more than previously. 

Figure 5.19 Change in use of Modes in Dungarvan 

 
Q11. Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? Base = those who use mode 
Note small bases for Taxi and public transport users 
 
A majority of those who walked and cycled more were motivated by getting exercise and as a leisure activity: 

 Walking more due to leisure/exercise 82% in 2016, up from 80% in 2012; and 

 Cycling more due to leisure/exercise 74% in 2016, down from 88% in 2012. 

5.18 Perceptions of local area traffic 
Just 12% of Dungarvan respondents thought that congestion was a serious issue in their area in 2016, significantly 
fewer than in 2012 (25%), and significantly fewer than the 33% of the control sample. 

Just 3% thought freight vehicles were a serious problem in Dungarvan, significantly fewer than the 7% in the control 
sample, and there was also a significant decrease from 5% in 2012. 

5.19 Exercise and Physical Activity 
In the control sample, participation in mild exercise had increased significantly between 2012 and 2014.  There was 
also an increase in the level of participation at all levels in Dungarvan by year, but the overall levels of exercise are 
significantly lower in Dungarvan than in the control sample, as shown in Figure 5.20. 
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Figure 5.20 Exercise participation in Dungarvan – Average number of times per week 

 
Q14. How many times on average do you do the following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 
 

In Dungarvan, the average number of days on which people walked for 30 minutes or more has increased 
significantly from 2.97 to 3.47 in 2016.  

5.20 Encouraging Healthy Living 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about their local area in terms of encouraging 
people to live healthily.  In the control sample, perceptions were more positive in 2014 and 2016 than in 2012 but 
not significantly so.  In Dungarvan in 2014, perceptions were significantly more positive each year both compared 
with the control and from 2012.  The majority of people agreed that their area: 

 was safe to walk about and get exercise (92% in 2016); 

 has footpaths and space to be active (85% in 2016); and  

 has sporting amenities (92% in 2016). 

Figure 5.21 Encouraging healthy living: proportions agree (Dungarvan) 

 
Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree, in terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how strongly would 
you agree or disagree that your area …..? 

There was a significant increase in the proportion of Dungarvan respondents who said it was safe to walk in the 
area, in terms of risks from traffic in 2016 than in 2012, from 80% to 93%, and a significant decrease in the 
proportion who thought it unsafe (20% down to 7%). 

Perceived safety of walking is significantly higher in Dungarvan in 2016 than in the control sample, where 75% felt it 
was safe compared with 93% in Dungarvan. 

In 2016, cycling is perceived to be significantly safer in Dungarvan (89%) than in the control sample (67%), and 
since 2014 (84%). 

Perceptions of air quality having improved have remained similar over time, with 73% saying it was very good and a 
further 23% fairly good in 2016. 
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Just 7% think traffic noise is high in 2016, lower than in previous years, and lower than the control sample. 

Figure 5.22 compares the perceptions of the pleasantness of walking and cycling for those who already do and do 
not use these modes for each year of the HTS and the control sample.  The results show that: 

 For people who did walk, there was an increase in perceived pleasantness between 2012 and 2014, 
sustained in 2016, with 95% saying it was pleasant; 

 There was also an increase in perceived pleasantness amongst people who didn’t currently walk, up to 
82% from 70%. 

 Similarly, Dungarvan is seen as increasingly pleasant for cycling, by both cyclists and those who currently 
don’t cycle. 

Figure 5.22 Perceptions of pleasantness of local area (Dungarvan) 

 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? / Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area?/ 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? /Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
“Pleasant”= very+quite, “Unpleasant”=unpleasant+very unpleasant 
 

5.21 Attitudes to Sustainable Travel 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with statements about the promotion of sustainable transport 
modes.  As shown in Figure 5.23, there have been some positive and some negative changes in Dungarvan from 
2012 to 2016: 

 “For the sake of the environment more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using 
cars” 93% agreed, increasing significantly from 86% in 2012; 

 “Pedestrians should be given more priority when crossing roads – even if that slows things down for other 
traffic” 89% agreed, 82% in 2012; 

 “More money should be spent on facilities for walkers and cyclists even if that means less can be spent 
on improvements for car users” – just 62% agreed, fewer than the control sample (69%) and fewer than in 
2012 (68%); and 

 “Cyclists should be given more priority on the roads – even if that slows things down for traffic” 67% 
agreed, fewer than in 2012, 70%, but higher than the control sample (60%). 
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Figure 5.23 Attitudes to promotion of sustainable travel (Dungarvan) 

 
5.22 Use of Sustainable Modes 
In the 2014 survey, a number of new questions were added, to provide more information on the potential for using 
sustainable modes. 

In 2016, 24% said they would never cycle, a significant increase from 13% in 2014.  Of those who would cycle, 60% 
said they would feel confident and 22% not confident, no significant changes from 2014.   

Those respondents who had children of school age were asked how comfortable they would be with those children 
walking or cycling to school. 

As shown in Figure 5.24 the figures for Dungarvan were higher in the proportions that were comfortable with their 
children walking than the control, and there has been an increase for older children.   

For cycling, there were also increases in the proportion of parents comfortable with their children cycling to school, 
and for all age groups, there is greater confidence in Dungarvan than in the control sample. 

Figure 5.24 Allowing children to walk to school (Dungarvan) 

 
Q32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own? / Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how 
comfortable are you with your child riding a bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
“Comfortable”=Very /Quite comfortable, “Uncomfortable”=Very /Quite uncomfortable+Would not permit
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Appendix 1:  Technical method report 
December 16, 2016 
 
Background 
The Smarter Travel Areas Project 2016 involved surveys in Q4 2016 in three Smarter Travel Areas: 

1. Limerick city and county (Limerick city centre, Castletroy including UL and National Technology Park, 
Corbally and Southill – completed sample 2,535) 

2. Mayo (Westport area – completed sample 1,685) 

3. Waterford County – Dungarvan area (completed sample=2,067) 

This was the third survey on this topic and in these areas using an independently-selected sample, with the initial 
survey in 2012 and a second survey in 2014. 
The sampling and technical reporting were conducted by the ESRI.  The fieldwork was conducted by Amárach 
Research. 
 
Population and Sampling 
The population for the survey was defined as adults aged 18 years and over living in private households in the 
geographic areas covered by the Smarter Travel improvements in Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan.  Details of the 
areas covered by the improvements were provided in advance of the 2012 survey by the local county or city council 
engineers.   The detailed areas covered are shown in the Appendix.   
 
The GeoDirectory is the only frame which can be used for face-to-face household surveys in Ireland.  It is a joint 
project of An Post and Ordnance Survey Ireland, and lists all addresses with an identifier for residential addresses.  
The GIS co-ordinates of each address are available on the GeoDirectory and also the postal code (Eircode).  The 
GIS codes are essential in directing interviewers towards a particular address. 
 
According to the 2016 Geo-directory, in Limerick, the area covered included the South and West of Limerick city, 
including parts of the county: an area with a total of 18,929 residential addresses in 2016. In the Dungarvan area, a 
total of 5,289 residential addresses was included in the target area. These were in Dungarvan town and environs.  
In Westport, 2,940 residential addresses were included in Westport town and immediate environs. 
 
One issue in using the GeoDirectory for household sampling is that, while it does identify a certain proportion of 
residential addresses as vacant, this percentage is lower than the latest available census data would suggest.  In 
the 2016 GeoDirectory, 5.6 per cent of residential addresses are identified as vacant, compared to a figure of 12.8% 
from the Census 2016 Preliminary Results.  The figures for the target areas are shown in Table 1.  The 
GeoDirectory identifies 1.2 per cent of the addresses as vacant in the Limerick STA, 6.9% in Westport and 9.0% in 
Dungarvan compared t estimated figures of 7.6%, 21.4% and 13.9%, respectively, in Census 2016. Since not all of 
the vacant addresses are identified on the GeoDirectory, we cannot exclude them in advance, so we would expect 
the selected sample to have a certain proportion of addresses that are vacant, with a figure of 14.5 per cent in 
Westport and figures of 6.4 per cent and 5.0 per cent, respectively, in Limerick and Dungarvan.  This needed to be 
taken into account in selecting the gross sample and may need an adjustment in calculating the response rate if a 
smaller number of addresses is identified as vacant by interviewers.4  
 

                                                           
4 It is not always possible for the interviewer to identify that a non-responding address is definitively vacant. 
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Table 1: Total Residential Addresses in the Target Area (GeoDirectory 2016), addresses identified as vacant 
in the GeoDirectory and Estimated Vacant Addresses from Census 2016 Preliminary Results. 

 
Limerick  Westport  Dungarvan  

Eligible non-vacant addresses from 
GeoDirectory 

        
18,929  

          
2,940  

          
5,289  

Eligible but vacant addresses on 
GeoDirectory 2016 232 217 520 

    % Vacant in GeoDirectory 2016 1.2% 6.9% 9.0% 

% Vacant in Census 2016 Preliminary 
Results 7.6% 21.4% 13.9% 

    Expected % vacant in sample 6.4% 14.5% 5.0% 
 

Sample Design 

The ESRI’s RANSAM system is a program for selecting nationally representative probability samples from the 
GeoDirectory.  Probability samples allow estimates to be made of the precision of sample statistics.  RANSAM 
samples are multi-stage samples, with clustering to increase fieldwork efficiency and implicit stratification by 
characteristics of the area (from the CSO Small Area Population Statistics).    
Careful consideration of the impact of sample design is important in a travel survey. Travel behaviour is likely to be 
similar among households within a geographic area – due to the availability of public transport, car ownership rates 
etc.  This has the effect of reducing the efficiency of a clustered sample, compared to a simple random sample 
(SRS). This is relevant to the calculation of confidence intervals, because these calculations need to take account of 
the effective sample size (the SRS equivalent).  Given the importance of expected within-cluster similarity in travel 
behaviour, we treated each of the STAs (Limerick, Westport and Dungarvan) areas as a single population and 
randomly sampled addresses within the areas to give a two-stage sample.  At the second stage, the household 
stage, the ‘last birthday rule’ was used to select the respondent (age 18 or over) within the household.  This involved 
selecting the person in the household whose birthday has occurred most recently.  This is a commonly-adopted 
method for selecting individuals at random within households.   
 
Note that the design is such that the sample selected is epsem (equal probability) in dwellings. If it is used to select 
a sample of individuals, the completed sample will be biased in favour of individuals in smaller households as 
individual selection probability will be inversely proportional to household size.5   This needs to be adjusted at the 
weighting stage using a design weight.  
 

Response  
Table 2 shows the overall response rate to the survey.  As noted above, one of the features of the GeoDirectory is 
that non-eligible addresses (vacant, derelict, institution addresses) cannot be fully excluded.  This means that there 
will be a certain proportion of addresses in a sample based on the GeoDirectory that are not eligible.  Interviewers 
were able to identify some of the non-contacts as vacant, but (apart from Dungarvan) a much smaller proportion 
than the Census figures have indicated. Unless an address could be firmly established as vacant, the outcome was 
coded by the interviewers as non-contact.6   In calculating the response rate for the survey, an adjustment was 
made to the non-contacts for the proportion of dwellings that are vacant in each area, according to Census 2016 
figures.   

                                                           
5 The relevant measure of household size for this purpose is number of persons age 18 and over, rather than number of persons of any age. 
6 An interviewer’s ability to identify an address as vacant depends on information available through local knowledge (neighbours etc.), which 
people are increasingly reluctant to share with someone whom they do not know.  Interviewers were instructed to code an address as ‘vacant’ 
only if this could be substantiated locally. 
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Table 2:  Smarter Travel Survey Outcomes  

 
Limerick Westport Dungarvan 

Gross sample 4,040 2,700 3,500 
Vacant address identified by interviewer 59 191 174 
Expected additional Vacant*  200 201 1 
Other ineligible 15 52 82 
Total eligible 3,766 2,256 3,243 
Non-contact 789 322 771 
Refusal 425 214 379 
Other non-response 17 35 26 
Completed 2,535 1,685 2,067 

 
   

Response rate (as % eligible) 67% 75% 64% 
Refusal rate (as % of contacts) 14% 11% 15% 
Non-contact rate (as % eligible) 21% 14% 24% 

* Calculated from Table 1, above.  As noted in the text, this figure is subtracted from the ‘non-contacts’ before calculating the 
response rate. 
 
Calculated as a percentage of eligible addresses, the response rates were 67 per cent in Limerick, 75 per cent in 
Westport and 64 per cent in Dungarvan.  
 
Sample Weighting 
The design is such that the sample selected is epsem (equal probability) in dwellings. When used to select a sample 
of individuals, the completed sample is biased in favour of individuals in smaller households as individual selection 
probability is be inversely proportional to household size7. This, as well as any other deviations from the population 
distribution, should be adjusted at the weighting stage, prior to conducting the analysis. 
 

                                                           
7 The relevant measure of household size for this purpose is number of persons age 18 and over, rather than number of persons of any age. 
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Appendix 2:  List of Electoral Divisions or Townlands Included in Smarter Travel Areas 
 

Limerick City and County  

Electoral Division Townland (where a subset of townlands included) 
Abbey A all 
Abbey B all 
Abbey C all 
Abbey D all 

Ballyglass 
(Athlunkard, Cloonoughter, Garraun, Knockballynameath, Parteen, Rosmadda  East, Rosmadda  
West, Shannakyle) 

Ballysimon all 
Ballyvarra (Ballyclogh (Ed Ballyvarra), Castletroy, Rivers) 
Custom House all 
Galvone A all 
Galvone B all 
Glentworth A all 
Glentworth B all 
John's B all 
John's C all 
Limerick South 
Rural (Part of Crossagalla, Part of Singland) 
Market all 
Rathbane all 
Singland A all 
Singland B all 
St. Laurence all 

 

Dungarvan area 

Electoral Division Townland (where a subset of townlands included) 
Bohadoon (Balleighteragh East, Balleighteragh West) 
Cappagh (Ballylemon Lower, Knockacullen, Part Of Knockacullen) 
Carriglea (Ballyduff, Ballyduff More (Ed Carriglea), Kilmurry) 

Clonea - Dungarvan 

(Ballaghavorraga, Ballinroad, Ballynacourty (Decies - Without - Drum By), Ballynalahessery 
North, Ballynalahessery South, Ballynaskeha More, Ballyrandle, Cloncoskoran, Cushcam, 
Garrynageragh East, Garrynageragh West, Kilgrovan, Kilminnin North, Kilminnin South, 
Knockahavaun, Knocknagranagh, Lisheenoona, Part Of Ballyrandle, Scart (Decies - Without - 
Drum By), Scartore, Tallacoolbeg, Tallacoolmore) 

Colligan - Part of 

(Ballyconnery Upper, Ballyknock Lower, Ballymacmague East, Ballymacmague North, 
Ballymacmague South, Ballymacmague West, Ballyneety, Gliddane Beg, Gliddane More, 
Greenane, Inchindrisla, Kilgobnet, Killadangan) 

Dungarvan No. 1 all 
Dungarvan No. 2 all 
Dungarvan Rural all 

 

Westport Area 

Electoral Division Townland (where a subset of townlands included) 
Westport Urban (Cahernamart, Carrowbeg, Deerpark East, Westport Demesne, 
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Westport Rural (Deummindoo, Sheeroe) 
Croaghpatrick (Thornhill) 
Kilmeena (Derrylea, Slaugher) 
Knappagh (Knappagh More) 
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Appendix 3:  Weighting HTS data  
LIMERICK 

Step 1 - Car ownership 

Correct any bias in the distribution of household car ownership, to match the 2011 Census data for the three STAs 

Number of Cars 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data 

 Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % 
 0 523 22.19% 540 23.85% 587 23.16% 
 1 1093 46.37% 938 41.43% 1067 42.09% 
 2 601 25.50% 647 28.58% 740 29.19% 
 3 112 4.75% 95 4.20% 110 4.34% 
 4 24 1.02% 35 1.55% 22 .87% 
 5 2 0.08% 9 .40% 7 .28% 
 6 1 0.04% 0 0.00% 2 .08% 
 7 1 0.04% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
 Total 2357 100.00% 2264 100.00% 2535 100.00% 

  

 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data 

 
 

Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % Census 2011 
No car 523 22.2% 540 23.9% 587 23.2% 25% 

One car 1093 46.4% 938 41.4% 1067 42.1% 43% 
Two or More cars 741 31.4% 786 34.7% 881 34.8% 33% 

Total 2357 
 

2264 
    WEIGHTS        

No car 1.111132 1.033691 1.06475  
One car 0.920377 1.030148 1.014004  

Two or More cars 1.039009 0.940875 0.939897  
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for Household Size 

Since only one adult is selected, the number of adults in the household affects the probability of any particular adults being 
selected to complete the survey via the Next Birthday rule.  The probability of selection decreases pro rata with the number of 
adults.   This has been capped at a maximum of 5 adults to avoid excessive weights.  

The combination of Step 1 and Step 2 weights were then normalised to return the overall size of the sample. 

No. of adults 

YEAR 
2012 2014 2016 

Weight Weight Weight 
1 .43458 .44398 .43787 

2 .85222 .85976 .83924 

3 1.29765 1.27737 1.25230 

4 1.76106 1.70815 1.67727 

5 2.18675 2.10918 2.09821 
6 2.20930 2.12093 2.07524 
7 2.19282 2.05200 2.08182 

8 2.16789 2.19459 2.17254 

11 . . 1.98213 
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Step 3 - Census based Demographic Analysis  

Using Census data relating to Towns/Cities from the CSO website, the data weighted by Steps 1 and 2 above is weighted to 
represent the age and gender profile of the STA.  

 

Weighted by Step 1 and Step 2 
weights 

CENSUS 
2011 

Column N 
% 

Weights 2012 2014 2016 

 
C2 Age 

Column 
% 

Column 
% 

Column 
% 2012 2014 2016 

Male 18-24 14.98% 16.18% 14.33% 6070 8.51% 0.568471 0.526104 0.594306 
25-29 4.47% 4.73% 4.45% 4249 5.96% 1.334728 1.260702 1.340437 
30-34 5.14% 5.41% 3.08% 4373 6.13% 1.193142 1.133754 1.988999 
35-39 4.76% 3.98% 4.02% 3498 4.91% 1.030694 1.231273 1.220158 
40-44 3.66% 4.08% 4.31% 2867 4.02% 1.099098 0.986038 0.933327 
45-49 3.52% 2.96% 3.50% 2640 3.70% 1.052933 1.250097 1.058169 
50-54 3.16% 3.29% 3.28% 2550 3.58% 1.133476 1.088425 1.090211 
55-59 2.84% 2.77% 2.94% 2146 3.01% 1.059422 1.08712 1.022176 
60-64 2.11% 2.26% 3.34% 1950 2.74% 1.298012 1.210025 0.818595 
65+ 6.05% 6.48% 7.88% 4384 6.15% 1.016097 0.948242 0.780825 

 
   34727 

   
 

Female 18-24 10.54% 11.54% 9.05% 6444 9.04% 0.857293 0.783417 0.998482 
25-29 4.75% 3.46% 3.30% 4405 6.18% 1.301137 1.787985 1.87033 
30-34 5.67% 4.47% 3.98% 4250 5.96% 1.050981 1.332265 1.499492 
35-39 4.93% 4.49% 5.59% 3245 4.55% 0.923165 1.014698 0.813751 
40-44 4.50% 4.90% 4.18% 2855 4.00% 0.89028 0.817932 0.957581 
45-49 4.43% 3.17% 4.97% 2801 3.93% 0.887099 1.238621 0.790137 
50-54 3.65% 3.60% 4.81% 2534 3.55% 0.972543 0.98666 0.738752 
55-59 2.56% 3.22% 3.40% 2264 3.18% 1.240557 0.986532 0.935187 
60-64 2.75% 2.97% 3.26% 2075 2.91% 1.060017 0.981542 0.893866 
65+ 5.55% 6.05% 6.33% 5695 7.99% 1.440529 1.320879 1.261495 

  
  

36568 
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TRIPS 

Additional weighting factor to account for difference in trip day over each year.  For 2012, weight =1  

Travel Day 
2014 2016 

Mean Mean 
Limerick Monday 0.90 0.90 

Tuesday 0.79 0.81 
Wednesday 0.94 0.76 
Thursday 1.00 0.98 
Friday 0.89 0.90 
Saturday 1.50 2.65 
Sunday 1.30 1.22 

Westport Monday 0.90 0.90 
Tuesday 0.79 0.81 
Wednesday 0.94 0.76 
Thursday 1.00 0.98 
Friday 0.89 0.90 
Saturday 1.50 2.65 
Sunday 1.30 1.22 

Dungarvan Monday 0.90 0.90 
Tuesday 0.79 0.81 
Wednesday 0.94 0.76 
Thursday 1.00 0.98 
Friday 0.89 0.90 
Saturday 1.50 2.65 
Sunday 1.30 1.22 
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Control Sample 

Weights applied to harmonise age and gender splits. 

 

 

Year 
WEIGHTS 2012 2014 2016 

Count 
Column N 

% Count 
Column N 

% Count 
 

2014 2016 
Male 18-24 30 4.98% 14 2.33% 14 2.26% 2.139298 2.206929 

25-29 16 2.66% 13 2.16% 11 1.77% 1.228725 1.498037 
30-34 19 3.16% 23 3.83% 20 3.23% 0.824715 0.978405 
35-39 21 3.49% 22 3.66% 22 3.55% 0.95296 0.983087 
40-44 22 3.65% 32 5.32% 34 5.48% 0.686358 0.666406 
45-49 21 3.49% 20 3.33% 30 4.84% 1.048256 0.72093 
50-54 31 5.15% 17 2.83% 17 2.74% 1.8205 1.878054 
55-59 20 3.32% 27 4.49% 26 4.19% 0.73951 0.792231 
60-64 16 2.66% 22 3.66% 16 2.58% 0.726065 1.0299 
65+ 52 8.64% 64 10.65% 67 10.81% 0.81115 0.799326 
Total 248 

 
254 

 
257 

   Female 18-24 20 3.32% 15 2.50% 16 2.58% 1.331118 1.287375 
25-29 15 2.49% 8 1.33% 8 1.29% 1.871885 1.931063 
30-34 30 4.98% 28 4.66% 17 2.74% 1.069649 1.817471 
35-39 38 6.31% 23 3.83% 34 5.48% 1.649429 1.151065 
40-44 39 6.48% 28 4.66% 48 7.74% 1.390543 0.836794 
45-49 33 5.48% 29 4.83% 37 5.97% 1.136041 0.91856 
50-54 40 6.64% 36 5.99% 32 5.16% 1.109265 1.287375 
55-59 24 3.99% 24 3.99% 32 5.16% 0.998339 0.772425 
60-64 39 6.48% 37 6.16% 26 4.19% 1.052303 1.54485 
65+ 76 12.62% 119 19.80% 113 18.23% 0.637595 0.692676 
Total 354 

 
347 100.00% 363 100.00% 

  
  

602 
 

601 
 

620 
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DUNGARVAN 

Step 1 - Car ownership 

Correct any bias in the distribution of household car ownership, to match the 2011 Census data for the three STAs 

Number of Cars 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data 

 Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % 
 0 344 17.74% 292 16.11% 386 18.67% 
 1 887 45.75% 803 44.29% 929 44.94% 
 2 602 31.05% 619 34.14% 652 31.54% 
 3 80 4.13% 79 4.36% 72 3.48% 
 4 19 0.98% 11 0.61% 22 1.06% 
 5 4 0.21% 4 0.22% 4 .19% 
 6 1 0.05% 4 0.22% 1 .05% 
 7 2 0.10% 0 0.00% 1 .05% 
 Total 1939 100.00% 1813 100.00% 2067 100.00% 

  

 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data  

 
Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % Census 2011 

No car 344 17.7% 292 16.1% 386 18.7% 24% 
One car 887 45.7% 803 44.3% 929 44.9% 45% 

Two or More cars 708 36.5% 717 39.5% 752 36.4% 31% 
Total 1939 100.0% 1812 100.0% 2067 100.0% 

 WEIGHTS        
No car 1.352791 1.490137 1.285181  

One car 0.983709 1.016002 1.001238  
Two or More cars 0.848997 0.782772 0.852088  

 

Step 2 - Adjusting for Household Size 

Since only one adult is selected, the number of adults in the household affects the probability of any particular adults being 
selected to complete the survey via the Next Birthday rule.  The probability of selection decreases pro rata with the number of 
adults.   This has been capped at a maximum of 5 adults to avoid excessive weights.  

The combination of Step 1 and Step 2 weights were then normalised to return the overall size of the sample. 

 
YEAR 

 
2012 2014 2016 

No. of adults Weight Weight Weight 
1 .61467 .64203 .60355 

2 1.02085 1.00388 1.03600 

3 1.50312 1.50920 1.54798 

4 1.90575 1.86280 1.97609 

5 2.35877 2.19988 2.38155 
6 2.53189 1.99444 2.81195 
7 2.57132 1.99444 2.96119 
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Step 3 - Census based Demographic Analysis  

Using Census data relating to Towns/Cities from the CSO website, the data weighted by Steps 1 and 2 above is weighted to 
represent the age and gender profile of the STA.  

  

Weighted by Step 1 and Step 2 
weights 

    

 

  
2012 2014 2016 

  
Weights 

 
C2 Age 

Column 
% Column % Column % 

CENSUS 
2011 Column N % 2012 2014 

2016 

Male 18-24 3.39% 4.12% 2.84% 357 5.02% 1.481318 1.220831 1.766153 

 
25-29 2.46% 2.69% 2.43% 324 4.56% 1.85246 1.692949 1.873819 

 
30-34 4.11% 3.31% 3.24% 437 6.15% 1.498223 1.858458 1.897777 

 
35-39 3.63% 3.87% 4.37% 364 5.12% 1.411508 1.323623 1.172222 

 
40-44 4.10% 4.72% 4.29% 323 4.55% 1.109857 0.962418 1.060622 

 
45-49 4.84% 4.66% 3.01% 291 4.10% 0.84665 0.879079 1.361653 

 
50-54 4.04% 3.91% 4.67% 257 3.62% 0.895308 0.925234 0.773736 

 
55-59 3.52% 3.94% 4.17% 272 3.83% 1.086345 0.971563 0.919121 

 
60-64 4.23% 4.40% 3.73% 225 3.17% 0.747846 0.719761 0.848152 

 
65+ 7.86% 10.04% 10.97% 572 8.05% 1.024657 0.801592 0.733635 

 
    3422 

   
 

Female 18-24 4.45% 2.92% 3.05% 420 5.91% 1.327278 2.021987 1.936357 

 
25-29 4.49% 2.15% 3.91% 398 5.60% 1.247394 2.600456 1.433864 

 
30-34 7.04% 5.46% 5.08% 451 6.35% 0.901631 1.163422 1.248763 

 
35-39 5.98% 6.87% 7.83% 350 4.93% 0.823335 0.716923 0.628894 

 
40-44 6.77% 5.09% 5.75% 300 4.22% 0.623315 0.829295 0.734628 

 
45-49 5.42% 5.35% 4.64% 287 4.04% 0.745698 0.755005 0.869902 

 
50-54 6.13% 6.60% 5.61% 246 3.46% 0.564833 0.524411 0.617303 

 
55-59 4.10% 3.98% 4.50% 274 3.86% 0.940152 0.968453 0.857481 

 
60-64 4.18% 4.82% 4.32% 229 3.22% 0.771459 0.669219 0.745696 

 
65+ 9.25% 11.09% 11.57% 728 10.25% 1.107259 0.924107 0.885359 

  
  

 
3683 
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WESTPORT 

Step 1 - Car ownership 

Correct any bias in the distribution of household car ownership, to match the 2011 Census data for the three STAs 

Number of Cars 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data 

 Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % 
 0 321 19.84% 273 18.60% 351 20.83% 
 1 801 49.51% 738 50.27% 799 47.42% 
 2 425 26.27% 405 27.59% 472 28.01% 
 3 56 3.46% 39 2.66% 48 2.85% 
 4 10 0.62% 11 .75% 12 .71% 
 5 4 0.25% 1 .07% 1 .06% 
 6 0 0.00% 1 .07% 1 .06% 
 7 1 0.06% 0 0.00% 1 .06% 
 Total 1618 100.00% 1468 100.00% 1685 100.00% 

  

 
2012 Raw Data 2014 Raw Data 2016 Raw Data 

 
 

Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % Census 2011 
No car 321 19.8% 273 18.6% 351 20.83% 20% 

One car 801 49.5% 738 50.3% 799 47.42% 47% 
Two or More cars 496 30.7% 457 31.2% 535 31.75% 33% 

Total 1618 100.0% 1468 100.0% 1685 100.0% 
 WEIGHTS        

No car 1.0081 1.075458 0.960114  
One car 0.949388 0.934905 0.991176  

Two or More cars 1.076492 1.060044 1.039346  
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for Household Size 

Since only one adult is selected, the number of adults in the household affects the probability of any particular adults being 
selected to complete the survey via the Next Birthday rule.  The probability of selection decreases pro rata with the number of 
adults.   This has been capped at a maximum of 5 adults to avoid excessive weights.  

The combination of Step 1 and Step 2 weights were then normalised to return the overall size of the sample. 

No. of adults 

YEAR 
2012 2014 2016 

Weight Weight Weight 
1 .48091 .49386 .49765 

2 .99032 .98914 1.02594 

3 1.50401 1.49955 1.55336 

4 2.04767 2.00469 2.07101 

5 2.57015 2.57106 2.59425 
6 2.51187 2.51804 2.60807 
7 2.64807 . 2.53637 

8 . 2.61773 . 

9 . . 2.64321 

11 2.33539 2.30872 2.64321 
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Step 3 - Census based Demographic Analysis  

Using Census data relating to Towns/Cities from the CSO website, the data weighted by Steps 1 and 2 above is weighted to 
represent the age and gender profile of the STA.  

  
Weighted by Step 1 and Step 2 weights 

    
 

  
2012 2014 2016 

  
Weights 

 
C2 Age 

Column 
% Column % Column % 

CENSUS 
2011 

Column 
N % 2012 2014 

2016 

Male 18-24 5.19% 4.55% 3.33% 202 4.14% 0.79895 0.910781 1.243278 

 
25-29 5.98% 4.89% 4.02% 260 5.33% 0.891574 1.091298 1.326038 

 
30-34 6.18% 5.10% 6.25% 273 5.60% 0.905426 1.097574 0.896522 

 
35-39 5.87% 5.55% 5.32% 251 5.15% 0.877484 0.927323 0.96748 

 
40-44 3.45% 4.65% 4.84% 181 3.71% 1.076904 0.798368 0.767728 

 
45-49 5.23% 3.97% 3.85% 183 3.75% 0.717764 0.944967 0.974866 

 
50-54 3.40% 4.53% 2.82% 160 3.28% 0.963712 0.723904 1.161773 

 
55-59 2.95% 3.22% 3.11% 151 3.10% 1.05126 0.960607 0.996199 

 
60-64 2.84% 3.05% 2.71% 190 3.90% 1.37298 1.279376 1.439787 

 
65+ 8.79% 8.85% 8.97% 459 9.41% 1.070625 1.063245 1.049856 

  
  

     
 

Female 18-24   
 

232 4.76% 0.756495 1.004959 1.196486 

 
25-29 6.29% 4.73% 3.98% 302 6.19% 1.004995 1.133299 1.549041 

 
30-34 6.16% 5.47% 4.00% 320 6.56% 1.000241 1.009653 1.196803 

 
35-39 6.56% 6.50% 5.48% 206 4.22% 0.836869 0.792911 0.548103 

 
40-44 5.05% 5.33% 7.71% 208 4.27% 0.947312 0.888749 0.611397 

 
45-49 4.50% 4.80% 6.98% 183 3.75% 0.928294 0.657051 0.887327 

 
50-54 4.04% 5.71% 4.23% 178 3.65% 0.812069 0.814502 0.781514 

 
55-59 4.50% 4.48% 4.67% 178 3.65% 1.233729 1.087836 0.903513 

 
60-64 2.96% 3.36% 4.04% 195 4.00% 1.587339 1.29561 1.218223 

 
65+ 2.52% 3.09% 3.28% 564 11.57% 1.532987 1.415438 1.109799 
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Appendix 4 – Household Questionnaire 
 

 
 
 

 
HTS & AAS F2F 
September 2014 

QUESTIONNAIRE No:  
/__/___/___/___/___/ 

 
SECTION 1:  GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

 
Good Morning, I am __________ of Amárach Research. 
 
We are undertaking a national survey of people's travel patterns and I am hoping that you would participate 
in the survey for us. All the individual findings are confidential and the questionnaire is being undertaken 
solely for research purposes. The survey findings will assist in the development of transport services and 
transport planning. The survey will take about 10 minutes. 

 
Ask all 
Q.1a Which of the following best describes your household? 
Instruction: Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

 Ask all 
Q.1b Please enter the number  of 
persons usually  resident in the 
household House   1  

Apartment 2     
University residence 3    
Other (Please specify_______________) 4     
  
Ask all            ONCE RESPONDENT CHOSEN: 
Q.2 We are looking to speak with the person in your household whose Q.3 Enter the gender of  
 birthday is next, aged over 18.   Is this you or someone else?     Interviewee Record for all 
Yes 1 Continue  Male 1 

No 2 Ask to speak with person whose birthday is next in 
household and ask question again. 

 Female  2 
  

 
Ask all 
Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
Working for payment or profit 1 Go To Q.7 
Looking for 1st regular job 2 Go To Q.7 
Unemployed, having lost or given up previous job 3 Go To Q.7 
Actively looking for work after voluntary interruption of working life (for 12 months or 
more) for personal or domestic reasons 

4 Go To Q.7 

Student or pupil 5 Go To Q.5 
Engaged on home duties 6 Go to Q.7 
Retired from employment 7 Go To Q.6 
Unable to work due to permanent sickness or disability 8 Go to Q.7 
Other (specify_______________________) 9 Go to Q.7 
 
Ask all who answered code 5 at Q.4     Ask all who answered code 7 at Q.4 
Q.5 Have you always been a full-time student?   Q.6 How long have you been retired from   
 (Other than summer/vacation work/work    employment? 
 experience as part of education)  
Yes 1  Less than I year 1 
No 2  1 – 3 years 2 
   More than 3 but less than 10 years 3 
   10 years or more 4 
Ask all 

Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household  
 

Ask all  
Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more  members 
of your household 
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Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8  Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.9 How many of the cars or vans which are  
 available for use in your household use 
  the following engine types: 

 Q.10 How many of 
the cars or vans which are  available for 
use in your household use the  following fuels: 

Instruction: Read out all then record number for each  Instruction: Read out all then record number for each 
Internal Combustion 1  Petrol 1 
Non-Plug-in Hybrid 2  Diesel 2 
Plug-in Hybrid 3  Hydrogen 3 
Electric (only) 4  Other (Please specify__________________) 4 
Other (Please specify____________________) 5    
 
 

SECTION 2:  TRAVEL DIARY 
 
INTRODUCTION: We would now like to ask you a few questions about your day-to-day travel 
 
LICENCE 
 
Q.11a Do you have a drivers licence for 
 a passenger car? 

 Ask all with either full or provisional licence at Q.11 (codes 1 or 2)  
Q.11b For how many years have you had your current driving 
 licence? 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)
  

Yes – Provisional licence 1  Less than I year 1 
Yes – Full licence 2  1 – 3 years 2 
No 3  More than 3 but less than 10 years 3 
   More than 10 years 4 
TRAVEL 
Q.12 Did you make any journeys (excluding foreign travel) yesterday? 
   

Yes 1 Go to Q.14 
No 2 Continue 

 
NOTE: ALL STAGES OF FOREIGN TRAVEL ARE TO BE EXCLUDED, INCLUDING STAGES TO  
 AND FROM IRISH AIRPORTS. SEAPORTS AND THE IRISH STAGES OF CROSS-  
 BORDER TRAVEL 
 
NO TRAVEL 
Ask all who said no at Q.12 (Code 2) 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
 

Fully occupied with home duties, had no wish or need to 
travel 

1 Go To pg.16 

Short term illness 2 Go To pg.16 
Long term illness/mobility impairment 3 Go To pg.16 
No access to transport 4 Go To pg.16 
Cost 5 Go To pg.16 
The weather 6 Go To pg.16 
Traveling abroad 7 Go To pg.16 
Other (Please Specify:  _________________________) 8 Go To pg.16 
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Q.14 – Summary of travel journeys yesterday. Can you tell me in summary where you went yesterday, starting 
with your first journey and your first destination.  
 
NB Include all journeys which start between 4am on the day preceding the interview and 4am on the 
day of the interview (and then record all stages of these journeys, even those which start or end after 
the 2nd 4am deadline).  
NB A travel log for each journey has to be completed  
 

 Where Commenced Next Destination  Approximate time 
commenced 

Journey time Go to  

1  
 

 
 
 

   Page 4 

2  
 
 

   Page 5 

3  
 
 

   Page 6 

4  
 
 

   Page 7 

5  
 
 

   Page 8 

6  
 
 

   Page 9 

7  
 
 

   Page 10 

8  
 
 

   Page 11 

9  
 
 

   Page 12 

10  
 
 

   Page 13 

11  
 
 

   Page 14 

12  
 
 

   Page 15 

NB For each journey above a travel log has to be completed 
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JOURNEY 1 – TRAVEL LOG 
 
Q.15 Did your journey begin from home?  Q.16 Where did your 

journey begin from? 
Abroad is not a valid option foreign travel is excluded 
Yes 1 Go to Q.17  Place of social/entertainment/leisure activity  

(inc family/friends house) 
1 

No 2 Continue to Q.16 
  Normal place of work 2 

 Other work related location 3 
Other (Please 

specify____________________) 
4 

 
 

 

Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday? 
(From journey beginning/previous destination) 

 Q.18 Did you go 
(insert code from Q.17 here) to collect or escort 
someone or for some other purpose? 

Home 1  Activity in Q.17 (insert code)  
Normal place of work 2  Collect or escort someone 1 
Other work related location 3  Other (Please specify___________________) 2 
Shops/shopping centre/retail outlet 4    
Café/restaurant/pub/fast food outlet 5    
School/college/childcare/educational training 6    
Family or friends house/apartment 7  Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of  
Entertainment/leisure/sports venue 8   a group of family/friends? 
Bank/Post office/doctor/place of personal business 9  Travelling alone 1 Go to Q.21 
Other (Please specify______________________) 1

0 
 Travelling as part of a group 2 Continue to Q.20 

 
 
Q.20 How many were 
in the group you were  travelling with? 

 Q.21 What mode of 
travel did you use for this  journey 
purpose 

Two 1  On foot (e.g. walking or running) 1 
Three 2  Bicycle 2 
Four 3  Bus 3 
Five or more 4  Dart/Luas 4 
   Rail 5 
Q.22a Were you the driver of the vehicle?  Taxi/Hackney 6 
Q.22b Was driving or getting a lift an option?  

Codes 1-6 and 10 at Q21 
Q.22c Was getting a lift an option when you left journey 
 beginning/previous destination)? 
 Codes 1-3 and 10 at Q21 

 Private Car 7 
 Van/Lorry 8 

Motorcycle 9 
Other (Please Specify:  _________________) 10 
  

 Q22a Q22b Q22c  Q.23   What time did you begin 
the journey? am/pm 

Yes 1 1 1    
No 2 2 2  Q.24 How long did it take? Mins 
 
 

   

Q.25 How far was the journey?  Q.26   Did you undertake another journey stage? 
Kms  Yes 1 Continue 

Miles  No 2 Go to Classification or AAS survey 
 
 
NOTE:  A COLLECTION/ESCORT JOURNEY IS A JOURNEY UNDERTAKEN SOLELY TO    BRING 
ANOTHER PERSON TO THEIR DESTINATION OR TO ACCOMPANY THEM    ON THEIR JOURNEY 
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JOURNEY 2 – TRAVEL LOG 
 
Q.15 Did your journey begin from home?  Q.16 Where did your 

journey begin from? 
Abroad is not a valid option foreign travel is excluded 
Yes 1 Go to Q.17  Place of social/entertainment/leisure activity  

(inc family/friends house) 
1 

No 2 Continue to Q.16 
  Normal place of work 2 

 Other work related location 3 
Other (Please 

specify____________________) 
4 

 
 

 

Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday? 
(From journey beginning/previous destination) 

 Q.18 Did you go 
(insert code from Q.17 here) to collect or escort 
someone or for some other purpose? 

Home 1  Activity in Q.17 (insert code)  
Normal place of work 2  Collect or escort someone 1 
Other work related location 3  Other (Please specify___________________) 2 
Shops/shopping centre/retail outlet 4    
Café/restaurant/pub/fast food outlet 5    
School/college/childcare/educational training 6    
Family or friends house/apartment 7  Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of  
Entertainment/leisure/sports venue 8   a group of family/friends? 
Bank/Post office/doctor/place of personal business 9  Travelling alone 1 Go to Q.21 
Other (Please specify______________________) 1

0 
 Travelling as part of a group 2 Continue to Q.20 

 
 
Q.20 How many were 
in the group you were  travelling with? 

 Q.21 What mode of 
travel did you use for this  journey 
purpose 

Two 1  On foot (e.g. walking or running) 1 
Three 2  Bicycle 2 
Four 3  Bus 3 
Five or more 4  Dart/Luas 4 
   Rail 5 
Q.22a Were you the driver of the vehicle?  Taxi/Hackney 6 
Q.22b Was driving or getting a lift an option?  

Codes 1-6 and 10 at Q21 
Q.22c Was getting a lift an option when you left journey 
 beginning/previous destination)? 
 Codes 1-3 and 10 at Q21 

 Private Car 7 
 Van/Lorry 8 

Motorcycle 9 
Other (Please Specify:  _________________) 10 
  

 Q22a Q22b Q22c  Q.23   What time did you begin 
the journey? am/pm 

Yes 1 1 1    
No 2 2 2  Q.24 How long did it take? Mins 
 
 

   

Q.25 How far was the journey?  Q.26   Did you undertake another journey stage? 
Kms  Yes 1 Continue 

Miles  No 2 Go to Classification or AAS survey 
 
 
NOTE:  A COLLECTION/ESCORT JOURNEY IS A JOURNEY UNDERTAKEN SOLELY TO    BRING 
ANOTHER PERSON TO THEIR DESTINATION OR TO ACCOMPANY THEM    ON THEIR JOURNEY 
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JOURNEY 3 – TRAVEL LOG 
 
Q.15 Did your journey begin from home?  Q.16 Where did your 

journey begin from? 
Abroad is not a valid option foreign travel is excluded 
Yes 1 Go to Q.17  Place of social/entertainment/leisure activity  

(inc family/friends house) 
1 

No 2 Continue to Q.16 
  Normal place of work 2 

 Other work related location 3 
Other (Please 

specify____________________) 
4 

 
 

 

Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday? 
(From journey beginning/previous destination) 

 Q.18 Did you go 
(insert code from Q.17 here) to collect or escort 
someone or for some other purpose? 

Home 1  Activity in Q.17 (insert code)  
Normal place of work 2  Collect or escort someone 1 
Other work related location 3  Other (Please specify___________________) 2 
Shops/shopping centre/retail outlet 4    
Café/restaurant/pub/fast food outlet 5    
School/college/childcare/educational training 6    
Family or friends house/apartment 7  Q.19 Were you travelling alone or as part of  
Entertainment/leisure/sports venue 8   a group of family/friends? 
Bank/Post office/doctor/place of personal business 9  Travelling alone 1 Go to Q.21 
Other (Please specify______________________) 1

0 
 Travelling as part of a group 2 Continue to Q.20 

 
 
Q.20 How many were 
in the group you were  travelling with? 

 Q.21 What mode of 
travel did you use for this  journey 
purpose 

Two 1  On foot (e.g. walking or running) 1 
Three 2  Bicycle 2 
Four 3  Bus 3 
Five or more 4  Dart/Luas 4 
   Rail 5 
Q.22a Were you the driver of the vehicle?  Taxi/Hackney 6 
Q.22b Was driving or getting a lift an option?  

Codes 1-6 and 10 at Q21 
Q.22c Was getting a lift an option when you left journey 
 beginning/previous destination)? 
 Codes 1-3 and 10 at Q21 

 Private Car 7 
 Van/Lorry 8 

Motorcycle 9 
Other (Please Specify:  _________________) 10 
  

 Q22a Q22b Q22c  Q.23   What time did you begin 
the journey? am/pm 

Yes 1 1 1    
No 2 2 2  Q.24 How long did it take? Mins 
 
 

   

Q.25 How far was the journey?  Q.26   Did you undertake another journey stage? 
Kms  Yes 1 Continue 

Miles  No 2 Go to Classification or AAS survey 
 
 
NOTE:  A COLLECTION/ESCORT JOURNEY IS A JOURNEY UNDERTAKEN SOLELY TO    BRING 
ANOTHER PERSON TO THEIR DESTINATION OR TO ACCOMPANY THEM    ON THEIR JOURNEY 
 
NOTE:  Travel diary component will be followed by the attitudinal survey (for 1 in 3) and final   demographic 
questions 
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THANK AND COMPLETE CLASSIFICATION 

 
Interview Start 

Time 
Interview end 

time 
Interview 

length (mins) 
Interviewer No. Assignment No. 

   
  

FULL ADDRESS: 
(Block Capitals) 

 
Mr/Mrs/Miss________________  Phone no (incl code)_____________________ 
 
Address _________________________________________________________  
 
 ________________________________________________________________  

 
 
C1 Gender 
Male ................................................................................1 
Female………………………..... .......................................2 

C2 Age (State exact age and code)  
 
15-17 ..............................................................................01 
18-24 ..............................................................................02 
25-29 ..............................................................................03 
30-34 ..............................................................................04 
35-39 ..............................................................................05 
40-44 ..............................................................................06 
45-49 ..............................................................................07 
50-54 ..............................................................................08 
55-59 ..............................................................................09 
60-64 ..............................................................................10 
65-74 ..............................................................................11 
1.5.1.1.1.1 ....................................................................... C3 
Marital Status 
Married ...........................................................................01 
Living as Married ............................................................02 
Single .............................................................................03 
Divorced/Separated .......................................................04 
Widowed ........................................................................05 
Other ..............................................................................06 
1.5.1.1.1.2 ....................................................................... C4 
Persons in Household 
Including yourself, how many people live in your household? 

Complete space opposite ...........................................  
No. of children Over 18 ..............................................  

No. of children aged 13-18 .........................................  

No. of children 12 and under ......................................  
 

 
C5 Occupation of Chief Income Earner 
(Record job details)____________________________ 
 
1.5.1.1.1.3 .......................................................................  
1.5.1.1.1.4 ....................................................................... C6 
Social Class 
AB .................................................................................. 1 
C1 ................................................................................... 2 
C2 ................................................................................... 3 
D ..................................................................................... 4 
E ..................................................................................... 5 
F50+ ............................................................................... 6 
F50- ................................................................................ 7 
 
 
C7 Location 
Limerick .......................................................................... 1 
Westport  ........................................................................ 2 
Dungarvan ...................................................................... 3 
 
 
C8 Respondents Working Status 
Working full time  ............................................................ 1 
Working part-time  .......................................................... 2 
Self-employed ................................................................ 3 
Unemployed seeking a job ............................................. 4 
Looking after family/homemaker .................................... 5 
Retired ............................................................................ 6 
Student ........................................................................... 7 
Other .............................................................................. 8 
 

 
Interviewer’s Declaration 
 
Interviewers Signature:___________________________  Date:  ____________ 
I certify that this is an eligible interview which has been carried out strictly in accordance with your specifications and 
has been conducted within the MRS code of conduct. 
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ATTITUDINAL AND AWARENESS SECTION 
 
Questionnaire form  
(to be accompanied by a showcard containing 16 sets of answers listed A-P) 
Instruction: These will need to be read out over the phone or probed to pre-codes for CATI interviewing as 
indicated in the instruction for each question below. 
 
I would like you to give your opinion on a number of travel-related questions relating to your 
neighbourhood area.  Your answers will be used to help plan future facilities and policies across Ireland. 
 
I can assure you that your answers will be treated in absolute confidence. 
 
Ask all 
Q.1 Which of the following methods do you use to get about this area?  

Instruction: Read out each and code all the apply (multi codes allowed) 
Walking 1  Driver of a car or van 5 
Bicycle 2  Passenger of a car or van 6 
Public transport 3  Motorcycle/moped 7 
Taxi 4  Other (please 

specify:_______________________) 
8 

 
Ask all 
Q.2-9 I now want to ask you how easy it is to get where you need to go in your neighbourhood/area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very difficult and 5 is very easy for each of the following 
statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard B  
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
 

If the respondent requires a definition of “area” say that it means the town, village or 
suburb where you live – ensure that students etc. those who live away from home are 
answering about the area where they live while at University. 

Very 
difficul

t (1) 
(2
) 

Neither
/nor 
(3) 

(4
) 

Very 
easy 
(5) 

Q.2  In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.3  How easy to you find it to travel about this area on foot? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.4  How easy to you think it is for pedestrians to get around this area on foot? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.5  How easy do you find it to get around this area by bicycle? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.6  How easy to you think it is for cyclists to get around this area on a 
bicycle? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q.7  How easy to you find it to get around this area using public transport? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.8  How easy do you find it to drive around this  area? 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.9  How easy do you think it is for motorists to  drive around this area? 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Ask all 
Q.10 Do you do any of these 
following activities  
 more or less than you did a 
year ago? 

Walk Cycle Public 
Transpor

t 

Taxi Car/ 
Van 

Instruction: use Showcard C  Read out each 
activity and probe to pre-code for each (single 
code per activity) 

a.  More 1 1 1 1 1 
b.  Less 2 2 2 2 2 
c.  The Same 3 3 3 3 3 
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Ask all who said they are walking more at Q.11 (code 1 for walk) 
Q.11a Can you tell me why you have started walking more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 
Ask all who said they are cycling more at Q.11 (code 1 for cycle) 
Q.11b Can you tell me why you have started cycling more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 
Ask all who said they are using public transport more at Q.11 (code 1 for public transport) 
Q.11c Can you tell me why you have started using public transport more?  

Use Showcard D 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 

 Q11a 
Walk 

Q11b 
Cycle 

Q11c 
Public Transport 

To save money 1 1 1 
To get more exercise 2 2 2 
Because I no longer have access to a car 3 3 3 
Because congestion has got worse 4 4 4 
Because public transport has got better 5 5 5 
Because public transport has got worse 6 6 6 
Because facilities have got better 7 7 7 
Because it is safer than it used to be  8 8 8 
Because other people are doing it more than they used to 9 9 9 
To help reduce congestion 10 10 10 
For the sake of the environment 11 11 11 
Some other reason (please specify:  _______________________) 12 12 12 

 
Ask all 
Q.12 How serious you think congestion is in your local area? Do you think it is very serious, serious, not 

very serious, or not at all serious? 
Instruction: use Showcard E.  SINGLE CODE 

Very serious 1 
Serious 2 
Not very serious 3 
Not at all serious 4 
Don’t know (spontaneous – not on showcard) 5 

 
Ask all  
Q.13 Do freight vehicles cause any problems in your area? 
Instruction: use Showcard F.  Probe to pre-code (single code) 

Not at all  1 
Yes – but nothing serious 2 
Yes, it is a serious problem 3 

 
I now have some questions about your exercise and levels of physical activity 
Ask all 
Q.14 First, consider an average 7-day period (a week).  How many times on average do you do the 
 following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 

Instruction: Read out each exercise type and record number of times for each. 
Exercise Type Number of times 

a.   Strenuous exercise (causing your heart to beat rapidly e.g. running, 
jogging, hurling, camogie, football, soccer, squash, basketball, judo, 
roller-skating, vigorous swimming, vigorous long distance cycling, 
advanced aerobics) 

 

b Moderate exercise (not exhausting e.g. fast walking, tennis, 
badminton, easy swimming, easy cycling, popular and fold dancing, 
intermediate aerobics, heavy gardening) 

 

c Mild exercise (minimal effort e.g. yoga, golf, easy walking, fishing from 
river bank, bowling, beginners aerobics, archery, light gardening) 

 

Ask all 
Q.15 How many days, if any, in an average week do you  walk for 30 minutes or more? Days  
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Ask all 
Q.16 Which of the following best describes your usual walking pace? 

Instruction: Use Showcard G 
Read out list and code which best suits. 

A slow pace 1 
A steady/average pace 2 
A fairly brisk pace 3 
A fast pace – at least 4mph 4 

 
Ask all 
Q17. I’m going to read out a number of statements which I would like Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is 

strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. In terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how 
strongly would you agree or disagree that your area ….. 
Instruction: Use Showcard H.  Read out each in turn and record answer (single code per statement) 
 
Data Note: Don’t know code changed to 6 instead of 1 for clarity of interviewing. Need to line up data 
with any other data files for analysis.  

 Don’t 
know 

(0) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

 
 

(2) 

Neither/
nor  
(3) 

 
 

(4) 

Strongl
y agree  

(5) 
Q17a   Is safe to walk about and to get exercise in 
during  the day  and evening 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Q17b Has footpaths or open public spaces which made it 
 easy to be active 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Q17c Has sporting amenities like a swimming pool or 
 sports field nearby 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

 
I now have some questions about safety and the environment 
Ask all 
Q.18 Is it safe for you to walk in your area (I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)? 

Instruction: use Showcard I.  Do not read out; probe to pre-code (single code) 
Yes, completely safe 1 
Yes, fairly safe 2 
No, it is unsafe 3 
No, it is very unsafe 4 

 
Ask all 
Q.19 How would you rate the air quality in your area? Please use a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very poor and 

5 is very good. 
Instruction: use Showcard J 
Do not read out (single code) 

Very good 1 
Fairly good 2 
Neither good nor poor 3 
Fairly poor 4 
Very poor 5 
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Ask all 
Q.20 Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very low and 5 is very high, can you please tell me how would you 

rate the level of traffic noise in your area? 
Instruction: use Showcard K.  Do not read out (single code) 
Data Note: confirm order of scale for codes 1-5 to make sure it matches with other versions of data.  

 
Very low 1 
Fairly low 2 
Neither low nor high 3 
Fairly high 4 
Very high 5 

 
Ask all 
Q.21-24 now want to ask you how pleasant or unpleasant some of the following activities are in your area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very unpleasant  and 5 is very pleasant for each of the 
following statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard L 
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 

 Very 
Unpleasan

t (1) 

 
 

(2) 

Neither 
/nor  
(3) 

 
 

(4) 

Very 
Pleasant 

(5) 
(ask only those who coded a at Q.1) 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your 

area? 

1 2 3 4 5 

(ask only those who did not code a at Q.1) 
Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to 

walk in your area? 

1 2 3 4 5 

(ask only those who coded b at Q.1) 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your 

area? 

1 2 3 4 5 

(ask only those who did not code b at Q.1) 
Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to 

cycle in your area? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Ask all 
Q.25-28For the following statements please can you tell me your level of agreement or disagreement for 

each using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. 
Instruction: Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
Use Showcard H  
Data Note: Don’t know code changed to 6 instead of 1 for clarity of interviewing. Need to line up data 
with any other data files for analysis.  
 

 
Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 
(2
) 

Neither
/nor 
(3) 

(4
) 

Strongly 
agree 

(5) 
Q25 For the sake of the environment more people should be 
 encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using cars 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Q26 Cyclists should be given more  priority on the roads – 
 even if that slows things down for traffic 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Q27 More money should be spent on facilities for walkers and 
 cyclists even if that means less can be spent on 
 improvements for car users 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Q28 Pedestrians should be given more priority when crossing 
 roads – even if that slows things down for other traffic 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.29 Which of the following most-closely matches your ability to drive car(s) which are available to your 

household? 
Instruction: Use Showcard M.  Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

I cannot drive 1 
I can drive but rarely do 2 
I drive regularly and usually always have access to my own car 3 
I drive regularly and share the use of the car(s) with other drivers in my household 4 

 
Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.30 Which of the following most-closely matches your attitude towards your car use (including your 

journeys as a car drive, car passenger or by taxi)? 
Instruction: use Showcard N.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

I rarely use a car for my journeys 1 
I plan to reduce my car use and know how I can do this 2 
I would like to reduce my car use but can’t at the moment or am not sure how to 3 
I have no other options for the car journey I make 4 
I am happy with my car use and see no necessity to change it 5 

 
NEW QUESTIONS 
 
Ask all  
Q.31 How confident would you say you feel, riding a bicycle on roads used by cars and other motor 

vehicles? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

Very confident  1 
Quite confident 2 
Neither confident  nor unconfident 3 
Not confident 4 
Not at all confident 5 
Not applicable – would never cycle 6 

 
Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own?                 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 

 

Child C1 
Age 

_______
_ 

Child C2 
Age 

______ 

Child C3 
Age 

_______ 

Child C4 
Age 

_____ 

Child C5 
Age 
____ 

Very comfortable 1 1 1 1 1 
Quite comfortable 2 2 2 2 2 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 3 3 3 3 3 
Quite uncomfortable 4 4 4 4 4 
Very uncomfortable 5 5 5 5 5 
Would not permit 6 6 6 6 6 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 7 7 7 7 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 78 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how comfortable are you with your child riding a 

bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 

 

Child C1 
Age 

_______
_ 

Child C2 
Age 

______ 

Child C3 
Age 

_______ 

Child C4 
Age 

_____ 

Child C5 
Age 
____ 

Very comfortable 1 1 1 1 1 
Quite comfortable 2 2 2 2 2 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 3 3 3 3 3 
Quite uncomfortable 4 4 4 4 4 
Very uncomfortable 5 5 5 5 5 
Would not permit 6 6 6 6 6 
Not applicable – Distance from school is too far/too near 7 7 7 7 7 

 
Ask all  
Q.33 Which of these best describes your working arrangements? 

Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
NOT IN EMPLOYMENT 0 
I have no flexibility in the times or days I travel to/from work 1 
I have some flexibility in the times at which I travel to/from work 2 
I can work from home on one or more days a week 3 
I have some flexibility over both the times and days I travel to/from work   4 
I have complete flexibility over the times and days I travel to/from work   5 

 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34a Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing in relation to work journeys? 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
It would never be possible to car share  1 

I would have no interest in car share 2 
I would like to car share more 3 

I already car share as much as possible   4 
Not applicable/do not use car for work   5 

 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34b Other than work journeys, which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips 

where you currently travel alone (i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

It would never be possible to car share  1 
I would have no interest in car share 2 

I would like to car share more 3 
I already car share as much as possible   4 

Not applicable/do not use car for work   5 
 
Ask all NOT in employment (where Q33 = 0), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access 
to my own car) 
Q.34c Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips where you currently travel alone 

(i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

It would never be possible to car share  1 
I would have no interest in car share 2 

I would like to car share more 3 
I already car share as much as possible   4 

 
Ask all  
Q.35a Do you use car to drive around your town? 
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(single code) 
Yes 1 
No 2 

 
Ask all who use car in their local area (Q35=1) 
Q.35b For the types of trips you currently make by car travelling around your town, please rate your level 

of awareness of other ways of making these trips, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is ‘very poor’ and 5 is 
‘very good’,  

 
by Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good 

Public Transport 1  2  3  4  5  

Walking routes 1  2  3  4  5  

Cycling routes 1  2  3  4  5  

 
 
Ask all who do not use car in their local area (Q35=2) 
Q.35b Please rate your level of awareness of travelling around your town, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 

‘very poor’ and 5 is ‘very good,  
 
by Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good 

Public Transport 1  2  3  4  5  

Walking routes 1  2  3  4  5  

Cycling routes 1  2  3  4  5  

 
Ask all  
Q.36 In the last 12 months have you attended a Smarter Travel Event? 

(single code) 
Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t know 3 

 
Ask all  
 Q37  Do you have at least one working telephone at this location (excluding communal phones shared with 
other dwellings)? 
No      1 
Yes,  Landline only      2 
Yes,  Mobile only      3 
Yes, both      4 
Don’t Know/Won’t Say      5 
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Appendix 5:  Sample sizes 

 

Household Sample 
 YEAR 

2012 2014 2016 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 

 LOCATION 

Limerick 2357 2357 2264 2264 2535 2535 
Westport 1618 1618 1468 1468 1685 1685 
Dungarvan 1939 1939 1813 1813 2067 2067 
Total 5914 5914 5545 5545 6287 6287 

 
 
Diary Sample 
 YEAR 

2012 2014 2016 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 

 LOCATION 

Limerick 1955 1925 1905 1881 2046 2010 
Westport 1116 1100 1140 1141 1303 1252 
Dungarvan 1416 1407 1223 1248 1457 1447 
Total 4488 4432 4268 4270 4807 4709 

 
Diary TRIPS 
 YEAR 

2012 2014 2016 
Trips Per person Trips Per person Trips Per person 

 LOCATION 

Limerick 5956 3.0 5741 3.0 5603 2.7 
Westport 3219 2.9 3317 2.9 3714 2.9 
Dungarvan 3929 2.8 3133 2.6 3865 2.7 
Total 13104 2.9 12191 2.9 13182 2.7 

 
AAS 
 Year 

2012 2014 2016 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 
Count Unweighted 

Count 

 LOCATION 

Limerick 776 764 734 731 802 838 
Westport 532 521 508 504 528 552 
Dungarvan 639 627 586 585 671 671 
Total 1947 1912 1828 1820 2002 2061 
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Q.14b Total number of journeys? 

 YEAR 
2012 2014 2016 

Count Unweigh
ted 

Count 

Trips Count Unweigh
ted 

Count 

Trips Count Unweigh
ted 

Count 

Trips 

  

Limerick 

 

0 402 432 0 359 383 0 489 525 0 
1 87 81 87 39 36 39 75 69 75 
2 1005 1006 2010 1060 1042 2120 1308 1269 2616 
3 191 186 573 134 138 402 135 138 405 
4 409 396 1636 472 471 1888 357 350 1428 
5 95 86 475 61 58 305 72 76 360 
6 99 97 594 77 77 462 52 53 312 
7 26 30 182 18 17 126 13 15 91 
8 19 21 152 27 24 216 19 23 152 
9 12 9 108 8 6 72 4 5 36 
10 7 7 70 4 5 40 7 7 70 
11 3 2 33 1 2 11 2 2 22 
12 3 4 36 5 5 60 3 3 36 

  Total 2357 2357 5956 2264 2264 5741 2535 2535 5603 
Westport 

 

0 502 518 0 328 327 0 382 433 0 
1 36 37 36 34 33 34 60 51 60 
2 641 633 1282 673 663 1346 762 738 1524 
3 92 81 276 55 61 165 85 82 255 
4 238 242 952 255 260 1020 293 274 1172 
5 25 26 125 36 36 180 23 25 115 
6 63 63 378 59 57 354 45 45 270 
7 10 8 70 15 14 105 13 13 91 
8 5 4 40 10 12 80 8 9 64 
9 4 3 36 0 1 0 5 5 45 
10 0 0 0 1 2 10 5 5 50 
11 0 1 0 1 1 11 4 4 44 
12 2 2 24 1 1 12 2 1 24 

  Total 1618 1618 3219 1468 1468 3317 1685 1685 3714 
Dungarvan 

 

0 523 532 0 590 565 0 610 620 0 
1 63 57 63 39 43 39 70 71 70 
2 884 863 1768 896 888 1792 972 934 1944 
3 102 103 306 41 50 123 92 102 276 
4 241 235 964 164 176 656 202 211 808 
5 34 42 170 27 23 135 36 40 180 
6 38 43 228 39 44 234 53 54 318 
7 21 26 147 4 6 28 13 14 91 
8 18 22 144 6 8 48 7 9 56 
9 5 7 45 1 2 9 3 4 27 
10 7 7 70 1 2 10 6 5 60 
11 0 0 0 1 1 11 1 1 11 
12 2 2 24 4 5 48 2 2 24 

  Total 1939 1939 3929 1813 1813 3133 2067 2067 3865 
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Appendix 6:  Tabulations of responses – Limerick 
LIMERICK 
 
Ask all 
Q.1a Which of the following best describes your household? 

Instruction: Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
House Count 2040 1988 2318 
 Column N % 86.6% 87.8% 91.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Apartment Count 248 259 193 
 Column N % 10.5% 11.4% 7.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
University residence Count 67 17 24 
 Column N % 2.9% 0.8% 0.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Other Count 2 0 0 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
 Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
Ask all 
Q.1b Please enter the number of persons usually resident in the household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
1 Count 194 187 173 
 Column N % 8.2% 8.2% 6.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
2 Count 637 630 649 
 Column N % 27.0% 27.8% 25.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 501 442 542 
 Column N % 21.2% 19.5% 21.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
4 Count 543 514 596 
 Column N % 23.0% 22.7% 23.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
5 Count 296 285 391 
 Column N % 12.6% 12.6% 15.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
More than five Count 185 200 181 
 Column N % 7.9% 8.8% 7.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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Ask all     ONCE RESPONDENT CHOSEN: 
Q.3 Enter the gender of Interviewee  
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Male Count 1148 1103 1235 
 Column N % 48.7% 48.7% 48.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Female Count 1209 1161 1300 
 Column N % 51.3% 51.3% 51.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
Ask all 
C8 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Working full time Count 765 755 840 
 Column N % 32.5% 33.3% 33.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Working part-time Count 218 184 218 
 Column N % 9.3% 8.1% 8.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Self-employed Count 31 35 62 
 Column N % 1.3% 1.5% 2.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Unemployed seeking a 
job 

Count 265 217 217 

 Column N % 11.2% 9.6% 8.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Looking after family or 
homemaker 

Count 262 314 313 

 Column N % 11.1% 13.9% 12.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Retired Count 371 300 373 
 Column N % 15.7% 13.3% 14.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Student Count 406 410 456 
 Column N % 17.2% 18.1% 18.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 38 49 57 
 Column N % 1.6% 2.2% 2.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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Ask all 
Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 1421 1297 1324 
 Column N % 60.4% 57.3% 52.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
1 Count 515 443 632 
 Column N % 21.9% 19.6% 25.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2 Count 307 334 401 
 Column N % 13.0% 14.8% 15.8% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
3 Count 73 108 113 
 Column N % 3.1% 4.8% 4.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
4 Count 30 50 37 
 Column N % 1.3% 2.2% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
More than five Count 9 31 24 
 Column N % 0.4% 1.4% 0.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 2354 2264 2531 

Ask all 
Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
.000 Count 527 491 566 
 Column N % 22.4% 21.7% 22.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
1.000 Count 940 898 1010 
 Column N % 39.9% 39.7% 39.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
2.000 Count 676 679 758 
 Column N % 28.7% 30.0% 29.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
3.000 Count 170 135 151 
 Column N % 7.2% 6.0% 6.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
4.000 Count 36 47 36 
 Column N % 1.5% 2.1% 1.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
More than five Count 8 14 15 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.9 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following engine types: 
Instruction: Read out all then record number for each 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Internal Combustion Count 2975 2908 3180 
 Column N % 99.5% 99.6% 99.3% 
  Sig Diff?      
2. Non-Plug-in Hybrid Count 15 8 14 
 Column N % 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 
  Sig Diff?      
3. Plug-in Hybrid Count 0 0 1 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

     
4. Electric (only) Count 0 1 7 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?    
5. Other Count 0 1 0 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
 Number of 

Cars 2990 2918 3201 

 
Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.10 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following fuels 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Petrol Count 2125 1920 1940 
 Column N % 71.1% 65.8% 60.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2. Diesel Count 857 995 1245 
 Column N % 28.7% 34.1% 38.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3. Hydrogen Count 8 2 9 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 
  Sig Diff?      
4. Other Count 0 1 7 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?    

  
2990 2918 3201 
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C2 Age (State exact age and code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
18-24 Count 414 397 444 
 Column N % 17.6% 17.6% 17.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
25-29 Count 286 274 307 
 Column N % 12.1% 12.1% 12.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
30-34 Count 285 273 306 
 Column N % 12.1% 12.1% 12.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
35-39 Count 223 214 239 
 Column N % 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
40-44 Count 189 181 203 
 Column N % 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
45-49 Count 180 172 193 
 Column N % 7.6% 7.6% 7.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
50-54 Count 168 161 180 
 Column N % 7.1% 7.1% 7.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
55-59 Count 146 140 156 
 Column N % 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
60-64 Count 133 128 143 
 Column N % 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
65+ Count 333 320 357 
 Column N % 14.1% 14.1% 14.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 2357 2260 2528 
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C3 Marital Status 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Married Count 1172 1040 1171 
 Column N % 49.7% 46.0% 46.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Living as Married Count 193 164 207 
 Column N % 8.2% 7.2% 8.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Single Count 794 781 904 
 Column N % 33.7% 34.5% 35.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Divorced or Separated Count 84 67 67 
 Column N % 3.6% 3.0% 2.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Widowed Count 106 111 106 
 Column N % 4.5% 4.9% 4.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 8 0 18 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Refusal Count 0 101 63 
 Column N % 0.0% 4.5% 2.5% 
  Sig Diff? 

 Diff to 2016  
 Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
 
C4 Persons in Household Number  c. No. of children over 18 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
None Count 2012 2024 2055 
 Column N % 85.4% 89.4% 81.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
One or More Count 345 240 480 
 Column N % 14.6% 10.6% 18.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
C4 Persons in Household Number  c. No. of children aged 13-18 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
None Count 2069 1995 2268 
 Column N % 87.8% 88.1% 89.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
One or More Count 288 269 267 
 Column N % 12.2% 11.9% 10.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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C4 Persons in Household Number  c. No. of children aged 12 and under 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
None Count 1838 1723 1935 
 Column N % 78.0% 76.1% 76.3% 
  Sig Diff?      
One or More Count 519 541 600 
 Column N % 22.0% 23.9% 23.7% 
  Sig Diff?      
 Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
 
C6  SEG 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
AB Count 177 265 408 
 Column N % 7.5% 12.2% 16.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
C1 Count 829 689 817 
 Column N % 35.3% 31.7% 32.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
C2 Count 519 433 336 
 Column N % 22.1% 20.0% 13.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
D Count 372 324 472 
 Column N % 15.8% 14.9% 18.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
E Count 451 460 462 
 Column N % 19.2% 21.2% 18.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
 Count 2348 2171 2495 

 
INTRODUCTION: We would now like to ask you a few questions about your day-to-day travel 
LICENCE 
Q.11a Do you have a drivers licence for a passenger car?  
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes – Provisional 
licence 

Count 207 181 203 

 Column N % 8.8% 8.0% 8.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Yes – Full licence Count 1550 1443 1647 
 Column N % 65.8% 63.7% 65.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
No Count 600 640 685 
 Column N % 25.5% 28.3% 27.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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Ask all with either full or provisional licence at Q.11 (codes 1 or 2)  
Q.11b For how many years have you had your current driving licence? 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Less than I year Count 91 44 87 
 Column N % 5.2% 2.7% 4.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
1 – 3 years Count 262 196 268 
 Column N % 14.9% 12.1% 14.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
More than 3 but less 
than 10 years 

Count 461 423 353 

 Column N % 26.2% 26.0% 19.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
More than 10 years Count 943 961 1143 
 Column N % 53.7% 59.2% 61.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 1757 1624 1850 

 
TRAVEL 
Q.12 Did you make any journeys (excluding foreign travel) yesterday? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes Count 1955 1905 2046 
 Column N % 83.0% 84.2% 80.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No Count 402 359 489 
 Column N % 17.0% 15.8% 19.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 2357 2264 2535 

 
 
SECTION 2:  TRAVEL DIARY 
 
NOTE: ALL STAGES OF FOREIGN TRAVEL ARE TO BE EXCLUDED, INCLUDING STAGES TO  
 AND FROM IRISH AIRPORTS. SEAPORTS AND THE IRISH STAGES OF CROSS-  
 BORDER TRAVEL 
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NO TRAVEL 
Ask all who said no at Q.12 (Code 2) 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with 
home duties, had no 
wish or need to travel 
  

Count 260 177 350 
Column N % 64.8% 49.4% 71.7% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Short term illness Count 63 49 63 
 Column N % 15.7% 13.6% 12.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Long term illness or 
mobility impairment 
  

Count 17 22 25 
Column N % 4.3% 6.0% 5.1% 
Sig Diff?       

No access to transport Count 12 16 5 
 Column N % 3.0% 4.5% 1.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Cost Count 19 13 4 
 Column N % 4.7% 3.5% 0.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
The weather Count 16 39 19 
 Column N % 4.1% 10.9% 3.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Traveling abroad Count 3 3 5 
 Column N % 0.8% 0.8% 1.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 3 9 2 
 Column N % 0.8% 2.5% 0.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Works from home Count 0 1 3 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.4% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Studying Count 1 10 2 
 Column N % 0.3% 2.7% 0.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Have visitors/caring for 
sick person 
  

Count 0 6 3 
Column N % 0.1% 1.8% 0.7% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

Away from home Count 2 4 1 
 Column N % 0.5% 1.1% 0.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
No need Count 0 5 0 
 Column N % 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Leisure time at home Count 3 5 6 
 Column N % 0.9% 1.5% 1.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 402 359 489 
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Number of Journeys 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
No trips Count 402 359 489 
 Column N % 17.0% 15.8% 19.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
One-Two Count 1092 1099 1383 
 Column N % 46.3% 48.5% 54.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Three-Four Count 600 605 492 
 Column N % 25.5% 26.7% 19.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Five-Six Count 194 137 124 
 Column N % 8.2% 6.1% 4.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
More than six Count 69 64 48 
 Column N % 2.9% 2.8% 1.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 2357 2264 2535 
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TRIP RECORDS 
Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday (recoded to Journey Purpose) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Home Count 2625 2649 2627 
 Column N % 44.1% 45.9% 46.5% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Commuting to work Count 529 527 648 
 Column N % 8.9% 9.1% 11.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Business, other work related Count 169 76 73 
 Column N % 2.8% 1.3% 1.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Retail Count 782 816 745 
 Column N % 13.2% 14.1% 13.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Eating or drinking Count 95 114 83 
 Column N % 1.6% 2.0% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Visiting family or friends Count 338 295 202 
 Column N % 5.7% 5.1% 3.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Social or recreation Count 262 242 212 
 Column N % 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Personal Business Count 209 170 161 
 Column N % 3.5% 3.0% 2.8% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Other or unspecified Count 35 38 72 
 Column N % 0.6% 0.7% 1.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Own education Count 322 267 300 
 Column N % 5.4% 4.6% 5.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Escort others to or from education Count 381 335 309 
 Column N % 6.4% 5.8% 5.5% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Escort others for other purpose Count 104 152 98 
 Column N % 1.7% 2.6% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Round trip from home not on foot or 
cycle 

Count 11 0 2 

 Column N % 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2012 
Walking for pleasure Count 13 15 41 
 Column N % 0.2% 0.3% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Cycling for pleasure Count 0 0 2 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
Connect to other transport Count 14 11 9 
 Column N % 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Destination school but not for education Count 59 61 68 
 Column N % 1.0% 1.1% 1.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 5949 5771 5652 
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Q.19  Were you travelling alone or as part of  a group of family/friends? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Travelling alone Count 3758 3427 3726 
 Column N % 63.2% 59.4% 65.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Travelling as part of a group Count 2191 2344 1926 
 Column N % 36.8% 40.6% 34.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 5949 5771 5652 

 
Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this trip? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Private Car Count 3970 3714 3615 
 Column N % 66.7% 64.4% 64.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
On foot (e.g. walking or running) Count 1312 1476 1476 
 Column N % 22.0% 25.6% 26.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Bus Count 284 249 231 
 Column N % 4.8% 4.3% 4.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Bicycle Count 147 171 194 
 Column N % 2.5% 3.0% 3.4% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Van or Lorry Count 117 67 55 
 Column N % 2.0% 1.2% 1.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Taxi or Hackney Count 91 82 54 
 Column N % 1.5% 1.4% 1.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Rail Count 13 3 18 
 Column N % 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Motorcycle Count 9 1 7 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Other Count 5 8 2 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Dart or Luas Count 2 0 0 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Total Count 5949 5771 5652 
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Distance in km by Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this journey  
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 3833 3551 3411 

 
Mean 10.23 9.75 12.72 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Car as passenger Count 253 230 259 

 
Mean 15.30 15.44 13.71 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 1312 1476 1476 

 
Mean 1.59 1.64 1.96 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 147 171 194 

 
Mean 3.37 3.79 5.72 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 404 343 312 

 
Mean 16.64 14.05 19.95 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 5949 5771 5652 

 
Mean 8.81 7.98 10.12 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
Distance in km by purpose,  
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 529 527 648 

 
Mean 11.12 10.92 13.00 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related Count 169 76 73 

 
Mean 20.42 16.16 33.67 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Retail Count 782 816 745 

 
Mean 3.80 4.47 4.90 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 357 356 295 

 
Mean 9.63 7.45 7.35 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 338 295 202 

 
Mean 14.65 16.24 20.25 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Personal business Count 209 170 161 

 
Mean 8.47 8.44 7.60 

  Change       

Own education Count 322 267 300 

 
Mean 4.54 3.28 2.59 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Escort others to or from 
education Count 381 335 309 

 
Mean 4.88 3.15 4.87 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
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Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 13 15 44 

 
Mean 3.69 4.08 4.82 

  Change       

Other Count 223 263 249 

 
Mean 10.09 9.90 16.34 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3324 3122 3025 
 
Journey time (mins) by Mode 
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 3833 3551 3411 

 
Mean 17.52 17.19 19.52 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Car as passenger Count 253 230 259 

 
Mean 22.44 21.74 19.48 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 1312 1476 1476 

 
Mean 14.55 14.43 16.01 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 147 171 194 

 
Mean 12.81 14.43 18.70 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 404 343 312 

 
Mean 26.12 30.71 31.29 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Total Count 5949 5771 5652 

 
Mean 17.54 17.39 19.22 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
 
Journey time (mins) by Purpose 
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 529 527 648 

 
Mean 18.96 20.19 21.50 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related Count 169 76 73 

 
Mean 24.88 30.79 37.28 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Retail Count 782 816 745 

 
Mean 12.92 14.30 13.49 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 357 356 295 

 
Mean 19.57 18.16 17.14 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 338 295 202 

 
Mean 20.68 21.28 26.38 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Personal business Count 209 170 161 
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Mean 17.81 15.68 17.79 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Own education Count 322 267 300 

 
Mean 14.59 13.81 14.26 

  Change Diff to 2014     
Escort others to or from 
education Count 381 335 309 

 
Mean 14.13 11.87 13.79 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 13 15 44 

 
Mean 44.01 35.04 47.95 

 
Std Dev 41.58 16.14 33.15 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 223 263 249 

 
Mean 19.23 19.60 22.94 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3324 3122 3025 
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ATTITUDINAL AND AWARENESS SECTION 
 
Questionnaire form  
(to be accompanied by a showcard containing 16 sets of answers listed A-P) 
Instruction: These will need to be read out over the phone or probed to pre-codes for CATI interviewing as 
indicated in the instruction for each question below. 
 
I would like you to give your opinion on a number of travel-related questions relating to your 
neighbourhood area.  Your answers will be used to help plan future facilities and policies across Ireland. 
 
I can assure you that your answers will be treated in absolute confidence. 
 
Ask all 
Q.1 Which of the following methods do you use to get about this area?  

Instruction: Read out each and code all the apply (multi codes allowed) 
 

  
2012 2014 2016 

Walking Count 598 652 741 
Column N % 77.07% 88.78% 92.40% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Count 127 148 173 
Column N % 16.35% 20.14% 21.52% 
Sig Diff? 

  
Diff to 2012 

Public transport Count 239 284 305 
Column N % 30.74% 38.62% 38.00% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 

 
Diff to 2012 

Taxi Count 174 142 178 
Column N % 22.38% 19.36% 22.14% 
Sig Diff? 

   Driver of a car or van Count 492 446 507 
Column N % 63.38% 60.67% 63.22% 
Sig Diff? 

   Passenger of a car or van Count 284 329 282 
Column N % 36.55% 44.74% 35.18% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 

 Motorcycle/moped Count 5 3 6 
Column N % 0.70% 0.43% 0.74% 
Sig Diff? 

   Other  Count 3 10 0 
Column N % 0.44% 1.34% 0.00% 
Sig Diff? 

 
  

Note: may not be reliable indicator of change 
 
Ask all 
Q.2-9 I now want to ask you how easy it is to get where you need to go in your neighbourhood/area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very difficult and 5 is very easy for each of the following 
statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard B  
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
If the respondent requires a definition of “area” say that it means the town, village or suburb where you live  
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Q.2 In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 21 15 26 
 Column N % 2.7% 2.0% 3.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 52 54 47 
 Column N % 6.7% 7.4% 5.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 99 25 52 
 Column N % 12.8% 3.4% 6.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 334 371 384 
 Column N % 43.0% 50.5% 47.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 270 270 293 
 Column N % 34.8% 36.7% 36.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 776 734 802 

 
Ask all walking 
Q.3  How easy do you find it to travel about this area on foot? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 6 4 7 
 Column N % 1.1% 0.5% 1.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 24 13 16 
 Column N % 4.0% 2.0% 2.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither or nor Count 47 15 37 
 Column N % 7.9% 2.3% 5.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 222 309 330 
 Column N % 37.2% 47.4% 44.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 298 311 351 
 Column N % 49.8% 47.7% 47.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 598 652 741 
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Q.4  How easy do you think it is for pedestrians to get around this area on foot? 

    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 7 1 3 
 Column N % 3.7% 1.4% 5.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 15 5 5 
 Column N % 8.5% 6.2% 7.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 21 10 4 
 Column N % 12.0% 11.5% 6.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 80 40 29 
 Column N % 44.7% 48.4% 48.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 55 27 20 
 Column N % 31.0% 32.5% 32.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 178 82 61 

 
 
Q.5  How easy do you find it to get around this area by bicycle? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 6 10 4 
 Column N % 4.5% 6.9% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Difficult Count 17 18 26 
 Column N % 13.0% 12.5% 14.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 20 18 14 
 Column N % 16.1% 12.2% 8.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 45 57 90 
 Column N % 35.5% 38.6% 52.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 39 44 39 
 Column N % 30.9% 29.9% 22.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 127 148 173 
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Q.6  How easy do you think it is for cyclists to get around this area on a bicycle? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 28 24 36 
 Column N % 4.3% 4.1% 5.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 109 114 103 
 Column N % 16.7% 19.5% 16.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 181 106 124 
 Column N % 27.9% 18.0% 19.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 208 270 273 
 Column N % 32.1% 46.0% 43.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 124 73 93 
 Column N % 19.0% 12.4% 14.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 649 586 629 

 
 
Q.7  How easy do you find it to get around this area using public transport? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 15 5 14 
 Column N % 6.4% 1.7% 4.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Difficult Count 35 38 49 
 Column N % 14.7% 13.5% 15.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 37 33 39 
 Column N % 15.7% 11.8% 12.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 87 133 154 
 Column N % 36.7% 46.8% 50.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 63 74 50 
 Column N % 26.6% 26.2% 16.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 239 284 305 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 101 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Q.7a How easy do you think it would it be to get around this    area using public transport? 
 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 74 56 79 
 Column N % 13.8% 12.5% 15.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 77 103 80 
 Column N % 14.4% 22.8% 16.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Neither or nor Count 142 92 118 
 Column N % 26.4% 20.5% 23.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Easy Count 142 153 168 
 Column N % 26.5% 34.0% 33.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 102 46 53 
 Column N % 18.9% 10.3% 10.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 537 451 497 

 
 
Q.8  How easy do you find it to drive around this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 9 12 11 
 Column N % 1.8% 2.6% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 45 49 37 
 Column N % 9.2% 10.9% 7.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 65 30 37 
 Column N % 13.3% 6.8% 7.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 204 218 255 
 Column N % 41.5% 48.9% 50.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 168 137 167 
 Column N % 34.2% 30.8% 33.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 492 446 507 
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Q.9  How easy do you think it is for motorists to drive around this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 4 5 11 
 Column N % 1.6% 1.6% 3.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 26 30 38 
 Column N % 9.3% 10.5% 13.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 83 39 45 
 Column N % 30.1% 13.7% 15.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 107 149 160 
 Column N % 38.9% 51.8% 54.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 55 65 41 
 Column N % 20.0% 22.5% 13.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 275 289 295 
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Ask all Q.10 Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? 

 
    2012 2014 2016 

 Q.10 Walk More Count 247 299 313 

 
 Column N % 41.3% 45.9% 42.3% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
Less Count 41 53 66 

 
 Column N % 6.8% 8.2% 8.9% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
The same Count 310 300 362 

 
 Column N % 51.9% 46.0% 48.8% 

 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     

 
total Count 598 652 741 

 Q.10 Cycle More Count 54 72 78 

 
 Column N % 42.7% 48.9% 45.3% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
Less Count 10 17 29 

 
 Column N % 8.2% 11.6% 16.5% 

 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

 
The same Count 62 58 66 

 
 Column N % 49.1% 39.5% 38.1% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
total Count 127 148 173 

 Q.10 Public 
Transport 

More Count 
54 61 42 

 
 Column N % 22.5% 21.6% 13.9% 

 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
Less Count 20 43 55 

 
 Column N % 8.5% 15.3% 18.1% 

 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

 
The same Count 164 179 207 

 
 Column N % 68.9% 63.1% 68.1% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
total Count 239 284 305 

 Q.10 Taxi More Count 22 11 25 

 
 Column N % 12.7% 8.0% 14.3% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
Less Count 22 29 40 

 
 Column N % 12.7% 20.4% 22.5% 

 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

 
The same Count 130 102 112 

 
 Column N % 74.7% 71.6% 63.2% 

 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

 
total Count 174 142 178 

 Q.10 Car or Van More Count 82 68 117 

 
 Column N % 13.3% 11.1% 18.2% 

 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
Less Count 76 67 90 

 
 Column N % 12.3% 11.1% 14.0% 

 
  Sig Diff?       

 
The same Count 458 474 437 

 
 Column N % 74.4% 77.8% 67.8% 

 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
total Count 616 609 644 
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Ask all who said they are walking more at Q.11 (code 1 for walk) 
Q.11a Can you tell me why you have started walking more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 

  

Year 

2012 2014 2016 

Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % 
Q11. Do you walk more or less 
than you did a year ago? 

More 247 41.3% 299 45.9% 313 42.3% 

 
  

To save money 97 39% 109 37% 124 40% 
To get more exercise 162 66% 239 80% 244 78% 
Because I no longer have access to a car 28 11% 21 7% 10 3% 

  Because congestion has got worse 16 7% 30 10% 14 4% 
  Because public transport has got better 1 0% 2 1% 3 1% 
  Because public transport has got worse 10 4% 11 4% 8 3% 
  Because facilities have got better 10 4% 19 6% 30 10% 
  Because it is safer than it used to be 18 7% 14 5% 27 9% 
  Because other people are doing it more than 

they used to 19 8% 25 8% 40 13% 

  To help reduce congestion 3 1% 27 9% 47 15% 
  For the sake of the environment 12 5% 34 11% 32 10% 
  Some other reason (please specify) 20 8% 48 16% 72 23% 
  No choice / alternative 2 1% 7 2% 7 2% 
  Health / well being 0 0% 3 1% 2 1% 
  Leisure activity / walking dog 1 0% 4 1% 5 2% 
  Dislike driving / too much traffic 0 0% 0 0% 4 1% 
  Poor public transport 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Best option / speed / lack of parking / 

convenient 6 2% 7 2% 10 3% 

  Excellent walking routes / Love the Greenway 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 
  Short / local trip 1 1% 9 3% 11 4% 
  Family activity / with baby 0 0% 3 1% 2 1% 
  Have more time now 0 0% 3 1% 4 1% 
  Moved home / change in circumstances 8 3% 7 2% 20 6% 
  The weather 1 1% 3 1% 1 0% 
  

 
Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2014 
 

Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2016 
 

Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2012 
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Ask all who said they are cycling more at Q.11 (code 1 for cycle) 
Q.11b Can you tell me why you have started cycling more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 

  

Year 

2012 2014 2016 

Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % 
Q10b. Do you cycle more or 
less than you did a year ago? 

More 54 42.7% 72 48.9% 78 45.3% 

  To save money 25 46% 28 38% 27 35% 
  To get more exercise 34 63% 60 83% 62 79% 
  Because I no longer have access to a car 3 6% 5 7% 7 9% 
  Because congestion has got worse 8 15% 8 11% 3 4% 
  Because public transport has got better 0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 
  Because public transport has got worse 1 2% 6 9% 1 2% 
  Because facilities have got better 2 4% 5 6% 10 13% 
  Because it is safer than it used to be 2 5% 4 6% 1 2% 
  Because other people are doing it more than 

they used to 2 5% 7 10% 3 4% 

  To help reduce congestion 3 6% 8 11% 9 11% 
  For the sake of the environment 6 12% 14 19% 9 12% 
  Some other reason (please specify) 3 5% 18 24% 22 28% 
  No choice / alternative 0 0% 2 3% 4 5% 
  Health / well being 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Leisure activity 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
  Dislike driving / too much traffic 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
  Poor public transport 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Best option / speed / lack of parking / 

convenient 1 2% 10 14% 2 3% 

  Excellent routes / Love the Greenway 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
  Short / local trip 0 0% 2 3% 5 6% 
  Family activity / with baby 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
  Have more time now 0 0% 2 2% 1 1% 
  Moved home / change in circumstances 1 2% 2 3% 2 2% 
  The weather 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
  Have a bike 0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 
  

 
Denotes 
Sig diff 
to 2014 

 
Denotes 
Sig diff 
to 2016 

 
Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2012 
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Ask all who said they are using public transport more at Q.11 (code 1 for public transport) 
Q.11c Can you tell me why you have started using public transport more?  

Use Showcard D 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 

  

Year 

2012 2014 2016 

Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % Count 
Column 

N % 
Q10c. Do you use public 
transport more or less than 
you did a year ago? 

More 
54 22.5% 61 21.6% 42 13.9% 

  To save money 15 27% 18 30% 6 14% 
  To get more exercise 3 5% 2 3% 3 6% 
  Because I no longer have access to a car 12 22% 16 26% 7 16% 
  Because congestion has got worse 5 9% 5 8% 7 16% 
  Because public transport has got better 6 12% 19 31% 12 28% 
  Because public transport has got worse 3 6% 2 3% 0 0% 
  Because facilities have got better 1 2% 4 7% 6 14% 
  Because it is safer than it used to be 1 1% 2 3% 1 2% 
  Because other people are doing it more 

than they used to 3 5% 2 4% 0 0% 

  To help reduce congestion 2 4% 4 6% 4 9% 
  For the sake of the environment 4 7% 0 1% 4 11% 
  Some other reason (please specify) 9 17% 18 29% 15 35% 
  No choice / alternative 3 5% 2 4% 1 2% 
  Reduced mobility 2 4% 2 4% 4 10% 
  Free travel 1 2% 1 2% 1 2% 
  Dislike driving / too much traffic 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Best option / speed / lack of parking / 

convenient 3 5% 3 4% 2 4% 

  Short / local trip 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Have more time now 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
  Moved home / change in circumstances 0 0% 4 6% 1 3% 
  The weather 2 3% 0 0% 2 4% 
  

 
Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2014 
 

Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2016 
 

Denotes 
Sig diff to 

2012 
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Ask all 
Q.12 How serious you think congestion is in your local area? Do you think it is very serious, serious, not 

very serious, or not at all serious? 
Instruction: use Showcard E.  SINGLE CODE 

 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very serious Count 132 107 175 
 Column N % 17.0% 14.6% 21.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Serious Count 299 291 246 
 Column N % 38.6% 39.6% 30.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Not very serious Count 222 236 274 
 Column N % 28.6% 32.2% 34.1% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Not at all serious Count 109 94 95 
 Column N % 14.0% 12.8% 11.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Don’t know (spontaneous – not on 
showcard) 

Count 14 5 14 

 Column N % 1.8% 0.7% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 776 734 802 

 
Ask all  
Q.13 Do freight vehicles cause any problems in your area? 

Instruction: use Showcard F.  Probe to pre-code (single code 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Not at all Count 455 373 518 
 Column N % 58.7% 50.7% 64.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes – but nothing serious Count 257 281 202 
 Column N % 33.1% 38.3% 25.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes, it is a serious problem Count 64 81 82 
 Column N % 8.3% 11.0% 10.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 776 734 802 

 
I now have some questions about your exercise and levels of physical activity 
Ask all 
Q.14 First, consider an average 7-day period (a week).  How many times on average do you do the 
 following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 

Instruction: Read out each exercise type and record number of times for each. 
A Strenuous exercise (causing your heart to beat rapidly e.g. running, jogging, hurling, camogie, football, soccer, squash, 

basketball, judo, roller-skating, vigorous swimming, vigorous long distance cycling, advanced aerobics) 
 
b Moderate exercise (not exhausting e.g. fast walking, tennis, badminton, easy swimming, easy cycling, popular and fold 

dancing, intermediate aerobics, heavy gardening) 
c Mild exercise (minimal effort e.g. yoga, golf, easy walking, fishing from river bank, bowling, beginners aerobics, archery, 

light gardening) 
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    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
AQ14 Times per week - strenuous 
exercise 

Count 776 734 802 

 Mean 1.08 1.15 1.32 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - moderate 
exercise 

Count 776 734 802 

 Mean 1.08 1.15 1.37 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - mild 
exercise 

Count 776 734 802 

 Mean 1.08 1.15 1.37 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - all exercise Count 776 734 802 
 Mean 4.87 5.10 5.78 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 
 

 
Ask all 
Q.15 How many days, if any, in an average week do you  walk for 30 minutes or more?   Days 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 150 94 117 
 Column N % 19.4% 12.8% 14.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
1 Count 52 34 35 
 Column N % 6.8% 4.6% 4.4% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
2 Count 141 115 81 
 Column N % 18.2% 15.7% 10.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3 Count 133 96 101 
 Column N % 17.2% 13.1% 12.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
4 Count 89 100 90 
 Column N % 11.5% 13.7% 11.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
5 Count 102 137 144 
 Column N % 13.2% 18.7% 18.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
6 Count 22 31 77 
 Column N % 2.9% 4.2% 9.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
7 Count 85 127 157 
 Column N % 10.9% 17.3% 19.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 776 734 802 
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Ask all 
Q.16 Which of the following best describes your usual walking pace? 

Instruction: Use Showcard G 
Read out list and code which best suits. 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
A slow pace Count 139 99 127 
 Column N % 18.0% 13.5% 15.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
A steady or average pace Count 317 325 351 
 Column N % 40.9% 44.3% 43.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
A fairly brisk pace Count 250 254 237 
 Column N % 32.2% 34.6% 29.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
A fast pace – at least 4mph Count 69 56 86 
 Column N % 8.9% 7.6% 10.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Total Count 776 734 802 

 
Ask all 
Q17. I’m going to read out a number of statements which I would like Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is 

strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. In terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how 
strongly would you agree or disagree that your area ….. 
Instruction: Use Showcard H.  Read out each in turn and record answer (single code per statement) 
 

Q17a   Is safe to walk about and to get exercise in during  the day  and evening 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 40 4 9 
 Column N % 5.2% 0.5% 1.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 40 32 18 
 Column N % 5.2% 4.3% 2.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 65 20 36 
 Column N % 8.4% 2.8% 4.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 314 365 388 
 Column N % 40.8% 49.8% 49.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 311 312 341 
 Column N % 40.4% 42.6% 43.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 769 733 791 
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Q17b Has footpaths or open public spaces which made it  easy to be active 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 51 8 19 
 Column N % 6.6% 1.0% 2.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 28 45 44 
 Column N % 3.6% 6.2% 5.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 74 35 26 
 Column N % 9.5% 4.8% 3.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 329 368 400 
 Column N % 42.5% 50.2% 50.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 293 277 308 
 Column N % 37.8% 37.8% 38.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 774 733 797 

 
Q17c Has sporting amenities like a swimming pool or  sports field nearby 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 113 25 13 
 Column N % 14.8% 3.4% 1.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 65 70 79 
 Column N % 8.5% 9.6% 10.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 79 29 36 
 Column N % 10.3% 3.9% 4.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 209 308 363 
 Column N % 27.3% 42.2% 45.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 301 298 305 
 Column N % 39.2% 40.8% 38.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 768 730 796 
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I now have some questions about safety and the environment 
Ask all 
Q.18 Is it safe for you to walk in your area (I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)? 

Instruction: use Showcard I.  Do not read out; probe to pre-code (single code) 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes, completely safe Count 330 283 341 
 Column N % 42.6% 38.6% 42.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Yes, fairly safe Count 356 393 412 
 Column N % 45.8% 53.6% 51.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
No, it is unsafe Count 80 47 41 
 Column N % 10.3% 6.5% 5.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
No, it is very unsafe Count 10 10 9 
 Column N % 1.3% 1.4% 1.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 776 734 802 

 
Q.18a Is it safe to cycle in your area (again, I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)  

NOT ASKED IN 2012 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes , completely safe Count  129 183 
 Column N %  17.5% 22.8% 
  Sig Diff?  Diff to 2016  
Yes, fairly safe Count  390 415 
 Column N %  53.1% 51.7% 
  Sig Diff?     
No, it is unsafe Count  179 168 
 Column N %  24.3% 20.9% 
  Sig Diff?     
No, it is very unsafe Count  37 37 
 Column N %  5.0% 4.6% 
  Sig Diff?     
Total Count  734 802 

 
 
 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 112 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Ask all 
Q.19 How would you rate the air quality in your area? Please use a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very poor and 

5 is very good. 
Instruction: use Showcard J 
Do not read out (single code) 
# 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very good Count 350 294 371 
 Column N % 45.1% 40.0% 46.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Fairly good Count 306 356 334 
 Column N % 39.4% 48.4% 41.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Neither good nor poor Count 77 54 59 
 Column N % 9.9% 7.4% 7.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Fairly poor Count 29 29 33 
 Column N % 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very poor Count 14 2 4 
 Column N % 1.9% 0.2% 0.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 776 734 802 

 
Ask all 
Q.20 Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very low and 5 is very high, can you please tell me how would you 

rate the level of traffic noise in your area? 
Instruction: use Showcard K.  Do not read out (single code) 
Data Note: confirm order of scale for codes 1-5 to make sure it matches with other versions of data.  
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very low Count 210 209 257 
 Column N % 27.1% 28.4% 32.1% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Fairly low Count 242 241 295 
 Column N % 31.1% 32.9% 36.7% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Neither low nor high Count 146 132 131 
 Column N % 18.8% 18.0% 16.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Fairly high Count 148 117 91 
 Column N % 19.1% 16.0% 11.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very high Count 30 34 28 
 Column N % 3.9% 4.7% 3.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 776 734 802 
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Ask all 
Q.21-24 now want to ask you how pleasant or unpleasant some of the following activities are in your area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very unpleasant  and 5 is very pleasant for each of the 
following statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard L 
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
(ask only those who coded a at Q.1) 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 7 5 6 
 Column N % 1.1% 0.7% 0.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Unpleasant Count 26 25 12 
 Column N % 4.3% 3.8% 1.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor (3) Count 82 37 46 
 Column N % 13.7% 5.7% 6.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Pleasant Count 257 408 431 
 Column N % 42.9% 62.6% 58.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 227 177 246 
 Column N % 38.0% 27.1% 33.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 598 652 741 

 
(ask only those who did not code a at Q.1) 
Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 10 1 1 
 Column N % 5.5% 0.7% 2.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Unpleasant Count 15 9 3 
 Column N % 8.5% 10.9% 5.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor (3) Count 24 16 7 
 Column N % 13.7% 19.6% 11.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Pleasant Count 64 48 25 
 Column N % 35.9% 58.2% 40.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very Pleasant (5) Count 65 9 24 
 Column N % 36.4% 10.6% 39.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 178 82 61 
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(ask only those who coded b at Q.1) 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 1 2 2 
 Column N % 1.2% 1.5% 1.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Unpleasant Count 23 21 13 
 Column N % 17.9% 14.3% 7.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor (3) Count 24 21 12 
 Column N % 19.3% 13.9% 6.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Pleasant Count 42 79 92 
 Column N % 33.4% 53.7% 53.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 36 25 55 
 Column N % 28.3% 16.6% 31.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 127 148 173 

 
 
 

 
(ask only those who did not code b at Q.1) 
Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 36 28 20 
 Column N % 5.6% 4.7% 3.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Unpleasant Count 91 108 90 
 Column N % 14.0% 18.4% 14.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither or nor (3) Count 155 133 141 
 Column N % 23.8% 22.7% 22.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Pleasant Count 215 268 308 
 Column N % 33.1% 45.7% 48.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 153 50 71 
 Column N % 23.6% 8.5% 11.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 649 586 629 
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Ask all 
Q.25-28For the following statements please can you tell me your level of agreement or disagreement for 

each using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. 
Instruction: Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
Use Showcard H  

Q25 For the sake of the environment more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using cars 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 4 2 0 
 Column N % 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Disagree Count 10 7 12 
 Column N % 1.2% 0.9% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither Count 55 16 28 
 Column N % 7.2% 2.2% 3.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 281 325 365 
 Column N % 36.6% 44.6% 45.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 419 378 393 
 Column N % 54.5% 51.9% 49.3% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Total Count 769 728 798 

 
Q26 Cyclists should be given more  priority on the roads –even if that slows things down for traffic 
 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 67 1 14 
 Column N % 8.7% 0.1% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 42 50 93 
 Column N % 5.4% 6.9% 11.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 106 78 128 
 Column N % 13.8% 10.8% 16.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Agree Count 253 280 320 
 Column N % 32.9% 38.6% 40.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 301 316 240 
 Column N % 39.2% 43.6% 30.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 768 725 796 
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Q27 More money should be spent on facilities for walkers and cyclists even if that means less can be spent on 
improvements for car users 
 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 56 3 12 
 Column N % 7.2% 0.5% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 45 52 61 
 Column N % 5.9% 7.2% 7.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither Count 91 82 94 
 Column N % 11.8% 11.3% 11.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Agree Count 265 261 314 
 Column N % 34.5% 35.9% 39.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 312 330 311 
 Column N % 40.6% 45.2% 39.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Total Count 769 729 792 

 
 
Q28 Pedestrians should be given more priority when crossing roads – even if that slows things down for other 
traffic 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 31 10 4 
 Column N % 4.1% 1.4% 0.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 32 40 44 
 Column N % 4.2% 5.5% 5.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither Count 75 63 73 
 Column N % 9.7% 8.6% 9.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Agree Count 257 273 327 
 Column N % 33.4% 37.4% 41.1% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 373 345 348 
 Column N % 48.6% 47.2% 43.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 769 731 797 
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Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.29 Which of the following most-closely matches your ability to drive car(s) which are available to your 

household? 
Instruction: Use Showcard M.  Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
I cannot drive Count 54 77 93 
 Column N % 8.8% 13.4% 14.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
I can drive but rarely do Count 68 75 51 
 Column N % 11.1% 13.1% 8.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
I drive regularly and usually always 
have access to my own car 

Count 356 329 330 

 Column N % 58.2% 57.6% 52.4% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
I drive regularly and share the use 
of the car(s) with other drivers in my    
household 

Count 
133 91 156 

 Column N % 21.9% 15.9% 24.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 611 571 631 

 
 
Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.30 Which of the following most-closely matches your attitude towards your car use (including your 

journeys as a car drive, car passenger or by taxi)? 
Instruction: use Showcard N.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
I rarely use a car for my journeys Count 52 89 60 
 Column N % 8.5% 15.5% 9.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
I plan to reduce my car use and 
know how I can do this 

Count 43 51 44 

 Column N % 7.0% 8.9% 7.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
I would like to reduce my car use 
but can’t at the moment or am not 
sure    how to 

Count 
66 43 55 

 Column N % 10.9% 7.5% 8.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
I have no other options for the car 
journey I make 

Count 206 214 212 

 Column N % 33.8% 37.5% 33.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
I am happy with my car use and see 
no necessity to change it 

Count 243 175 260 

 Column N % 39.8% 30.6% 41.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 611 571 631 

 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 118 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

NEW QUESTIONS 
 
Ask all  
Q.31 How confident would you say you feel, riding a bicycle on roads used by cars and other motor 

vehicles? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very confident Count  91 91 
 Column N %  12.4% 11.3% 
  Sig Diff?     
Quite confident Count  177 206 
 Column N %  24.1% 25.7% 
  Sig Diff?     
Neither confident  nor unconfident Count  90 94 
 Column N %  12.3% 11.7% 
  Sig Diff?     
Not confident Count  137 121 
 Column N %  18.6% 15.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Not at all confident Count  114 152 
 Column N %  15.5% 18.9% 
  Sig Diff?     
Not applicable  – would never cycle Count  125 138 
 Column N %  17.1% 17.2% 
  Sig Diff?     
Total Count  734 802 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own?                 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 

 
 
Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 2% 2% 
Quite comfortable 1% 3% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 3% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 4% 14% 
Very uncomfortable 10% 13% 
Would not permit 76% 63% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 4% 1% 
  103 75 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 12% 9% 
Quite comfortable 13% 15% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 1% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 14% 21% 
Very uncomfortable 9% 16% 
Would not permit 44% 33% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 7% 1% 
  82 82 
      
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 27% 20% 
Quite comfortable 22% 30% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 4% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 11% 12% 
Very uncomfortable 2% 8% 
Would not permit 26% 23% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 8% 2% 
  49 62 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 40% 44% 
Quite comfortable 27% 26% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 0% 7% 
Quite uncomfortable 7% 11% 
Very uncomfortable 9% 1% 
Would not permit 15% 8% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 3% 3% 
  40 40 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how comfortable are you with your child riding a 

bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 
 

Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 2% 0% 
Quite comfortable 0% 0% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 1% 1% 
Quite uncomfortable 3% 11% 
Very uncomfortable 9% 8% 
Would not permit 78% 78% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 7% 2% 
  103 75 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 7% 6% 
Quite comfortable 8% 2% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 5% 6% 
Quite uncomfortable 10% 15% 
Very uncomfortable 11% 11% 
Would not permit 55% 59% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 5% 1% 
  82 82 
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 11% 12% 
Quite comfortable 14% 20% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 7% 5% 
Quite uncomfortable 20% 10% 
Very uncomfortable 4% 10% 
Would not permit 41% 42% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 4% 1% 
  49 62 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 12% 10% 
Quite comfortable 17% 22% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 9% 3% 
Quite uncomfortable 21% 22% 
Very uncomfortable 21% 10% 
Would not permit 20% 28% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 5% 
  40 40 
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Q.33 Which of these best describes your working arrangements? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
I have no flexibility in the times or days I travel to or from 
work 

Count 194 206 
Column N % 26.4% 25.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
I have some flexibility in the times at which I travel to or 
from work 

Count 104 83 
Column N % 14.2% 10.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I can work from home on one or more days a week Count 8 21 

 
Column N % 1.2% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I have some flexibility over both the times and days I travel 
to or from work 

Count 10 31 
Column N % 1.3% 3.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I have complete flexibility over the times and days I travel to 
or from work 

Count 9 32 
Column N % 1.2% 4.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
NOT IN EMPLOYMENT Count 410 428 

 
Column N % 55.8% 53.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 734 802 

 
 
 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34a Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing in relation to work journeys? 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car 
share 
 

Count 116 133 
Column N % 

57.0% 65.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car 
share 
 

Count 36 37 
Column N % 

17.9% 18.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 30 14 

 
Column N % 14.6% 6.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as 
possible 
 

Count 16 13 
Column N % 

7.6% 6.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not applicable – do not use car 
for work 
 

Count 6 6 
Column N % 

2.9% 3.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 204 203 
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Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34b Other than work journeys, which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips 

where you currently travel alone (i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car 
share 
 

Count 82 103 
Column N % 

40.3% 50.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I would have no interest in car 
share 
 

Count 59 40 
Column N % 

28.9% 19.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I would like to car share more Count 36 30 

 
Column N % 17.5% 14.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
I already car share as much as 
possible 
 

Count 26 27 
Column N % 

12.5% 13.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not applicable – do not use car 
for work 
 

Count 2 3 
Column N % 

0.8% 1.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 204 203 

 
Ask all NOT in employment (where Q33 = 0), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access 
to my own car) 
Q.34c Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips where you currently travel alone 

(i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car 
share 

Count 35 49 
Column N % 28.2% 38.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car 
share 

Count 38 38 
Column N % 30.3% 30.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 34 20 

 
Column N % 27.1% 15.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as 
possible 

Count 18 20 
Column N % 14.4% 15.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 125 128 

 
Ask all  
Q.35a Do you use car to drive around your town? 

(single code) 
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 413 480 

 
Column N % 56.3% 59.8% 

  Sig Diff?    
No Count 321 323 

 
Column N % 43.7% 40.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 734 802 
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Ask all who use car in their local area (Q35=1) 
Q.35b For the types of trips you currently make by car travelling around your town, please rate your level 

of awareness of other ways of making these trips, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is ‘very poor’ and 5 is 
‘very good’,  

Public Transport 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 54 66 

 
Column N % 13.2% 13.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 76 58 

 
Column N % 18.4% 12.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Average Count 113 159 

 
Column N % 27.3% 33.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 120 152 

 
Column N % 29.1% 31.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 50 45 

 
Column N % 12.0% 9.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 413 480 

 
Walking routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 2 13 

 
Column N % 0.5% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 14 36 

 
Column N % 3.3% 7.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Average Count 120 95 

 
Column N % 29.0% 19.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Good Count 172 250 

 
Column N % 41.5% 52.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 106 86 

 
Column N % 25.7% 18.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 413 480 
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Cycling routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 25 35 

 
Column N % 6.1% 7.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 64 81 

 
Column N % 15.4% 17.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 122 126 

 
Column N % 29.4% 26.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 140 191 

 
Column N % 33.9% 39.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 63 45 

 
Column N % 15.3% 9.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 413 480 

 
 
Ask all who do not use car in their local area (Q35=2) 
Q.35b Please rate your level of awareness of travelling around your town, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 

‘very poor’ and 5 is ‘very good,  
Public Transport 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 14 21 

 
Column N % 4.3% 6.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 27 39 

 
Column N % 8.4% 12.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 88 90 

 
Column N % 27.3% 27.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 110 127 

 
Column N % 34.4% 39.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 82 45 

 
Column N % 25.7% 14.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 321 323 
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Walking routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 2 5 

 
Column N % 0.6% 1.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 10 16 

 
Column N % 3.0% 5.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 59 49 

 
Column N % 18.4% 15.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 142 174 

 
Column N % 44.2% 54.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 109 78 

 
Column N % 33.8% 24.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 321 323 

 
Cycling routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 24 14 

 
Column N % 7.6% 4.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 38 33 

 
Column N % 11.8% 10.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 85 99 

 
Column N % 26.5% 30.8% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 98 138 

 
Column N % 30.6% 42.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 76 38 

 
Column N % 23.6% 11.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 321 323 

 
Ask all  
Q.36 In the last 12 months have you attended a Smarter Travel Event? 

(single code)  
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 24 36 

 
Column N % 3.3% 4.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
No Count 693 747 

 
Column N % 94.4% 93.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not applicable – Do not 
know 

Count 
17 19 

 
Column N % 2.3% 2.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 734 802 
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Appendix 7:  Tabulations of responses – Westport 
 
WESTPORT 
 
Ask all 
Q.1a Which of the following best describes your household? 

Instruction: Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
House Count 1414 1275 1460 
 Column N % 87.4% 86.9% 86.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Apartment Count 189 188 225 
 Column N % 11.7% 12.8% 13.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
University residence Count 0 0 0 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Other Count 14 5 0 
 Column N % 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

 
Ask all 
Q.1b Please enter the number of persons usually resident in the household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
1 Count 225 188 265 
 Column N % 13.9% 12.8% 15.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
2 Count 555 508 581 
 Column N % 34.3% 34.6% 34.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 326 310 309 
 Column N % 20.1% 21.1% 18.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
4 Count 294 279 309 
 Column N % 18.2% 19.0% 18.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
5 Count 151 131 141 
 Column N % 9.3% 8.9% 8.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
More than five Count 65 47 77 
 Column N % 4.0% 3.2% 4.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
 Count 1618 1468 1685 
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Ask all     ONCE RESPONDENT CHOSEN: 
Q.3 Enter the gender of Interviewee  
 
    2012 2014 2016 
Male Count 767 695 798 
 Column N % 47% 47% 47% 
  Sig Diff?       
Female Count 851 773 887 
 Column N % 53% 53% 53% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

 
Ask all 
Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    2012 2014 2016 
Working full time Count 587 569 727 
 Column N % 36% 39% 43% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Working part-time Count 174 203 218 
 Column N % 11% 14% 13% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Self-employed Count 48 46 91 
 Column N % 3% 3% 5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Unemployed seeking a job Count 160 100 90 
 Column N % 10% 7% 5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Looking after family or 
homemaker 

Count 185 158 112 
Column N % 11% 11% 7% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Retired Count 343 298 344 
 Column N % 21% 20% 20% 
  Sig Diff?       
Student Count 81 64 65 
 Column N % 5% 4% 4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 41 29 39 
 Column N % 3% 2% 2% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1618 1468 1685 
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Ask all 
Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 913 656 722 
 Column N % 56.5% 44.9% 43.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
1 Count 340 370 352 
 Column N % 21.1% 25.3% 21.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
2 Count 253 294 356 
 Column N % 15.7% 20.1% 21.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
3 Count 56 77 119 
 Column N % 3.5% 5.2% 7.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
4 Count 34 41 76 
 Column N % 2.1% 2.8% 4.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
More than five Count 19 25 55 
 Column N % 1.2% 1.7% 3.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 1616 1463 1680 

 
Ask all 
Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your 
household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
.000 Count 264 238 254 
 Column N % 16.3% 16.2% 15.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
1.000 Count 705 656 723 
 Column N % 43.6% 44.7% 42.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
2.000 Count 526 487 589 
 Column N % 32.5% 33.2% 34.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
3.000 Count 93 61 80 
 Column N % 5.8% 4.2% 4.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
4.000 Count 18 21 32 
 Column N % 1.1% 1.4% 1.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
More than five Count 11 5 7 
 Column N % 0.7% 0.3% 0.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1618 1468 1685 
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Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.9 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following engine 
types: 
Instruction: Read out all then record number for each 
 
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Internal Combustion Count 2163 1916 2305 
 Column N % 100% 100% 100% 
  Sig Diff?       
2. Non-Plug-in Hybrid Count 3 6 7 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff?       
3. Plug-in Hybrid Count 2 0 0 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 
4. Electric (only) Count 0 0 3 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 
5. Other Count 1 0 1 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0! #DIV/0!   
 Count 2169 1922 2315 

 
Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.10 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following fuels 
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Petrol Count 1243 1035 1110 
 Column N % 57% 54% 48% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2. Diesel Count 926 885 1202 
 Column N % 43% 46% 52% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3. Hydrogen Count 0 2 1 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0!   #DIV/0! 
4. Other Count 0 0 3 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0!   #DIV/0! 

  
2169 1922 2315 

 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 130 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

C2 Age (State exact age and code) 
    2012 2014 2016 
18-24 Count 144 130 149 
 Column N % 9% 9% 9% 
  Sig Diff?       
25-29 Count 186 168 193 
 Column N % 12% 12% 12% 
  Sig Diff?       
30-34 Count 197 177 203 
 Column N % 12% 12% 12% 
  Sig Diff?       
35-39 Count 152 137 157 
 Column N % 9% 9% 9% 
  Sig Diff?       
40-44 Count 129 116 133 
 Column N % 8% 8% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
45-49 Count 121 109 125 
 Column N % 8% 8% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
50-54 Count 112 101 116 
 Column N % 7% 7% 7% 
  Sig Diff?       
55-59 Count 109 98 113 
 Column N % 7% 7% 7% 
  Sig Diff?       
60-64 Count 128 115 132 
 Column N % 8% 8% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
65+ Count 339 306 351 
 Column N % 21% 21% 21% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1618 1457 1671 
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C3 Marital Status 
    2012 2014 2016 
Married Count 907 733 802 
 Column N % 56% 50% 48% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Living as Married Count 140 137 139 
 Column N % 9% 9% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Single Count 385 384 486 
 Column N % 24% 26% 29% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Divorced or Separated Count 85 56 93 
 Column N % 5% 4% 6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Widowed Count 96 89 101 
 Column N % 6% 6% 6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 5 2 11 
 Column N % 0% 0% 1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Refusal Count 0 66 53 
 Column N % 0% 5% 3% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0!   #DIV/0! 
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

C4 Persons in Household   
     2012 2014 2016 
No. of children Over 18 None Count 1341 1279 1497 

  Column N % 83% 87% 89% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
One or More Count 277 189 188 
 Column N % 17% 13% 11% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

No. of children aged 13-
18 

None Count 1451 1329 1547 
 Column N % 90% 91% 92% 
 Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
One or More Count 167 139 138 
 Column N % 10% 9% 8% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

No. of children 12 and 
under 

None Count 1329 1184 1403 
 Column N % 82% 81% 83% 
 Sig Diff?       
One or More Count 289 284 282 
 Column N % 18% 19% 17% 
  Sig Diff?       
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C6  SEG 
    2012 2014 2016 
AB Count 132 130 219 
 Column N % 8% 9% 14% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
C1 Count 409 359 401 
 Column N % 26% 25% 25% 
  Sig Diff?       
C2 Count 413 360 342 
 Column N % 26% 25% 21% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
D Count 254 270 375 
 Column N % 16% 19% 23% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
E Count 371 303 270 
 Column N % 23% 21% 17% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 1579 1423 1607 
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SECTION 2:  TRAVEL DIARY 
 
INTRODUCTION: We would now like to ask you a few questions about your day-to-day travel 
 
LICENCE 
Q.11a Do you have a drivers licence for a passenger car? 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes – Provisional 
licence 

Count 98 60 68 

 Column N % 6.1% 4.1% 4.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Yes – Full licence Count 1183 1088 1335 
 Column N % 73.1% 74.1% 79.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No Count 336 320 282 
 Column N % 20.8% 21.8% 16.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

 
Ask all with either full or provisional licence at Q.11 (codes 1 or 2)  
Q.11b For how many years have you had your current driving licence? 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes – Provisional licence Count 98 60 68 
 Column N % 6% 4% 4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Yes – Full licence Count 1183 1088 1335 
 Column N % 73% 74% 79% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No Count 336 320 282 
 Column N % 21% 22% 17% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

 
TRAVEL 
Q.12 Did you make any journeys (excluding foreign travel) yesterday? 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes Count 1116 1140 1303 
 Column N % 69.0% 77.7% 77.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
No Count 502 328 382 
 Column N % 31.0% 22.3% 22.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 1618 1468 1685 

NOTE: ALL STAGES OF FOREIGN TRAVEL ARE TO BE EXCLUDED, INCLUDING STAGES TO  
 AND FROM IRISH AIRPORTS. SEAPORTS AND THE IRISH STAGES OF CROSS-  
 BORDER TRAVEL 
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NO TRAVEL 
Ask all who said no at Q.12 (Code 2) 
Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
 

    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with home 
duties, had no wish or need to 
travel  

Column N % 56% 60% 54% 
Sig Diff?       

Short term illness Column N % 11% 11% 12% 
  Sig Diff?       
Long term illness or mobility 
impairment 
  

Column N % 9% 7% 10% 
Sig Diff?       

No access to transport Column N % 11% 3% 4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Cost Column N % 3% 2% 0% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
The weather Column N % 4% 8% 5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Traveling abroad Column N % 3% 1% 8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Other Column N % 1% 3% 0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Works from home Column N % 0% 0% 2% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0! Diff to 2016 #DIV/0! 
Studying Column N % 1% 0% 1% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0! #DIV/0!   
Have visitors/caring for sick 
person 
  

Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
Sig Diff?       

Away from home Column N % 0% 1% 0% 
  Sig Diff? #DIV/0!   #DIV/0! 
No need Column N % 0% 1% 0% 
  Sig Diff?   #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 
Leisure time at home Column N % 1% 1% 1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 502 328 382 
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Number of Journeys 
    2012 2014 2016 
No trips Count 502 328 382 
 Column N % 31.0% 22.3% 22.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
One-Two Count 678 708 822 
 Column N % 41.9% 48.2% 48.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Three-Four Count 330 309 378 
 Column N % 20.4% 21.1% 22.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Five-Six Count 87 95 68 
 Column N % 5.4% 6.5% 4.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
More than six Count 21 28 36 
 Column N % 1.3% 1.9% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1618 1468 1685 
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TRIP RECORDS 
Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday (recoded to Journey Purpose) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Home Count 1472 1591 1746 
 Column N % 45.7% 47.7% 46.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Commuting to work Count 436 419 436 
 Column N % 13.6% 12.6% 11.7% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Business, other work related Count 89 61 86 
 Column N % 2.8% 1.8% 2.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Retail Count 430 467 532 
 Column N % 13.4% 14.0% 14.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Eating or drinking Count 32 45 61 
 Column N % 1.0% 1.3% 1.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Visiting family or friends Count 140 125 130 
 Column N % 4.3% 3.8% 3.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Social or recreation Count 212 213 308 
 Column N % 6.6% 6.4% 8.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Personal Business Count 118 100 117 
 Column N % 3.7% 3.0% 3.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other or unspecified Count 24 25 23 
 Column N % 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Own education Count 44 24 28 
 Column N % 1.4% 0.7% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Escort others to or from education Count 130 154 149 
 Column N % 4.0% 4.6% 4.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Escort others for other purpose Count 40 45 59 
 Column N % 1.3% 1.3% 1.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Round trip from home not on foot or cycle Count 4 2 0 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Walking for pleasure Count 22 40 24 
 Column N % 0.7% 1.2% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Cycling for pleasure Count 0 0 3 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 
  Sig Diff?    
Connect to other transport Count 7 3 6 
 Column N % 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Destination school but not for education Count 16 19 31 
 Column N % 0.5% 0.6% 0.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 3218 3333 3736 
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Q.19  Were you travelling alone or as part of  a group of family/friends? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Travelling alone Count 2213 2251 2752 
 Column N % 68.8% 67.5% 73.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Travelling as part of a group Count 1005 1082 984 
 Column N % 31.2% 32.5% 26.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 3218 3333 3736 

 
Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this trip? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Private Car Count 2182 2096 2465 
 Column N % 67.8% 62.9% 66.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
On foot (e.g. walking or running) Count 782 1044 1024 
 Column N % 24.3% 31.3% 27.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Bus Count 35 38 42 
 Column N % 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Bicycle Count 45 59 86 
 Column N % 1.4% 1.8% 2.3% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Van or Lorry Count 115 70 81 
 Column N % 3.6% 2.1% 2.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Taxi or Hackney Count 32 14 27 
 Column N % 1.0% 0.4% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Rail Count 9 8 10 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Motorcycle Count 15 0 0 
 Column N % 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Other Count 5 1 0 
 Column N % 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Dart or Luas Count 0 2 1 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Total Count 3218 3333 3736 
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Distance in km by Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this journey by mode,  
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 2138 2066 2368 

 
Mean 15.06 14.63 14.81 

  Change Diff to 2014     

Car as passenger Count 159 100 177 

 
Mean 18.53 37.35 27.69 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 782 1044 1024 

 
Mean 2.07 1.79 2.42 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 45 59 86 

 
Mean 5.39 6.15 10.95 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 95 64 80 

 
Mean 36.32 45.43 54.19 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3218 3333 3736 

 
Mean 12.57 11.74 12.78 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 
 
 
 
Distance in km by by purpose,  
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 436 419 436 

 
Mean 12.28 9.18 9.98 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related Count 89 61 86 

 
Mean 33.82 33.62 22.73 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Retail Count 430 467 532 

 
Mean 8.23 5.33 7.80 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 245 258 369 

 
Mean 7.87 7.33 11.69 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 140 125 130 

 
Mean 19.85 22.16 19.42 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Personal business Count 118 100 117 

 
Mean 14.50 20.54 17.67 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Own education Count 44 24 28 

 
Mean 16.07 21.36 7.02 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Escort others to or from 
education Count 130 154 149 
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Mean 3.90 3.17 3.86 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 22 40 27 

 
Mean 5.30 4.22 6.71 

 
Std Dev 2.31 1.65 5.60 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 91 94 118 

 
Mean 28.59 20.45 17.12 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 1746 1742 1991 

 
Mean 12.76 10.45 11.21 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
 
 
Journey time (mins) by Mode 
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 2138 2066 2368 

 
Mean 18.06 19.14 18.34 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Car as passenger Count 159 100 177 

 
Mean 20.43 41.14 29.18 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 782 1044 1024 

 
Mean 15.95 13.16 19.31 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 45 59 86 

 
Mean 20.23 18.96 41.39 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 95 64 80 

 
Mean 38.87 55.73 52.94 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3218 3333 3736 

 
Mean 18.30 18.63 20.39 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
 
Journey time (mins) by Purpose 
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 436 419 436 

 
Mean 15.36 14.55 15.41 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Business, other work related Count 89 61 86 

 
Mean 30.98 34.92 27.64 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Retail Count 430 467 532 

 
Mean 13.97 11.67 13.90 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 245 258 369 
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Mean 20.33 17.54 26.41 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 140 125 130 

 
Mean 24.59 26.87 23.04 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Personal business Count 118 100 117 

 
Mean 20.00 27.24 23.21 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Own education Count 44 24 28 

 
Mean 21.90 27.65 13.64 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Escort others to or from 
education Count 130 154 149 

 
Mean 9.58 9.76 9.33 

  Change       

Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 22 40 27 

 
Mean 52.42 27.20 48.78 

 
Std Dev 22.81 13.36 22.56 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 91 94 118 

 
Mean 29.68 26.36 24.02 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 1746 1742 1991 
 
 
 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 141 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

ATTITUDINAL AND AWARENESS SECTION 
 
Questionnaire form  
(to be accompanied by a showcard containing 16 sets of answers listed A-P) 
Instruction: These will need to be read out over the phone or probed to pre-codes for CATI interviewing as 
indicated in the instruction for each question below. 
 
I would like you to give your opinion on a number of travel-related questions relating to your 
neighbourhood area.  Your answers will be used to help plan future facilities and policies across Ireland. 
 
I can assure you that your answers will be treated in absolute confidence. 
 
Ask all 
Q.1 Which of the following methods do you use to get about this area?  

Instruction: Read out each and code all the apply (multi codes allowed) 
 
 

  
2012 2014 2016 

Walking Count 432 467 456 
Column N % 81.12% 92.05% 86.30% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Count 155 189 187 
Column N % 29.05% 37.27% 35.46% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014  Diff to 2012 

Public transport Count 74 83 70 
Column N % 13.92% 16.43% 13.23% 
Sig Diff?    

Taxi Count 126 106 89 
Column N % 23.73% 20.80% 16.89% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2012 

Driver of a car or van Count 397 370 409 
Column N % 74.62% 72.89% 77.45% 
Sig Diff?    

Passenger of a car or 
van 

Count 271 214 152 
Column N % 50.95% 42.26% 28.83% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff Diff to 2012 

Motorcycle/moped Count 3 4 4 
Column N % 0.49% 0.87% 0.66% 
Sig Diff?    

Other  Count 7 1 0 
Column N % 1.40% 0.22% 0.00% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   

Note: – may not be reliable indicator of change 
 
Ask all 
Q.2-9 I now want to ask you how easy it is to get where you need to go in your neighbourhood/area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very difficult and 5 is very easy for each of the following 
statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard B  
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
If the respondent requires a definition of “area” say that it means the town, village or suburb where you live  
 

 
 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 142 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Q.2  In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 10 7 8 
 Column N % 1.8% 1.4% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 29 46 34 
 Column N % 5.5% 9.2% 6.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither or nor Count 70 28 9 
 Column N % 13.1% 5.6% 1.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 188 247 220 
 Column N % 35.3% 48.7% 41.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 236 178 257 
 Column N % 44.3% 35.1% 48.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 532 508 528 
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Ask all walking 
Q.3  How easy do you find it to travel about this area on foot? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 6 7 8 
 Column N % 1.4% 1.5% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 14 25 14 
 Column N % 3.2% 5.3% 3.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 22 16 3 
 Column N % 5.2% 3.5% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 124 165 136 
 Column N % 28.8% 35.2% 29.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Very easy Count 265 255 295 
 Column N % 61.4% 54.5% 64.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 432 467 456 

 
Q.4  How easy do you think it is for pedestrians to get around this area on foot? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 0 0 10 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 13.8% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Difficult Count 6 3 8 
 Column N % 6.1% 8.3% 11.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 32 5 7 
 Column N % 32.1% 12.6% 9.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 29 23 25 
 Column N % 29.0% 56.5% 35.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very easy Count 33 9 22 
 Column N % 32.8% 22.7% 30.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 101 40 72 
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Q.5  How easy do you find it to get around this area by bicycle? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 6 3 4 
 Column N % 3.9% 1.4% 2.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 10 19 14 
 Column N % 6.6% 9.9% 7.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 16 24 5 
 Column N % 10.3% 12.5% 2.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 36 77 47 
 Column N % 23.3% 40.6% 25.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very easy Count 86 67 118 
 Column N % 55.9% 35.6% 63.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 155 189 187 

Q.6  How easy do you think it is for cyclists to get around this area on a bicycle? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 13 12 22 
 Column N % 3.4% 3.7% 6.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 27 46 30 
 Column N % 7.1% 14.4% 8.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Neither or nor Count 92 74 48 
 Column N % 24.4% 23.1% 14.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 135 124 118 
 Column N % 35.8% 39.0% 34.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 110 63 122 
 Column N % 29.2% 19.9% 35.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 378 318 341 
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Q.7  How easy do you find it to get around this area using public transport? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 12 10 12 
 Column N % 16.2% 12.0% 16.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Difficult Count 13 15 11 
 Column N % 17.0% 18.1% 16.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 18 29 5 
 Column N % 24.7% 34.4% 6.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 15 22 19 
 Column N % 20.5% 26.3% 26.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 16 8 24 
 Column N % 21.5% 9.2% 34.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 74 83 70 

 
 
Q.7a How easy do you think it would it be to get around this    area using public transport? 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 136 150 118 
 Column N % 29.6% 35.5% 25.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Difficult Count 24 82 102 
 Column N % 5.3% 19.4% 22.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 154 141 135 
 Column N % 33.7% 33.2% 29.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 72 45 63 
 Column N % 15.8% 10.6% 13.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Very easy Count 72 6 40 
 Column N % 15.7% 1.4% 8.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 458 424 458 
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Q.8  How easy do you find it to drive around this area? 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 12 3 8 
 Column N % 3.1% 0.8% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Difficult Count 21 40 40 
 Column N % 5.4% 10.8% 9.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 57 53 18 
 Column N % 14.3% 14.4% 4.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 146 196 183 
 Column N % 36.8% 53.0% 44.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 161 77 160 
 Column N % 40.4% 20.9% 39.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 397 370 409 

 
 
Q.9  How easy do you think it is for motorists to drive around this area? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 5 4 1 
 Column N % 4.6% 3.3% 0.5% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 4 20 18 
 Column N % 3.4% 14.8% 15.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 24 34 19 
 Column N % 20.6% 24.9% 15.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 54 59 42 
 Column N % 47.0% 43.0% 35.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 28 19 39 
 Column N % 24.4% 14.1% 33.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
 Count 115 138 119 
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Ask all Q.10 Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 151 157 187 
 Column N % 34.9% 33.6% 41.1% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Less Count 20 37 24 
 Column N % 4.6% 8.0% 5.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
The same Count 261 273 244 
 Column N % 60.5% 58.4% 53.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
total Count 432 467 456 
More Count 47 76 98 
 Column N % 30.4% 40.0% 52.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Less Count 7 26 10 
 Column N % 4.3% 13.5% 5.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
The same Count 101 88 79 
 Column N % 65.4% 46.4% 42.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
total Count 155 189 187 
More Count 5 1 8 
 Column N % 6.2% 1.6% 11.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Less Count 11 13 8 
 Column N % 14.3% 15.4% 12.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
The same Count 59 69 54 
 Column N % 79.5% 83.0% 76.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
total Count 74 83 70 
More Count 14 5 6 
 Column N % 10.8% 4.8% 6.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Less Count 6 18 7 
 Column N % 5.0% 17.1% 8.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
The same Count 106 82 76 
 Column N % 84.2% 78.1% 85.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
total Count 126 106 89 
More Count 91 54 33 
 Column N % 18.7% 11.9% 7.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Less Count 28 61 45 
 Column N % 5.7% 13.3% 9.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
The same Count 365 341 381 
 Column N % 75.5% 74.8% 82.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
total Count 483 456 459 
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Ask all who said they are walking more at Q.11 (code 1 for walk) 
Q.11a Can you tell me why you have started walking more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 32 27 25 

 
Column N % 21.5% 17.1% 13.2% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
To get more exercise Count 127 138 152 

 
Column N % 84.5% 88.1% 81.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because I no longer have access to a 
car 

Count 16 5 15 
Column N % 10.4% 3.1% 8.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Because congestion has got worse Count 6 8 4 

 
Column N % 4.0% 5.3% 2.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because public transport has got better Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has got 
worse 

Count 1 4 3 
Column N % 0.6% 2.7% 1.5% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because facilities have got better Count 11 31 31 

 
Column N % 7.6% 19.8% 16.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Because it is safer than it used to be Count 0 13 14 

 
Column N % 0.0% 8.1% 7.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Because other people are doing it 
more than they used to 

Count 2 13 1 
Column N % 1.4% 8.3% 0.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
To help reduce congestion Count 12 11 9 

 
Column N % 8.1% 6.7% 5.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
For the sake of the environment Count 8 20 10 

 
Column N % 5.2% 12.6% 5.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Some other reason Count 5 26 56 

 
Column N % 3.2% 16.5% 29.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No choice / alternative Count 0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 1.2% 3.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Health / well being Count 0 3 9 

 
Column N % 0.0% 10.7% 16.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Leisure activity / walking dog Count 1 4 3 

 
Column N % 10.3% 14.2% 4.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Dislike driving / too much traffic Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Poor public transport Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Best option / speed / lack of parking / 
convenient 

Count 1 7 4 
Column N % 19.7% 27.3% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
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Excellent walking routes / Love the 
Greenway 

Count 0 1 33 
Column N % 0.0% 4.7% 60.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
 Diff to 2016  

Short / local trip Count 0 1 1 

 
Column N % 9.3% 3.7% 1.9% 

  Sig Diff?       
Family activity / with baby Count 0 2 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 7.6% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Have more time now Count 3 1 0 

 
Column N % 60.7% 3.9% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   
Moved home / change in 
circumstances 

Count 0 6 3 
Column N % 0.0% 24.9% 5.5% 

  Sig Diff? 
 Diff to 2016  

The weather Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 5 25 54 
 
 
 
Ask all who said they are cycling more at Q.11 (code 1 for cycle) 
Q.11b Can you tell me why you have started cycling more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 13 4 8 

 
Column N % 26.8% 5.4% 8.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
To get more exercise Count 40 63 81 

 
Column N % 84.8% 83.7% 83.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because I no longer have access 
to a car 

Count 0 1 6 
Column N % 0.9% 0.8% 5.9% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Because congestion has got 
worse 

Count 3 3 3 
Column N % 7.1% 3.8% 3.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because public transport has got 
better 

Count 0 0 0 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has got 
worse 

Count 0 4 5 
Column N % 0.0% 5.2% 5.4% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Because facilities have got better Count 16 19 24 

 
Column N % 33.8% 25.4% 24.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because it is safer than it used to 
be 

Count 1 6 8 
Column N % 1.8% 7.9% 8.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because other people are doing it 
more than they used to 

Count 
0 7 1 

 
Column N % 0.8% 8.6% 1.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
To help reduce congestion Count 3 6 6 

 
Column N % 5.5% 8.4% 6.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
For the sake of the environment Count 2 13 16 
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Column N % 3.8% 16.8% 16.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Some other reason Count 3 13 31 

 
Column N % 5.7% 16.9% 31.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No choice / alternative Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Health / well being Count 1 4 6 

 
Column N % 52.5% 31.1% 20.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Leisure activity Count 0 1 3 

 
Column N % 0.0% 10.5% 9.6% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Dislike driving / too much traffic Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Poor public transport Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Best option / speed / lack of 
parking / convenient 

Count 0 3 0 
Column N % 0.0% 21.5% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Excellent routes / Love the 
Greenway 

Count 0 0 18 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 56.8% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Short / local trip Count 1 0 1 

 
Column N % 47.5% 0.0% 3.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Family activity / with baby Count 0 1 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 10.3% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Have more time now Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Moved home / change in 
circumstances 

Count 0 2 1 
Column N % 0.0% 17.1% 2.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

The weather Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Have a bike Count 0 1 3 

 
Column N % 0.0% 9.4% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Total Count 2 12 31 
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Ask all who said they are using public transport more at Q.11 (code 1 for public transport) 
Q.11c Can you tell me why you have started using public transport more?  

Use Showcard D 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 

    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

To get more exercise Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because I no longer have 
access to a car 

Count 
0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 32.2% 14.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Because congestion has got 
worse 

Count 
0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 31.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has 
got better 

Count 
3 1 1 

 
Column N % 67.3% 67.8% 7.8% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Because public transport has 
got worse 

Count 
0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because facilities have got 
better 

Count 
0 0 3 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 39.8% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because it is safer than it used 
to be 

Count 
0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because other people are 
doing it more than they used to 

Count 
0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

To help reduce congestion Count 2 0 0 

 
Column N % 32.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

For the sake of the 
environment 

Count 
0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Some other reason Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 6.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 5 1 8 
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Ask all 
Q.12 How serious you think congestion is in your local area? Do you think it is very serious, serious, not 

very serious, or not at all serious? 
Instruction: use Showcard E.  SINGLE CODE 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very serious Count 66 61 56 
 Column N % 12.3% 12.0% 10.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Serious Count 212 177 131 
 Column N % 39.8% 34.8% 24.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Not very serious Count 193 202 197 
 Column N % 36.3% 39.8% 37.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Not at all serious Count 49 64 135 
 Column N % 9.3% 12.5% 25.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Don’t know (spontaneous – not on 
showcard) 

Count 12 4 10 

 Column N % 2.3% 0.9% 1.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 532 508 528 

 
Ask all  
Q.13 Do freight vehicles cause any problems in your area? 

Instruction: use Showcard F.  Probe to pre-code (single code 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Not at all Count 157 160 265 
 Column N % 29.6% 31.6% 50.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes – but nothing serious Count 301 258 178 
 Column N % 56.6% 50.9% 33.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes, it is a serious problem Count 74 89 86 
 Column N % 13.8% 17.6% 16.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 532 508 528 

 
 
I now have some questions about your exercise and levels of physical activity 
Ask all 
Q.14 First, consider an average 7-day period (a week).  How many times on average do you do the 
 following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 

Instruction: Read out each exercise type and record number of times for each. 
a. Strenuous exercise (causing your heart to beat rapidly e.g. running, jogging, hurling, camogie, football, soccer, 

squash, basketball, judo, roller-skating, vigorous swimming, vigorous long distance cycling, advanced 
aerobics) 

b Moderate exercise (not exhausting e.g. fast walking, tennis, badminton, easy swimming, easy cycling, popular and fold 
dancing, intermediate aerobics, heavy gardening) 

c Mild exercise (minimal effort e.g. yoga, golf, easy walking, fishing from river bank, bowling, beginners aerobics, archery, 
light gardening) 
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    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
AQ14 Times per week - strenuous 
exercise 

Count 532 508 528 

 Mean 1.03 1.34 1.36 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - moderate 
exercise 

Count 532 508 528 

 Mean 1.03 1.35 1.36 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - mild 
exercise 

Count 532 508 528 

 Mean 1.03 1.34 1.36 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
AQ14 Times per week - all exercise Count 532 508 528 
 Mean 5.12 5.78 6.09 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

 
 
 
Ask all 

 Q.15 How many days, if any, in an average week do you walk for 30 minutes or more? Days  
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 116 81 80 
 Column N % 21.8% 15.9% 15.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
1 Count 28 33 30 
 Column N % 5.2% 6.5% 5.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
2 Count 71 77 73 
 Column N % 13.3% 15.3% 13.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 79 111 95 
 Column N % 14.9% 21.8% 18.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
4 Count 61 50 49 
 Column N % 11.5% 9.8% 9.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
5 Count 68 69 65 
 Column N % 12.8% 13.6% 12.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
6 Count 15 18 15 
 Column N % 2.8% 3.6% 2.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
7 Count 94 68 120 
 Column N % 17.6% 13.4% 22.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 532 508 528 
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Ask all 
Q.16 Which of the following best describes your usual walking pace? 

Instruction: Use Showcard G 
Read out list and code which best suits. 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
A slow pace Count 138 63 71 
 Column N % 25.8% 12.4% 13.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
A steady or average pace Count 201 227 268 
 Column N % 37.7% 44.8% 50.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
A fairly brisk pace Count 133 168 151 
 Column N % 25.1% 33.1% 28.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
A fast pace – at least 4mph Count 60 50 38 
 Column N % 11.4% 9.8% 7.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Total Count 532 508 528 

 
 
Ask all 
Q17. I’m going to read out a number of statements which I would like Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is 

strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. In terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how 
strongly would you agree or disagree that your area ….. 
Instruction: Use Showcard H.  Read out each in turn and record answer (single code per statement) 
 

Q17a   Is safe to walk about and to get exercise in during  the day and evening 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 7 10 17 
 Column N % 1.3% 2.0% 3.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 13 9 27 
 Column N % 2.6% 1.9% 5.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 40 25 15 
 Column N % 7.8% 5.0% 2.8% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 130 166 156 
 Column N % 25.2% 32.7% 29.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Strongly agree (5) Count 324 296 310 
 Column N % 63.0% 58.4% 59.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 514 506 526 
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Q17b Has footpaths or open public spaces which made it easy to be active 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 14 12 45 
 Column N % 2.7% 2.5% 8.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 14 34 34 
 Column N % 2.8% 6.8% 6.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 49 30 15 
 Column N % 9.5% 5.8% 2.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 131 161 148 
 Column N % 25.4% 31.9% 28.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Strongly agree (5) Count 308 268 286 
 Column N % 59.6% 53.0% 54.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Total Count 517 506 527 

 
 
Q17c Has sporting amenities like a swimming pool or sports field nearby 
 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 7 1 8 
 Column N % 1.4% 0.3% 1.5% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Disagree (2) Count 11 4 11 
 Column N % 2.1% 0.9% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 43 21 25 
 Column N % 8.3% 4.1% 4.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 103 165 154 
 Column N % 19.9% 32.8% 29.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 354 311 320 
 Column N % 68.3% 61.9% 61.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 518 502 519 
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I now have some questions about safety and the environment 
Ask all 
Q.18 Is it safe for you to walk in your area (I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)? 

Instruction: use Showcard I.  Do not read out; probe to pre-code (single code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes, completely safe Count 195 246 291 
 Column N % 36.7% 48.6% 55.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes, fairly safe Count 281 218 180 
 Column N % 52.8% 42.9% 34.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No, it is unsafe Count 40 32 43 
 Column N % 7.4% 6.4% 8.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
No, it is very unsafe Count 16 11 14 
 Column N % 3.1% 2.1% 2.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 532 508 528 

 
 
Q.18a Is it safe to cycle in your area (again, I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)  

NOT ASKED IN 2012 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes , completely safe Count 0 157 227 
 Column N % 0.0% 30.9% 43.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

 Diff to 2016  
Yes, fairly safe Count 0 263 198 
 Column N % 0.0% 51.8% 37.4% 
  Sig Diff? 

 Diff to 2016  
No, it is unsafe Count 0 76 78 
 Column N % 0.0% 15.0% 14.9% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
No, it is very unsafe Count 0 12 25 
 Column N % 0.0% 2.3% 4.7% 
  Sig Diff? 

 Diff to 2016  
Total Count 0 508 528 
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Ask all 
Q.19 How would you rate the air quality in your area? Please use a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very poor and 

5 is very good. 
Instruction: use Showcard J 
Do not read out (single code) 
 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very good Count 343 413 455 
 Column N % 64.4% 81.3% 86.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Fairly good Count 143 87 67 
 Column N % 26.8% 17.1% 12.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither good nor poor Count 32 7 4 
 Column N % 6.1% 1.4% 0.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Fairly poor Count 15 0 1 
 Column N % 2.7% 0.1% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very poor Count 0 1 1 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Total Count 532 508 528 

 
Ask all 
Q.20 Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very low and 5 is very high, can you please tell me how would you 

rate the level of traffic noise in your area? 
Instruction: use Showcard K.  Do not read out (single code) 
Data Note: confirm order of scale for codes 1-5 to make sure it matches with other versions of data.  
 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very low Count 143 189 246 
 Column N % 26.9% 37.1% 46.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Fairly low Count 210 165 176 
 Column N % 39.5% 32.4% 33.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither low nor high Count 92 73 62 
 Column N % 17.4% 14.4% 11.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Fairly high Count 79 71 35 
 Column N % 14.9% 14.1% 6.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very high Count 7 10 10 
 Column N % 1.3% 2.0% 1.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 532 508 528 
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Ask all 
Q.21-24 We now want to ask you how pleasant or unpleasant some of the following activities are in your 

area. Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very unpleasant  and 5 is very pleasant for each of the 
following statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard L 
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
(ask only those who coded a at Q.1) 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? 
 

 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 1 2 12 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.4% 2.7% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Unpleasant Count 5 5 3 
 Column N % 1.3% 1.0% 0.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor (3) Count 11 7 9 
 Column N % 2.6% 1.6% 2.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Pleasant Count 86 141 133 
 Column N % 20.0% 30.2% 29.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 327 312 298 
 Column N % 75.8% 66.8% 65.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 432 467 456 

 
 (ask only those who did not code a at Q.1) 
Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 1 0 5 
 Column N % 0.8% 0.0% 6.9% 
  Sig Diff? 

  Diff to 2012 
Unpleasant Count 1 0 9 
 Column N % 0.7% 0.0% 12.5% 
  Sig Diff? 

  Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor (3) Count 18 1 4 
 Column N % 17.7% 3.6% 5.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Pleasant Count 34 24 26 
 Column N % 33.5% 60.5% 35.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very Pleasant (5) Count 47 15 29 
 Column N % 47.2% 35.9% 39.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 101 40 72 

 
 
 
 
 (ask only those who coded b at Q.1) 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? 
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    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 2 1 6 
 Column N % 1.1% 0.5% 3.4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Unpleasant Count 0 4 9 
 Column N % 0.0% 2.3% 4.7% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Neither or nor (3) Count 8 11 4 
 Column N % 5.0% 6.1% 2.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
Pleasant Count 27 66 42 
 Column N % 17.2% 35.1% 22.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very Pleasant (5) Count 119 106 126 
 Column N % 76.7% 56.0% 67.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 155 189 187 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(ask only those who did not code b at Q.1) 
Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 2 4 11 
 Column N % 0.6% 1.2% 3.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Unpleasant Count 7 19 33 
 Column N % 1.8% 5.9% 9.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor (3) Count 48 60 55 
 Column N % 12.7% 18.9% 16.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Pleasant Count 121 121 112 
 Column N % 31.9% 38.0% 33.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Very Pleasant (5) Count 200 115 130 
 Column N % 52.9% 36.1% 38.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 378 318 341 
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Ask all 
Q.25-28For the following statements please can you tell me your level of agreement or disagreement for 

each using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. 
Instruction: Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
Use Showcard H  
 

Q25 For the sake of the environment more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using cars 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 8 3 5 
 Column N % 1.5% 0.6% 0.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Disagree Count 19 2 4 
 Column N % 3.6% 0.4% 0.8% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 39 20 15 
 Column N % 7.4% 3.9% 2.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 141 184 177 
 Column N % 26.6% 36.4% 33.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 323 298 321 
 Column N % 61.0% 58.7% 61.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 529 507 523 

 
 

Q26 Cyclists should be given more  priority on the roads –even if that slows things down for traffic 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 63 10 18 
 Column N % 12.1% 2.0% 3.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 42 71 58 
 Column N % 8.0% 14.1% 11.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither Count 89 106 72 
 Column N % 17.0% 21.2% 13.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Agree Count 166 175 159 
 Column N % 31.6% 34.8% 30.6% 
  Sig Diff?       
Strongly Agree Count 164 140 212 
 Column N % 31.3% 27.9% 40.8% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 526 503 520 
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Q27 More money should be spent on facilities for walkers and cyclists even if that means less can be spent on 
improvements for car users 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 51 17 9 
 Column N % 9.7% 3.3% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 43 61 75 
 Column N % 8.2% 12.2% 14.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 107 127 64 
 Column N % 20.3% 25.3% 12.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 142 189 142 
 Column N % 26.9% 37.7% 27.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Strongly Agree Count 184 107 232 
 Column N % 34.9% 21.4% 44.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 527 501 522 

 
 
Q28 Pedestrians should be given more priority when crossing roads – even if that slows things down for other 
traffic 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 17 3 4 
 Column N % 3.2% 0.7% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 24 24 38 
 Column N % 4.5% 4.8% 7.3% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 75 82 31 
 Column N % 14.1% 16.2% 5.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 124 194 182 
 Column N % 23.5% 38.2% 34.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 289 203 267 
 Column N % 54.7% 40.1% 51.1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 528 507 522 
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Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.29 Which of the following most-closely matches your ability to drive car(s) which are available to your 

household? 
Instruction: Use Showcard M.  Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
I cannot drive Count 44 52 31 
 Column N % 9.6% 12.0% 7.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
I can drive but rarely do Count 59 33 36 
 Column N % 12.9% 7.5% 7.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
I drive regularly and usually always 
have access to my own car 

Count 275 261 328 

 Column N % 59.9% 59.8% 72.9% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
I drive regularly and share the use 
of the car(s) with other drivers in my    
household 

Count 
81 90 55 

 Column N % 17.6% 20.7% 12.2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 460 437 450 

 
Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.30 Which of the following most-closely matches your attitude towards your car use (including your 

journeys as a car drive, car passenger or by taxi)? 
Instruction: use Showcard N.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
I rarely use a car for my journeys Count 47 46 37 
 Column N % 10.3% 10.4% 8.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
I plan to reduce my car use and 
know how I can do this 

Count 24 21 32 

 Column N % 5.3% 4.7% 7.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
I would like to reduce my car use 
but can’t at the moment or am not 
sure    how to 

Count 
60 42 13 

 Column N % 13.0% 9.6% 3.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
I have no other options for the car 
journey I make 

Count 236 231 241 

 Column N % 51.3% 52.9% 53.5% 
  Sig Diff?       
I am happy with my car use and see 
no necessity to change it 

Count 93 98 127 

 Column N % 20.2% 22.4% 28.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 460 437 450 
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NEW QUESTIONS 
 
Ask all  
Q.31 How confident would you say you feel, riding a bicycle on roads used by cars and other motor 

vehicles? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
Very confident Count 0 97 106 
 Column N % 0.0% 19.0% 20.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Quite confident Count 0 139 121 
 Column N % 0.0% 27.4% 22.9% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Neither confident  nor unconfident Count 0 76 66 
 Column N % 0.0% 14.9% 12.4% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Not confident Count 0 69 92 
 Column N % 0.0% 13.6% 17.3% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Not at all confident Count 0 61 65 
 Column N % 0.0% 11.9% 12.3% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Not applicable  – would never cycle Count 0 66 79 
 Column N % 0.0% 13.0% 14.9% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Total Count 0 508 528 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own?                 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 

Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 6% 3% 
Quite comfortable 4% 8% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 0% 2% 
Quite uncomfortable 0% 1% 
Very uncomfortable 13% 6% 
Would not permit 75% 58% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 3% 22% 
  38 60 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 17% 6% 
Quite comfortable 11% 7% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 7% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 16% 12% 
Very uncomfortable 13% 15% 
Would not permit 35% 48% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 0% 8% 
  37 44 
      
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 22% 27% 
Quite comfortable 15% 28% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 7% 9% 
Quite uncomfortable 15% 5% 
Very uncomfortable 7% 12% 
Would not permit 28% 14% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 6% 4% 
  32 39 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 85% 35% 
Quite comfortable 10% 34% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 0% 6% 
Quite uncomfortable 0% 10% 
Very uncomfortable 0% 4% 
Would not permit 5% 0% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 0% 11% 
  16 22 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how comfortable are you with your child riding a 

bicycle unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 
 

Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 5% 4% 
Quite comfortable 1% 6% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 2% 0% 
Quite uncomfortable 2% 2% 
Very uncomfortable 17% 7% 
Would not permit 74% 63% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 19% 
  38 60 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 7% 5% 
Quite comfortable 19% 8% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 1% 2% 
Quite uncomfortable 7% 7% 
Very uncomfortable 22% 20% 
Would not permit 44% 50% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 8% 
  37 44 
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 12% 18% 
Quite comfortable 18% 30% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 6% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 8% 15% 
Very uncomfortable 17% 17% 
Would not permit 38% 15% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 2% 
  32 39 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 38% 45% 
Quite comfortable 7% 13% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 9% 12% 
Quite uncomfortable 13% 7% 
Very uncomfortable 14% 12% 
Would not permit 19% 0% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 11% 
  16 22 
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Q.33 Which of these best describes your working arrangements? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
I have no flexibility in the times or days I travel to or from 
work 

Count 138 194 
Column N % 27.2% 36.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I have some flexibility in the times at which I travel to or 
from work 

Count 117 73 
Column N % 23.1% 13.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I can work from home on one or more days a week Count 14 17 

 
Column N % 2.7% 3.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
I have some flexibility over both the times and days I travel 
to or from work 

Count 17 26 
Column N % 3.3% 5.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
I have complete flexibility over the times and days I travel to 
or from work 

Count 12 35 
Column N % 2.4% 6.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
NOT IN EMPLOYMENT Count 210 183 

 
Column N % 41.3% 34.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 508 528 

 
 
 
 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34a Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing in relation to work journeys? 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car 
share 
 

Count 88 137 
Column N % 

51.2% 55.8% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car 
share 
 

Count 20 50 
Column N % 

11.6% 20.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I would like to car share more Count 29 16 

 
Column N % 17.0% 6.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as 
possible 
 

Count 21 20 
Column N % 

12.2% 8.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not applicable – do not use car 
for work 
 

Count 14 23 
Column N % 

8.0% 9.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 172 246 

 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34b Other than work journeys, which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips 

where you currently travel alone (i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    2014 2016 
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It would never be possible to car 
share 
 

Count 45 120 
Column N % 

26.0% 48.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I would have no interest in car 
share 
 

Count 29 52 
Column N % 

16.6% 20.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 46 25 

 
Column N % 26.7% 10.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as 
possible 
 

Count 42 30 
Column N % 

24.4% 12.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Not applicable – do not use car 
for work 
 

Count 11 20 
Column N % 

6.4% 7.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 172 246 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Ask all NOT in employment (where Q33 = 0), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access 
to my own car) 
Q.34c Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips where you currently travel alone 

(i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car 
share 

Count 23 32 
Column N % 25.4% 38.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car 
share 

Count 24 28 
Column N % 26.4% 34.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 20 6 

 
Column N % 22.6% 7.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as 
possible 

Count 23 16 
Column N % 25.6% 19.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 89 82 

 
 
 

Ask all  
Q.35a Do you use car to drive around your town? 

(single code) 
 
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 344 368 

 
Column N % 67.7% 69.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
No Count 164 160 

 
Column N % 32.3% 30.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
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Total Count 508 528 
 
 
Ask all who use car in their local area (Q35=1) 
Q.35b For the types of trips you currently make by car travelling around your town, please rate your level 

of awareness of other ways of making these trips, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is ‘very poor’ and 5 is 
‘very good’,  

Public Transport 
 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 157 127 

 
Column N % 45.8% 34.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 69 68 

 
Column N % 20.2% 18.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 54 101 

 
Column N % 15.8% 27.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Good Count 34 42 

 
Column N % 9.9% 11.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 28 30 

 
Column N % 8.3% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 344 368 

 
Walking routes 
 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 2 13 

 
Column N % 0.7% 3.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 7 9 

 
Column N % 2.1% 2.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 22 37 

 
Column N % 6.5% 10.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 119 129 

 
Column N % 34.6% 35.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 193 181 

 
Column N % 56.0% 49.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 344 368 

 
 
Cycling routes 
 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 2 18 

 
Column N % 0.7% 4.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 14 16 

 
Column N % 4.0% 4.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 36 54 

 
Column N % 10.6% 14.8% 
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  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 125 102 

 
Column N % 36.3% 27.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 166 178 

 
Column N % 48.4% 48.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 344 368 

 
Ask all who do not use car in their local area (Q35=2) 
Q.35b Please rate your level of awareness of travelling around your town, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 

‘very poor’ and 5 is ‘very good,  
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Public Transport 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 33 39 

 
Column N % 20.4% 24.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 34 36 

 
Column N % 20.6% 22.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 38 40 

 
Column N % 23.5% 25.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 23 24 

 
Column N % 14.0% 14.8% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 35 20 

 
Column N % 21.4% 12.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 164 160 

 
 
 
Walking routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 1 1 

 
Column N % 0.3% 0.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 2 1 

 
Column N % 1.4% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 7 27 

 
Column N % 4.5% 17.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Good Count 41 57 

 
Column N % 25.3% 35.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 112 73 

 
Column N % 68.5% 45.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 164 160 

 
Cycling routes 
    2014 2016 
Very poor Count 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
  

Poor Count 3 4 

 
Column N % 2.1% 2.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 12 30 

 
Column N % 7.5% 18.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Good Count 49 55 

 
Column N % 30.1% 34.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 99 71 

 
Column N % 60.4% 44.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 164 160 
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Ask all  
Q.36 In the last 12 months have you attended a Smarter Travel Event? 

(single code) 
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 56 86 

 
Column N % 11.1% 16.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
No Count 443 421 

 
Column N % 87.3% 79.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Not applicable – Do not 
know 

Count 
8 21 

 
Column N % 1.5% 3.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 508 528 
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Appendix 8:  Tabulations of responses – Dungarvan 
DUNGARVAN 
 
Ask all 
Q.1a Which of the following best describes your household? 

Instruction: Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
House Count 1905 1807 1981 
 Column N % 98.3% 99.0% 97.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Apartment Count 27 14 62 
 Column N % 1.4% 0.8% 3.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
University residence Count 0 0 0 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
Other Count 7 4 0 
 Column N % 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
 Count 1939 1825 2043 

 
 
Ask all 
Q.1b Please enter the number of persons usually resident in the household 
    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
1 Count 279 221 278 
 Column N % 14.4% 12.1% 13.6% 
  Sig Diff?    
2 Count 640 560 655 
 Column N % 33.0% 30.7% 32.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 

 

Diff to 2012 

3 Count 419 407 414 
 Column N % 21.6% 22.3% 20.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

4 Count 331 352 416 
 Column N % 17.1% 19.3% 20.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

5 or more Count 269 285 281 
 Column N % 13.9% 15.6% 13.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

 Count 1939 1825 2043 
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Ask all     ONCE RESPONDENT CHOSEN: 
Q.3 Enter the gender of Interviewee  
    2012 2014 2016 
Male Count 934 873 996 
 Column N % 48% 48% 48% 
  Sig Diff?       
Female Count 1005 940 1071 
 Column N % 52% 52% 52% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1939 1813 2067 

 
 
Ask all 
Q.4 What is your usual situation with regard to employment? 
 Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    2012 2014 2016 
Working full time Count 684 651 706 
 Column N % 35% 36% 34% 
  Sig Diff?       
Working part-time Count 148 179 238 
 Column N % 8% 10% 12% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Self-employed Count 45 68 68 
 Column N % 2% 4% 3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Unemployed seeking a job Count 227 244 226 
 Column N % 12% 13% 11% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Looking after family or 
homemaker 

Count 288 233 257 

 Column N % 15% 13% 12% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Retired Count 355 306 363 
 Column N % 18% 17% 18% 
  Sig Diff?       
Student Count 148 81 147 
 Column N % 8% 4% 7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Other Count 45 50 62 
 Column N % 2% 3% 3% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1939 1813 2067 
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Ask all 
Q.7 How many bicycles are available for use by adults in your household 
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 824 763 827 
 Column N % 43% 42% 40% 
  Sig Diff?       
1 Count 496 471 515 
 Column N % 26% 26% 25% 
  Sig Diff?       
2 Count 399 379 474 
 Column N % 21% 21% 23% 
  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 116 112 131 
 Column N % 6% 6% 6% 
  Sig Diff?       
4 Count 60 58 70 
 Column N % 3% 3% 3% 
  Sig Diff?       
More than five Count 40 27 38 
 Column N % 2% 1% 2% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1936 1810 2056 

Ask all 
Q.8 How many cars or vans are owned or are available for use by one or more members of your household 
    2012 2014 2016 
.000 Count 357 337 386 
 Column N % 18% 19% 19% 
  Sig Diff?       
1.000 Count 838 772 870 
 Column N % 43% 43% 42% 
  Sig Diff?       
2.000 Count 589 563 649 
 Column N % 30% 31% 31% 
  Sig Diff?       
3.000 Count 111 101 103 
 Column N % 6% 6% 5% 
  Sig Diff?       
4.000 Count 32 20 42 
 Column N % 2% 1% 2% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
More than five Count 12 19 18 
 Column N % 1% 1% 1% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1939 1813 2067 
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Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.9 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following engine types: 
Instruction: Read out all then record number for each 
 
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Internal Combustion Count 2543 2380 2738 
 Column N % 100% 100% 100% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
2. Non-Plug-in Hybrid Count 3 5 6 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff?       
3. Plug-in Hybrid Count 0 0 1 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
4. Electric (only) Count 0 4 1 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
5. Other Count 0 1 0 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
 Count 2546 2390 2745 

 
Ask all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 
Q.10 How many of the cars or vans which are available for use in your household use the following fuels 
 
    2012 2014 2016 
1. Petrol Count 1589 1359 1339 
 Column N % 62% 57% 49% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2. Diesel Count 957 1028 1400 
 Column N % 38% 43% 51% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3. Hydrogen Count 1 1 5 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff?       
4. Other Count 0 2 1 
 Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff?    
Total  2546 2390 2745 
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C2 Age (State exact age and code)  
    2012 2014 2016 
18-24 Count 212 197 226 
 Column N % 11% 11% 11% 
  Sig Diff?       
25-29 Count 197 183 210 
 Column N % 10% 10% 10% 
  Sig Diff?       
30-34 Count 242 225 258 
 Column N % 12% 12% 12% 
  Sig Diff?       
35-39 Count 195 181 208 
 Column N % 10% 10% 10% 
  Sig Diff?       
40-44 Count 170 158 181 
 Column N % 9% 9% 9% 
  Sig Diff?       
45-49 Count 158 147 168 
 Column N % 8% 8% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
50-54 Count 137 128 146 
 Column N % 7% 7% 7% 
  Sig Diff?       
55-59 Count 149 138 159 
 Column N % 8% 8% 8% 
  Sig Diff?       
60-64 Count 124 115 132 
 Column N % 6% 6% 6% 
  Sig Diff?       
65+ Count 355 330 378 
 Column N % 18% 18% 18% 
  Sig Diff?       
 Count 1939 1801 2065 
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C3 Marital Status 
 
    2012 2014 2016 
Married Count 1001 897 1036 
 Column N % 52% 49% 50% 
  Sig Diff?       
Living as Married Count 162 157 147 
 Column N % 8% 9% 7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Single Count 560 507 657 
 Column N % 29% 28% 32% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Divorced or Separated Count 82 87 82 
 Column N % 4% 5% 4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Widowed Count 126 108 100 
 Column N % 6% 6% 5% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Other Count 10 20 24 
 Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Refusal Count 0 37 21 
 Column N % 0% 2% 1% 
  Sig Diff? 

 Diff to 2016  
 Count 1939 1813 2067 

 
C4 Persons in Household 
     2012 2014 2016 
Number  b. No. of 
children Over 18 

None Count 1590 1456 1616 
 Column N % 82% 80% 78% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
One or More Count 349 357 451 
 Column N % 18% 20% 22% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 

Number  c. No. of 
children aged 13-18 

None Count 1663 1575 1804 
  Column N % 86% 87% 87% 
  Sig Diff?       
One or More Count 276 238 263 
 Column N % 14% 13% 13% 
  Sig Diff?       

Number  d. No. of 
children 12 and 
under 

None Count 1452 1315 1467 
 Column N % 75% 73% 71% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
One or More Count 487 498 600 
 Column N % 25% 27% 29% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
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C6  SEG 
    2012 2014 2016 
AB Count 131 149 252 
 Column N % 7% 9% 13% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
C1 Count 421 355 431 
 Column N % 22% 21% 22% 
  Sig Diff?       
C2 Count 372 326 277 
 Column N % 20% 19% 14% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
D Count 549 408 446 
 Column N % 29% 24% 23% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
E Count 417 490 568 
 Column N % 22% 28% 29% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 1889 1727 1974 
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SECTION 2:  TRAVEL DIARY 

 
INTRODUCTION: We would now like to ask you a few questions about your day-to-day travel 
 
LICENCE 
Q.11a Do you have a drivers licence for a passenger car? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes – Provisional licence Count 139 115 90 
 Column N % 7% 6% 4% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Yes – Full licence Count 1315 1198 1383 
 Column N % 68% 66% 67% 
  Sig Diff?       
No Count 484 500 594 
 Column N % 25% 28% 29% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
 Count 1939 1813 2067 

 
Ask all with either full or provisional licence at Q.11 (codes 1 or 2)  
Q.11b For how many years have you had your current driving licence? 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes (single code only)  
    2012 2014 2016 
Less than I year Count 22 11 50 
 Column N % 2% 1% 3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
1 – 3 years Count 127 75 71 
 Column N % 9% 6% 5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
More than 3 but less than 10 
years 

Count 297 348 261 

 Column N % 20% 26% 18% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
More than 10 years Count 1007 880 1091 
 Column N % 69% 67% 74% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 Count 1455 1313 1473 

 
TRAVEL 
Q.12 Did you make any journeys (excluding foreign travel) yesterday? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes Count 1416 1223 1457 
 Column N % 73% 67% 71% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
No Count 523 590 610 
 Column N % 27% 33% 29% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 1939 1813 2067 

 
NOTE: ALL STAGES OF FOREIGN TRAVEL ARE TO BE EXCLUDED, INCLUDING STAGES TO  
 AND FROM IRISH AIRPORTS. SEAPORTS AND THE IRISH STAGES OF CROSS-  
 BORDER TRAVEL 
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Q.13 What is the main reason you did not make any journeys? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Fully occupied with home duties, 
had no wish or need to travel  

Column N % 74% 70% 79% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Short term illness Column N % 8% 6% 10% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Long term illness or mobility 
impairment 
  

Column N % 6% 3% 4% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

No access to transport Column N % 3% 6% 0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Cost Column N % 3% 1% 1% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
The weather Column N % 3% 8% 2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Traveling abroad Column N % 1% 0% 1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Column N % 0% 0% 1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Works from home Column N % 1% 2% 1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Studying Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Have visitors/caring for sick person 
  

Column N % 1% 1% 0% 
Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   

Away from home Column N % 0% 0% 0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
No need Column N % 0% 1% 0% 
  Sig Diff?     
Leisure time at home Column N % 0% 1% 1% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Total Count 523 591 610 

Number of Journeys 
    2012 2014 2016 
No trips Count 523 590 610 
 Column N % 27.0% 32.6% 29.5% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
One-Two Count 948 935 1042 
 Column N % 48.9% 51.6% 50.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Three-Four Count 343 204 294 
 Column N % 17.7% 11.3% 14.2% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Five-Six Count 73 65 89 
 Column N % 3.7% 3.6% 4.3% 
  Sig Diff?       
More than six Count 53 18 32 
 Column N % 2.7% 1.0% 1.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 Count 1939 1813 2067 
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TRIP RECORDS 
Q.17 Where did you go on your journey yesterday (recoded to Journey Purpose) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Home Count 1821 1503 1751 
 Column N % 46.3% 48.3% 47.4% 
  Sig Diff?       
Commuting to work Count 429 351 407 
 Column N % 10.9% 11.3% 11.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Business, other work related Count 71 39 64 
 Column N % 1.8% 1.3% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff?       
Retail Count 593 424 511 
 Column N % 15.1% 13.6% 13.8% 
  Sig Diff?       
Eating or drinking Count 31 27 33 
 Column N % 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 
  Sig Diff?       
Visiting family or friends Count 192 147 194 
 Column N % 4.9% 4.7% 5.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Social or recreation Count 162 116 207 
 Column N % 4.1% 3.7% 5.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Personal Business Count 110 95 133 
 Column N % 2.8% 3.1% 3.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Other or unspecified Count 26 122 33 
 Column N % 0.7% 3.9% 0.9% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Own education Count 76 22 61 
 Column N % 1.9% 0.7% 1.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Escort others to or from education Count 267 166 197 
 Column N % 6.8% 5.3% 5.3% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Escort others for other purpose Count 65 63 48 
 Column N % 1.6% 2.0% 1.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Round trip from home not on foot or cycle Count 15 0 0 
 Column N % 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?    
Walking for pleasure Count 26 10 27 
 Column N % 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Cycling for pleasure Count 2 1 6 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?       
Connect to other transport Count 1 6 7 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Destination school but not for education Count 44 19 16 
 Column N % 1.1% 0.6% 0.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 3931 3110 3696 
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Q.19  Were you travelling alone or as part of  a group of family/friends? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Travelling alone Count 2493 1855 2290 
 Column N % 63.4% 59.6% 62.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Travelling as part of a group Count 1438 1256 1406 
 Column N % 36.6% 40.4% 38.0% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Total Count 3931 3110 3696 

 
Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this trip? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Private Car Count 3123 2456 2662 
 Column N % 79.4% 79.0% 72.0% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
On foot (e.g. walking or running) Count 577 456 748 
 Column N % 14.7% 14.6% 20.3% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Bus Count 48 47 73 
 Column N % 1.2% 1.5% 2.0% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Bicycle Count 106 88 132 
 Column N % 2.7% 2.8% 3.6% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Van or Lorry Count 63 24 51 
 Column N % 1.6% 0.8% 1.4% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Taxi or Hackney Count 11 24 21 
 Column N % 0.3% 0.8% 0.6% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Rail Count 0 5 1 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

    
Motorcycle Count 2 6 5 
 Column N % 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Other Count 1 5 2 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
Dart or Luas Count 0 0 0 
 Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Sig Diff? 

   
Total Count 3931 3110 3696 
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Distance in km by Q.21 What mode of travel did you use for this  journey by mode,  
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 2991 2310 2527 

 
Mean 16.16 20.82 18.42 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Car as passenger Count 196 170 186 

 
Mean 33.71 38.29 40.37 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 577 456 748 

 
Mean 1.79 1.44 1.56 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 106 88 132 

 
Mean 3.20 3.52 5.67 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 62 87 102 

 
Mean 54.00 42.34 41.75 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3931 3110 3696 

 
Mean 15.17 19.05 16.30 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
Distance in km by purpose,  
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 429 351 407 

 
Mean 18.47 20.78 20.34 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related Count 71 39 64 

 
Mean 44.01 82.20 58.11 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Retail Count 593 424 511 

 
Mean 8.35 9.21 9.41 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 193 143 240 

 
Mean 11.04 9.14 13.53 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 192 147 194 

 
Mean 20.64 27.00 19.09 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Personal business Count 110 95 133 

 
Mean 20.37 22.21 13.44 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Own education Count 76 22 61 

 
Mean 23.82 19.68 20.63 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Escort others to or from 
education Count 267 166 197 

 
Mean 3.74 3.76 3.43 

  Change       
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Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 28 11 33 

 
Mean 4.09 3.71 10.57 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 151 210 104 

 
Mean 25.28 29.91 23.42 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 2110 1608 1945 

 
Mean 14.72 18.13 15.57 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
 
 
Journey time (mins) by Mode 
    2012 2014 2016 

Car as driver Count 2991 2310 2527 

 
Mean 17.65 20.68 19.97 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Car as passenger Count 196 170 186 

 
Mean 29.97 34.31 38.75 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

On foot Count 577 456 748 

 
Mean 16.79 13.64 16.03 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Cycle Count 106 88 132 

 
Mean 13.48 13.62 17.97 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 62 87 102 

 
Mean 57.75 44.78 42.31 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Total Count 3931 3110 3696 

 
Mean 18.66 20.87 20.66 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
 
 
Journey time (mins) by Purpose 
    2012 2014 2016 

Commuting to work Count 429 351 407 

 
Mean 19.61 20.39 22.12 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Business, other work related Count 71 39 64 

 
Mean 41.99 63.37 44.28 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Retail Count 593 424 511 

 
Mean 12.87 12.91 13.87 

  Change   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Eating or drinking/ social/ 
recreation Count 193 143 240 

 
Mean 17.48 14.66 22.33 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Visiting family or friends Count 192 147 194 
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Mean 22.68 29.30 22.86 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Personal business Count 110 95 133 

 
Mean 21.27 24.41 18.59 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Own education Count 76 22 61 

 
Mean 26.39 23.56 25.56 

  Change Diff to 2014     
Escort others to or from 
education Count 267 166 197 

 
Mean 8.99 9.00 8.65 

  Change       

Walking/ cycling for pleasure Count 28 11 33 

 
Mean 44.35 37.17 60.60 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Other Count 151 210 104 

 
Mean 24.66 30.27 25.59 

  Change Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   

Total Count 2110 1608 1945 

 
Mean 18.22 20.27 20.11 

  Change Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
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ATTITUDINAL AND AWARENESS SECTION 
 
Questionnaire form  
(to be accompanied by a showcard containing 16 sets of answers listed A-P) 
Instruction: These will need to be read out over the phone or probed to pre-codes for CATI interviewing as 
indicated in the instruction for each question below. 
 
I would like you to give your opinion on a number of travel-related questions relating to your 
neighbourhood area.  Your answers will be used to help plan future facilities and policies across Ireland. 
 
I can assure you that your answers will be treated in absolute confidence. 
 
Ask all 
Q.1 Which of the following methods do you use to get about this area?  

Instruction: Read out each and code all the apply (multi codes allowed) 
 
 

  
2012 2014 2016 

Walking Count 471 478 593 
Column N % 73.79% 81.50% 88.30% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Bicycle Count 129 191 237 
Column N % 20.18% 32.57% 35.34% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014  Diff to 2012 

Public transport Count 13 62 104 
Column N % 1.98% 10.53% 15.47% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 

Taxi Count 45 66 60 
Column N % 7.01% 11.19% 8.95% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   

Driver of a car or van Count 448 403 459 
Column N % 70.20% 68.76% 68.43% 
Sig Diff?    

Passenger of a car or 
van 

Count 164 204 265 
Column N % 25.69% 34.85% 39.53% 
Sig Diff? Diff to 2014  Diff to 2012 

Motorcycle/moped Count 3 3 9 
Column N % 0.47% 0.57% 1.34% 
Sig Diff?    

Other  Count 3 4 3 
Column N % 0.46% 0.64% 0.40% 
Sig Diff?    

 
Note: changes all positive – may not be reliable indicator of change 
 
Ask all 
Q.2-9 I now want to ask you how easy it is to get where you need to go in your neighbourhood/area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very difficult and 5 is very easy for each of the following 
statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard B  
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
If the respondent requires a definition of “area” say that it means the town, village or suburb where you live  
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Q.2  In general how easy do you find it to travel in this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 19 8 9 

 
Column N % 3.0% 1.4% 1.3% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 21 14 9 

 
Column N % 3.3% 2.3% 1.3% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 54 24 22 

 
Column N % 8.5% 4.1% 3.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 196 207 232 

 
Column N % 30.8% 35.2% 34.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 348 333 400 

 
Column N % 54.4% 56.9% 59.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 

 
Ask all walking 
Q.3  How easy do you find it to travel about this area on foot? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 27 12 2 

 
Column N % 5.8% 2.5% 0.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 23 18 33 

 
Column N % 4.8% 3.7% 5.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 35 4 12 

 
Column N % 7.5% 0.7% 2.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 131 142 177 

 
Column N % 27.8% 29.8% 29.9% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 255 302 368 

 
Column N % 54.1% 63.2% 62.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 472 478 593 

 
Q.4  How easy do you think it is for pedestrians to get around this area on foot? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 22 5 6 

 
Column N % 13.2% 4.6% 7.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Difficult Count 16 9 7 

 
Column N % 9.3% 8.5% 8.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 26 14 7 

 
Column N % 15.5% 12.7% 9.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 42 39 24 

 
Column N % 25.3% 36.4% 30.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 62 41 35 

 
Column N % 36.7% 37.8% 44.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 167 108 79 



AECOM Household Travel Survey 2016 Report 188 
 
Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Q.5  How easy do you find it to get around this area by bicycle? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 13 6 5 

 
Column N % 9.9% 3.1% 2.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 11 11 21 

 
Column N % 8.4% 5.6% 8.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 14 13 4 

 
Column N % 11.2% 6.8% 1.8% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 33 67 68 

 
Column N % 25.7% 35.0% 28.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 58 94 139 

 
Column N % 44.9% 49.5% 58.6% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Total Count 129 191 237 

 
Q.6  How easy do you think it is for cyclists to get around this area on a bicycle? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 38 9 12 

 
Column N % 7.5% 2.2% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 42 34 20 

 
Column N % 8.2% 8.7% 4.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 100 51 51 

 
Column N % 19.7% 12.8% 11.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 136 164 187 

 
Column N % 26.8% 41.5% 43.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 193 138 164 

 
Column N % 37.8% 34.9% 37.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 510 395 434 

 
 
Q.7  How easy do you find it to get around this area using public transport? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 0 20 8 

 
Column N % 3.5% 31.9% 7.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Difficult Count 2 7 11 

 
Column N % 19.0% 11.6% 10.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 2 4 4 

 
Column N % 19.0% 6.0% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 4 25 47 

 
Column N % 33.0% 41.2% 45.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 3 6 35 

 
Column N % 25.6% 9.3% 33.2% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Total Count 13 62 104 
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Q.7a How easy do you think it would it be to get around this    area using public transport? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 136 142 92 

 
Column N % 21.8% 27.0% 16.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 48 54 108 

 
Column N % 7.7% 10.3% 19.1% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor Count 184 141 146 

 
Column N % 29.5% 26.8% 25.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Easy Count 85 123 158 

 
Column N % 13.6% 23.5% 27.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very easy Count 171 65 63 

 
Column N % 27.4% 12.4% 11.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 626 524 568 

 
 
Q.8  How easy do you find it to drive around this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 18 4 2 

 
Column N % 4.0% 0.9% 0.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Difficult Count 18 12 17 

 
Column N % 4.1% 3.0% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor Count 47 11 16 

 
Column N % 10.4% 2.7% 3.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 159 156 145 

 
Column N % 35.4% 38.7% 31.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Very easy Count 207 220 280 

 
Column N % 46.1% 54.6% 60.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 448 403 459 

 
 
Q.9  How easy do you think it is for motorists to drive around this area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very difficult Count 4 2 0 

 
Column N % 2.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff?     
Difficult Count 7 15 5 

 
Column N % 3.8% 8.0% 2.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
Neither or nor Count 55 23 33 

 
Column N % 31.5% 12.4% 15.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Easy Count 52 70 80 

 
Column N % 29.9% 38.5% 37.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very easy Count 58 73 93 

 
Column N % 32.9% 39.9% 43.9% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Total Count 176 183 212 
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Ask all Q.10 Do you do any of these following activities more or less than you did a year ago? 
WALK 
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 124 149 179 

 
Column N % 26.4% 31.2% 30.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Less Count 25 46 41 

 
Column N % 5.3% 9.7% 7.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
The same Count 322 283 373 

 
Column N % 68.3% 59.1% 62.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Total Count 471 478 593 

 
 
CYCLE 
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 63 64 106 

 
Column N % 48.6% 33.4% 44.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Less Count 7 27 27 

 
Column N % 5.6% 14.0% 11.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
The same Count 59 100 105 

 
Column N % 45.8% 52.6% 44.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 129 191 237 

 
PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 1 8 25 

 
Column N % 6.3% 13.3% 24.0% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Less Count 0 11 10 

 
Column N % 0.0% 17.2% 9.4% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

The same Count 12 43 69 

 
Column N % 93.7% 69.5% 66.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 13 62 104 

 
TAXI 
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 11 8 9 

 
Column N % 23.7% 12.0% 15.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Less Count 7 11 10 

 
Column N % 16.4% 17.4% 16.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
The same Count 27 46 41 

 
Column N % 59.9% 70.6% 68.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 45 66 60 
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CAR/VAN 
    2012 2014 2016 
More Count 40 63 55 

 
Column N % 7.5% 12.3% 9.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Less Count 59 59 59 

 
Column N % 11.0% 11.6% 10.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
The same Count 435 385 458 

 
Column N % 81.5% 76.0% 80.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Total Count 534 507 571 

 
 
 
Ask all who said they are walking more at Q.11 (code 1 for walk) 
Q.11a Can you tell me why you have started walking more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
 

    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 34 28 18 

 
Column N % 27.2% 18.5% 10.1% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
To get more exercise Count 96 121 134 

 
Column N % 77.3% 81.4% 75.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because I no longer have access to a 
car 

Count 14 12 18 
Column N % 11.3% 7.7% 10.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because congestion has got worse Count 1 3 2 

 
Column N % 0.8% 2.3% 0.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because public transport has got better Count 1 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.7% 0.0% 0.6% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Because public transport has got worse Count 5 0 1 

 
Column N % 3.8% 0.0% 0.6% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Because facilities have got better Count 10 19 15 

 
Column N % 8.3% 12.5% 8.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because it is safer than it used to be Count 9 7 7 

 
Column N % 7.3% 4.7% 4.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because other people are doing it more 
than they used to 

Count 9 2 4 
Column N % 6.9% 1.2% 2.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
To help reduce congestion Count 2 5 0 

 
Column N % 1.5% 3.2% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff?     
For the sake of the environment Count 7 25 6 

 
Column N % 5.3% 16.9% 3.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Some other reason Count 8 25 38 

 
Column N % 6.7% 16.8% 21.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 124 149 179 
No choice / alternative Count 0 5 4 
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Column N % 0.0% 24.4% 10.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Health / well being Count 1 3 2 

 
Column N % 9.7% 12.1% 4.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
Leisure activity / walking dog Count 1 6 10 

 
Column N % 16.6% 26.5% 25.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Dislike driving / too much traffic Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Poor public transport Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Best option / speed / lack of parking / 
convenient 

Count 0 1 3 
Column N % 0.0% 5.5% 8.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Excellent walking routes / Love the 
Greenway 

Count 0 1 1 
Column N % 0.0% 5.0% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Short / local trip Count 2 1 5 

 
Column N % 29.8% 4.3% 12.9% 

  Sig Diff?       
Family activity / with baby Count 1 4 2 

 
Column N % 10.6% 17.3% 4.5% 

  Sig Diff?       
Have more time now Count 0 1 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 4.8% 1.7% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Moved home / change in circumstances Count 3 0 9 

 
Column N % 33.4% 0.0% 23.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

The weather Count 0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 5.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 8 21 38 
 
 

Ask all who said they are cycling more at Q.11 (code 1 for cycle) 
Q.11b Can you tell me why you have started cycling more?  

Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 
    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 17 12 5 

 
Column N % 27.4% 18.4% 4.3% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
To get more exercise Count 53 49 69 

 
Column N % 84.1% 77.5% 65.3% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Because I no longer have access to a car Count 5 3 7 

 
Column N % 8.0% 5.0% 7.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because congestion has got worse Count 0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has got better Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has got worse Count 0 0 1 
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Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because facilities have got better Count 15 11 24 

 
Column N % 24.0% 17.0% 22.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because it is safer than it used to be Count 8 2 8 

 
Column N % 13.4% 3.8% 7.9% 

  Sig Diff?       
Because other people are doing it more than 
they used to 

Count 
6 0 3 

 
Column N % 9.5% 0.0% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

To help reduce congestion Count 0 6 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 9.4% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

For the sake of the environment Count 2 9 2 

 
Column N % 3.4% 14.6% 1.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Some other reason Count 4 12 27 

 
Column N % 6.9% 19.6% 25.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 63 64 106 
No choice / alternative Count 0 3 3 

 
Column N % 0.0% 24.7% 12.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Health / well being Count 1 1 1 

 
Column N % 23.1% 7.6% 3.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Leisure activity Count 0 3 8 

 
Column N % 0.0% 29.8% 30.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Dislike driving / too much traffic Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Poor public transport Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Best option / speed / lack of parking / 
convenient 

Count 
0 3 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 24.5% 3.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Excellent routes / Love the Greenway Count 0 0 11 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 40.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Short / local trip Count 2 0 1 

 
Column N % 47.7% 0.0% 2.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Family activity / with baby Count 1 0 0 

 
Column N % 29.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Have more time now Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Moved home / change in circumstances Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

The weather Count 0 1 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 13.4% 0.0% 
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  Sig Diff? 
   

Have a bike Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 4 11 27 
 
 
 
Ask all who said they are using public transport more at Q.11 (code 1 for public transport) 
Q.11c Can you tell me why you have started using public transport more?  

Use Showcard D 
Instruction: Do not read out, probe to pre-codes and code all that apply (multi codes allowed) 

    2012 2014 2016 
To save money Count 0 4 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 52.9% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

To get more exercise Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 4.5% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because I no longer have access to a car Count 0 0 3 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 10.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because congestion has got worse Count 0 2 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 22.6% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because public transport has got better Count 1 4 14 

 
Column N % 100.0% 45.3% 58.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Because public transport has got worse Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because facilities have got better Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because it is safer than it used to be Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Because other people are doing it more than 
they used to 

Count 
0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

To help reduce congestion Count 0 2 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 22.6% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

For the sake of the environment Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Some other reason Count 0 4 12 

 
Column N % 0.0% 43.1% 46.5% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Total Count 1 8 25 
No choice / alternative Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Reduced mobility Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Free travel Count 1 1 1 

 
Column N % 100.0% 27.0% 40.4% 
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  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Dislike driving / too much traffic Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Best option / speed / lack of parking / convenient Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 59.6% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Short / local trip Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Have more time now Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Moved home / change in circumstances Count 0 2 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 52.3% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

The weather Count 0 1 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 20.6% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 1 4 2 
 

Ask all 
Q.12 How serious you think congestion is in your local area? Do you think it is very serious, serious, not 

very serious, or not at all serious? 
Instruction: use Showcard E.  SINGLE CODE 

    2012 2014 2016 
Very serious Count 36 22 26 

 
Column N % 5.7% 3.8% 3.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
Serious Count 119 72 53 

 
Column N % 18.6% 12.2% 7.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Not very serious Count 241 248 209 

 
Column N % 37.7% 42.3% 31.1% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Not at all serious Count 221 227 370 

 
Column N % 34.5% 38.8% 55.1% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Don’t know (spontaneous – not on showcard) Count 22 17 14 

 
Column N % 3.5% 2.9% 2.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 

 
Ask all  
Q.13 Do freight vehicles cause any problems in your area? 

Instruction: use Showcard F.  Probe to pre-code (single code 
    2012 2014 2016 
Not at all Count 444 473 564 

 
Column N % 69.6% 80.8% 84.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Yes – but nothing serious Count 161 99 88 

 
Column N % 25.2% 16.8% 13.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Yes, it is a serious problem Count 34 14 20 

 
Column N % 5.3% 2.4% 2.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 639 586 671 
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I now have some questions about your exercise and levels of physical activity 
Ask all 
Q.14 First, consider an average 7-day period (a week).  How many times on average do you do the 
 following kinds of exercise for more than 20 minutes during your free time? 

Instruction: Read out each exercise type and record number of times for each. 
 
a.   Strenuous exercise (causing your heart to beat rapidly e.g. running, jogging, hurling, camogie, 

football, soccer, squash, basketball, judo, roller-skating, vigorous swimming, vigorous long distance 
cycling, advanced aerobics) 
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 482 434 486 

 
Column N % 75.4% 74.0% 72.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
1 Count 20 30 26 

 
Column N % 3.2% 5.1% 3.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
2 Count 38 45 43 

 
Column N % 6.0% 7.7% 6.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 33 29 47 

 
Column N % 5.2% 4.9% 7.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
4 Count 24 30 32 

 
Column N % 3.8% 5.1% 4.8% 

  Sig Diff?       
5 Count 17 8 21 

 
Column N % 2.6% 1.4% 3.1% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
6 Count 5 3 7 

 
Column N % 0.8% 0.6% 1.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
7 Count 19 8 10 

 
Column N % 3.0% 1.3% 1.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
8 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

10 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

12 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

14 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

20 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

50 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 639 586 671 
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b Moderate exercise (not exhausting e.g. fast walking, tennis, badminton, easy swimming, easy 
cycling, popular and fold dancing, intermediate aerobics, heavy gardening) 

    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 318 291 281 

 
Column N % 49.8% 49.6% 41.9% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
1 Count 38 37 31 

 
Column N % 6.0% 6.3% 4.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
2 Count 77 67 55 

 
Column N % 12.0% 11.5% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
3 Count 50 62 58 

 
Column N % 7.8% 10.5% 8.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
4 Count 35 43 77 

 
Column N % 5.5% 7.3% 11.5% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
5 Count 32 36 59 

 
Column N % 5.0% 6.2% 8.7% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
6 Count 10 9 4 

 
Column N % 1.6% 1.5% 0.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
7 Count 70 37 103 

 
Column N % 10.9% 6.3% 15.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
8 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

9 Count 1 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

10 Count 2 1 0 

 
Column N % 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff?     
11 Count 0 5 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

14 Count 0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

15 Count 2 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

20 Count 4 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

30 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

40 Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

Total Count 639 586 671 
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c Mild exercise (minimal effort e.g. yoga, golf, easy walking, fishing from river bank, bowling, 
beginners aerobics, archery, light gardening) 

    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 341 226 257 

 
Column N % 53.3% 38.6% 38.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
1 Count 57 43 26 

 
Column N % 8.9% 7.4% 3.9% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
2 Count 61 64 98 

 
Column N % 9.6% 10.9% 14.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
3 Count 57 73 78 

 
Column N % 8.9% 12.5% 11.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
4 Count 35 51 60 

 
Column N % 5.5% 8.7% 8.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
5 Count 28 37 52 

 
Column N % 4.3% 6.3% 7.7% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
6 Count 9 12 10 

 
Column N % 1.3% 2.1% 1.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
7 Count 52 79 89 

 
Column N % 8.2% 13.4% 13.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
8 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

9 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

10 Count 0 0 1 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

14 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

16 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

20 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

30 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

70 Count 0 0 2 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

73 Count 0 0 0 

 
Column N % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  Sig Diff? 
   

90 Count 0 0 0 
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Ask all. Q15How many days, if any, in an average week do you  walk for 30 minutes or more? 
 

    YEAR     
    2012 2014 2016 
0 Count 164 123 121 
 Column N % 25.6% 20.9% 18.0% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
1 Count 52 41 30 
 Column N % 8.1% 7.0% 4.5% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
2 Count 80 74 81 
 Column N % 12.5% 12.7% 12.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
3 Count 86 111 112 
 Column N % 13.5% 18.9% 16.7% 
  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
4 Count 66 73 95 
 Column N % 10.3% 12.4% 14.2% 
  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
5 Count 77 54 91 
 Column N % 12.0% 9.3% 13.6% 
  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
6 Count 19 22 20 
 Column N % 2.9% 3.8% 3.0% 
  Sig Diff?       
7 Count 95 87 121 
 Column N % 14.9% 14.9% 18.1% 
  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 

 
 
Ask all 
Q.16 Which of the following best describes your usual walking pace? 

Instruction: Use Showcard G 
Read out list and code which best suits. 
 

    2012 2014 2016 
A slow pace Count 108 95 109 

 
Column N % 16.9% 16.2% 16.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
A steady or average pace Count 294 287 329 

 
Column N % 46.1% 48.9% 49.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
A fairly brisk pace Count 187 158 182 

 
Column N % 29.2% 27.0% 27.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
A fast pace – at least 4mph Count 50 46 52 

 
Column N % 7.8% 7.9% 7.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 
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Ask all 
Q17. I’m going to read out a number of statements which I would like Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is 

strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. In terms of encouraging people to live healthily, how 
strongly would you agree or disagree that your area ….. 
Instruction: Use Showcard H.  Read out each in turn and record answer (single code per statement) 
 

Q17a   Is safe to walk about and to get exercise in during  the day and evening 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 74 13 8 

 
Column N % 11.8% 2.2% 1.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 30 25 27 

 
Column N % 4.7% 4.3% 4.0% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 46 28 18 

 
Column N % 7.3% 4.8% 2.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 182 238 252 

 
Column N % 29.0% 40.8% 37.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 297 280 363 

 
Column N % 47.2% 47.9% 54.4% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 629 585 668 

 
 
 
Q17b Has footpaths or open public spaces which made it  easy to be active 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 105 46 34 

 
Column N % 16.5% 7.8% 5.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 28 31 46 

 
Column N % 4.5% 5.3% 6.9% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 68 45 18 

 
Column N % 10.7% 7.7% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 176 209 232 

 
Column N % 27.8% 35.8% 34.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 257 253 340 

 
Column N % 40.5% 43.4% 50.7% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 634 583 670 
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Q17c Has sporting amenities like a swimming pool or  sports field nearby 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree (1) Count 49 34 6 

 
Column N % 7.9% 6.0% 1.0% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Disagree (2) Count 27 30 38 

 
Column N % 4.4% 5.2% 5.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither agree nor disagree (3) Count 108 43 52 

 
Column N % 17.3% 7.4% 7.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree (4) Count 172 235 246 

 
Column N % 27.7% 40.8% 36.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly agree (5) Count 266 235 324 

 
Column N % 42.7% 40.6% 48.6% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 623 578 666 

 
I now have some questions about safety and the environment 
Ask all 
Q.18 Is it safe for you to walk in your area (I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)? 

Instruction: use Showcard I.  Do not read out; probe to pre-code (single code) 
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes, completely safe Count 242 313 361 

 
Column N % 37.8% 53.4% 53.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Yes, fairly safe Count 271 195 261 

 
Column N % 42.4% 33.3% 38.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
No, it is unsafe Count 78 60 38 

 
Column N % 12.3% 10.3% 5.7% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
No, it is very unsafe Count 48 17 11 

 
Column N % 7.5% 2.9% 1.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 639 586 671 

 
Q.18a Is it safe to cycle in your area (again, I’m thinking about the risk from traffic)  

NOT ASKED IN 2012 
    2012 2014 2016 
Yes , completely safe Count 0 243 280 

 
Column N % 0.0% 41.4% 41.8% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

Yes, fairly safe Count 0 252 317 

 
Column N % 0.0% 43.0% 47.2% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

No, it is unsafe Count 0 67 59 

 
Column N % 0.0% 11.4% 8.9% 

  Sig Diff? 
    

No, it is very unsafe Count 0 25 14 

 
Column N % 0.0% 4.2% 2.1% 

  Sig Diff? 
 Diff to 2016  

Total Count 0 586 671 
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Ask all 
Q.19 How would you rate the air quality in your area? Please use a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very poor and 

5 is very good. 
Instruction: use Showcard J 
Do not read out (single code) 

    2012 2014 2016 
Very good Count 467 403 492 

 
Column N % 73.1% 68.7% 73.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Fairly good Count 139 162 155 

 
Column N % 21.8% 27.6% 23.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither good nor poor Count 20 18 21 

 
Column N % 3.1% 3.0% 3.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Fairly poor Count 7 3 3 

 
Column N % 1.1% 0.6% 0.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very poor Count 5 1 1 

 
Column N % 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 

 
 

Ask all 
Q.20 Using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is very low and 5 is very high, can you please tell me how would you 

rate the level of traffic noise in your area? 
Instruction: use Showcard K.  Do not read out (single code) 
Data Note: confirm order of scale for codes 1-5 to make sure it matches with other versions of data.  
 

    2012 2014 2016 
Very low Count 257 266 413 

 
Column N % 40.3% 45.4% 61.4% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Fairly low Count 216 183 184 

 
Column N % 33.8% 31.3% 27.4% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Neither low nor high Count 105 83 33 

 
Column N % 16.4% 14.2% 5.0% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Fairly high Count 40 42 23 

 
Column N % 6.3% 7.1% 3.5% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very high Count 21 12 18 

 
Column N % 3.2% 2.1% 2.7% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 639 586 671 
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Ask all 
Q.21-24 now want to ask you how pleasant or unpleasant some of the following activities are in your area. 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is very unpleasant  and 5 is very pleasant for each of the 
following statements 
Instruction: Use Showcard L 
Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
(ask only those who coded a at Q.1) 
Q21 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to walk in your area? 
 

    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 23 4 3 

 
Column N % 4.8% 0.8% 0.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
(2) Count 16 5 10 

 
Column N % 3.5% 1.1% 1.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014     
Neither or nor (3) Count 46 10 19 

 
Column N % 9.6% 2.1% 3.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
(4) Count 117 242 205 

 
Column N % 24.7% 50.6% 34.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 271 217 356 

 
Column N % 57.4% 45.4% 60.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 472 478 593 

 
 
(ask only those who did not code a at Q.1) 

Q22 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to walk in your area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 14 3 2 

 
Column N % 8.2% 2.6% 2.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
(2) Count 11 9 4 

 
Column N % 6.7% 8.2% 5.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor (3) Count 26 15 8 

 
Column N % 15.4% 13.4% 10.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
(4) Count 53 44 28 

 
Column N % 31.9% 40.5% 35.5% 

  Sig Diff?       
Very Pleasant (5) Count 63 38 36 

 
Column N % 37.9% 35.3% 46.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
Total Count 167 108 79 
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 (ask only those who coded b at Q.1) 
Q23 Can you tell me how pleasant it is to cycle in your area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 6 5 3 

 
Column N % 4.4% 2.8% 1.2% 

  Sig Diff?       
(2) Count 7 8 11 

 
Column N % 5.3% 4.4% 4.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither or nor (3) Count 10 15 8 

 
Column N % 7.7% 7.7% 3.3% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
(4) Count 31 89 66 

 
Column N % 23.8% 46.4% 27.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Very Pleasant (5) Count 76 74 150 

 
Column N % 58.8% 38.7% 63.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 129 191 237 

 
(ask only those who did not code b at Q.1) 

Q24 Can you tell me how pleasant you think it would be to cycle in your area? 
    2012 2014 2016 
Very Unpleasant (1) Count 32 12 5 

 
Column N % 6.2% 3.1% 1.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
(2) Count 26 39 11 

 
Column N % 5.1% 9.8% 2.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Neither or nor (3) Count 102 45 28 

 
Column N % 20.1% 11.4% 6.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
(4) Count 158 181 192 

 
Column N % 30.9% 45.7% 44.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Very Pleasant (5) Count 192 119 197 

 
Column N % 37.7% 30.1% 45.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 509 395 434 
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Ask all 
Q.25-28For the following statements please can you tell me your level of agreement or disagreement for 

each using a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree, and 5 is strongly agree. 
Instruction: Read out each and single code for each statement (single code per statement) 
Use Showcard H  

Q25 For the sake of the environment more people should be encouraged to walk or cycle instead of using 
cars 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 10 1 2 

 
Column N % 1.5% 0.2% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 11 9 10 

 
Column N % 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither Count 64 20 33 

 
Column N % 10.2% 3.5% 5.0% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 140 329 311 

 
Column N % 22.3% 56.5% 46.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 404 222 308 

 
Column N % 64.2% 38.2% 46.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 629 582 664 

 
Q26 Cyclists should be given more  priority on the roads –even if that slows things down for traffic 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 45 15 24 

 
Column N % 7.1% 2.6% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 26 87 111 

 
Column N % 4.1% 15.4% 16.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 120 88 84 

 
Column N % 19.0% 15.5% 12.7% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 148 256 261 

 
Column N % 23.4% 45.1% 39.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 293 121 180 

 
Column N % 46.5% 21.4% 27.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 631 567 660 
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Q27 More money should be spent on facilities for walkers and cyclists even if that means less can be spent 
on improvements for car users 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 42 31 35 

 
Column N % 6.7% 5.5% 5.3% 

  Sig Diff?       
Disagree Count 27 107 118 

 
Column N % 4.2% 18.6% 17.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Neither Count 131 92 98 

 
Column N % 20.8% 16.1% 14.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 141 227 248 

 
Column N % 22.4% 39.7% 37.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 287 115 164 

 
Column N % 45.8% 20.1% 24.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Total Count 628 573 663 

 
 
Q28 Pedestrians should be given more priority when crossing roads – even if that slows things down for 
other traffic 
    2012 2014 2016 
Strongly disagree Count 18 5 2 

 
Column N % 2.8% 0.9% 0.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Disagree Count 24 25 27 

 
Column N % 3.7% 4.5% 4.1% 

  Sig Diff?       
Neither Count 71 50 49 

 
Column N % 11.2% 8.8% 7.4% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
Agree Count 124 285 297 

 
Column N % 19.5% 50.0% 44.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
Strongly Agree Count 397 204 288 

 
Column N % 62.7% 35.9% 43.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 634 569 663 
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Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.29 Which of the following most-closely matches your ability to drive car(s) which are available to your 

household? 
Instruction: Use Showcard M.  Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2012 2014 2016 
I cannot drive Count 53 61 79 

 
Column N % 10.1% 12.6% 14.5% 

  Sig Diff?     Diff to 2012 
I can drive but rarely do Count 47 27 30 

 
Column N % 9.0% 5.6% 5.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
I drive regularly and usually always have 
access to my own car 

Count 
352 362 372 

 
Column N % 67.9% 75.2% 68.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
I drive regularly and share the use of the 
car(s) with other drivers in my    household 

Count 
67 32 61 

 
Column N % 12.9% 6.6% 11.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016   
Total Count 519 481 543 

 
 
Ask all who own or have a car/van available for use by one or more members of your household – i.e. Ask 
all who answered 1 or more at Q.8 from main travel diary section. 
Q.30 Which of the following most-closely matches your attitude towards your car use (including your 

journeys as a car drive, car passenger or by taxi)? 
Instruction: use Showcard N.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2012 2014 2016 
I rarely use a car for my journeys Count 35 39 41 

 
Column N % 6.7% 8.0% 7.6% 

  Sig Diff?       
I plan to reduce my car use and know how I can 
do this 

Count 
35 22 24 

 
Column N % 6.8% 4.6% 4.4% 

  Sig Diff?       
I would like to reduce my car use but can’t at the 
moment or am not sure    how to 

Count 
55 40 74 

 
Column N % 10.6% 8.2% 13.5% 

  Sig Diff?   Diff to 2016   
I have no other options for the car journey I 
make 

Count 
187 220 253 

 
Column N % 36.1% 45.6% 46.7% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014   Diff to 2012 
I am happy with my car use and see no 
necessity to change it 

Count 
207 161 151 

 
Column N % 39.8% 33.5% 27.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2014 Diff to 2016 Diff to 2012 
Total Count 519 481 543 
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NEW QUESTIONS 
 
Ask all  
Q.31 How confident would you say you feel, riding a bicycle on roads used by cars and other motor 

vehicles? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
Very confident Count 92 122 

 
Column N % 15.6% 18.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Quite confident Count 192 184 

 
Column N % 32.7% 27.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Neither confident  nor unconfident Count 92 91 

 
Column N % 15.7% 13.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not confident Count 79 70 

 
Column N % 13.5% 10.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not at all confident Count 57 43 

 
Column N % 9.7% 6.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Not applicable  – would never cycle Count 75 162 

 
Column N % 12.8% 24.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 586 671 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32a How comfortable are you with your child walking to/from school on their own?                 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in 
turn (up to five children, record age of child) 

Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 7% 11% 
Quite comfortable 6% 0% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 0% 0% 
Quite uncomfortable 1% 3% 
Very uncomfortable 17% 13% 
Would not permit 69% 63% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 0% 10% 
  70 74 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 26% 20% 
Quite comfortable 16% 8% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 5% 2% 
Quite uncomfortable 4% 5% 
Very uncomfortable 23% 16% 
Would not permit 24% 35% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 0% 15% 
  61 72 
      
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 42% 35% 
Quite comfortable 24% 28% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 4% 3% 
Quite uncomfortable 1% 0% 
Very uncomfortable 13% 4% 
Would not permit 15% 12% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 1% 17% 
  39 31 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 63% 44% 
Quite comfortable 17% 44% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 5% 7% 
Quite uncomfortable 0% 2% 
Very uncomfortable 8% 0% 
Would not permit 6% 0% 
Not applicable – school too far away to walk to 1% 2% 
  34 27 
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Ask all who have children of school age (aged five or over, or under 16). 
Q.32b Assuming they had a bike available to them, how comfortable are you with your child riding a bicycle 

unaccompanied to/from school on roads used by cars and other motor vehicles?                 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) for each child in turn (up to 
five children, record age of child) 
 

Five to seven 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 3% 11% 
Quite comfortable 4% 0% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 2% 0% 
Quite uncomfortable 3% 3% 
Very uncomfortable 21% 16% 
Would not permit 67% 61% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 9% 
  70 74 
Eight to ten 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 25% 14% 
Quite comfortable 10% 15% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 4% 1% 
Quite uncomfortable 7% 2% 
Very uncomfortable 27% 15% 
Would not permit 27% 43% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 9% 
  61 72 
Eleven to thirteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 40% 15% 
Quite comfortable 14% 51% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 9% 2% 
Quite uncomfortable 8% 8% 
Very uncomfortable 15% 3% 
Would not permit 15% 12% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 9% 
  39 31 
Fourteen & Fifteen 2014 2016 
Very comfortable 60% 33% 
Quite comfortable 13% 49% 
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 10% 4% 
Quite uncomfortable 4% 9% 
Very uncomfortable 6% 0% 
Would not permit 6% 3% 
Not applicable – school too far away to cycle to 0% 2% 
  34 27 
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Q.33 Which of these best describes your working arrangements? 
Instruction: use Showcard .   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 

    2014 2016 
I have no flexibility in the times or days I travel to 
or from work 

Count 
162 149 

 
Column N % 27.6% 22.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I have some flexibility in the times at which I travel 
to or from work 

Count 
95 97 

 
Column N % 16.1% 14.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
I can work from home on one or more days a 
week 

Count 
14 24 

 
Column N % 2.3% 3.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
I have some flexibility over both the times and 
days I travel to or from    work 

Count 
8 26 

 
Column N % 1.3% 3.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I have complete flexibility over the times and days 
I travel to or from    work 

Count 
21 23 

 
Column N % 3.7% 3.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
NOT IN EMPLOYMENT Count 287 353 

 
Column N % 48.9% 52.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 586 671 

 
 

 
Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34a Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing in relation to work journeys? 

Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car share Count 116 135 

 
Column N % 49.8% 57.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car share Count 40 49 

 
Column N % 17.3% 20.8% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 22 10 

 
Column N % 9.3% 4.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as possible Count 41 32 

 
Column N % 17.7% 13.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Not applicable – do not use car for work Count 14 8 

 
Column N % 5.9% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 232 234 
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Ask all in employment (where Q33 = 1-5), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access to 
my own car) 
Q.34b Other than work journeys, which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips 

where you currently travel alone (i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car share Count 78 96 

 
Column N % 33.5% 41.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car share Count 51 56 

 
Column N % 21.8% 24.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 25 21 

 
Column N % 10.9% 9.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
I already car share as much as possible Count 74 55 

 
Column N % 32.0% 23.6% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Not applicable – do not use car for work Count 4 5 

 
Column N % 1.8% 2.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 232 234 

 
Ask all NOT in employment (where Q33 = 0), and where Q29=3 (I drive regularly and usually always have access 
to my own car) 
Q.34c Which of these best describes your attitudes to car sharing for trips where you currently travel alone 

(i.e. there is no-one else in the car with you)? 
Instruction: use Showcard.   Read out all and code which best applies (single code) 
 

    2014 2016 
It would never be possible to car share Count 42 51 

 
Column N % 32.1% 37.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would have no interest in car share Count 38 50 

 
Column N % 29.2% 36.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
I would like to car share more Count 24 10 

 
Column N % 18.5% 7.1% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
I already car share as much as possible Count 26 26 

 
Column N % 20.2% 19.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 130 138 

 
Ask all  
Q.35a Do you use car to drive around your town? 

(single code) 
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 402 432 

 
Column N % 68.5% 64.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
No Count 185 239 

 
Column N % 31.5% 35.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 586 671 

 
 
Ask all who use car in their local area (Q35=1) 
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Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

Q.35b For the types of trips you currently make by car travelling around your town, please rate your level 
of awareness of other ways of making these trips, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is ‘very poor’ and 5 is 
‘very good’,  

 Public Transport   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 157 84 

 
Column N % 39.0% 19.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 74 101 

 
Column N % 18.5% 23.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 88 106 

 
Column N % 22.0% 24.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 64 106 

 
Column N % 15.9% 24.5% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 19 35 

 
Column N % 4.6% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 402 432 

 
 Walking routes   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 14 15 

 
Column N % 3.4% 3.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 16 11 

 
Column N % 3.9% 2.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 32 35 

 
Column N % 8.1% 8.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 176 177 

 
Column N % 43.8% 40.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 164 193 

 
Column N % 40.7% 44.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 402 432 

 
 Cycling routes   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 20 18 

 
Column N % 4.9% 4.2% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 23 10 

 
Column N % 5.8% 2.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Average Count 43 33 

 
Column N % 10.8% 7.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 180 184 

 
Column N % 44.9% 42.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 135 187 

 
Column N % 33.6% 43.3% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Total Count 402 432 
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Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

 
Ask all who do not use car in their local area (Q35=2) 
Q.35b Please rate your level of awareness of travelling around your town, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 

‘very poor’ and 5 is ‘very good,  
 
 Public Transport   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 36 22 

 
Column N % 19.6% 9.2% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Poor Count 29 48 

 
Column N % 15.5% 20.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 61 66 

 
Column N % 32.9% 27.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 46 90 

 
Column N % 25.0% 37.4% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Very good Count 13 14 

 
Column N % 7.0% 5.9% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 185 239 

 
 Walking routes   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 4 2 

 
Column N % 1.9% 1.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 1 2 

 
Column N % 0.5% 0.7% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 21 25 

 
Column N % 11.2% 10.6% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 81 123 

 
Column N % 44.1% 51.5% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 78 86 

 
Column N % 42.3% 36.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 185 239 

 
 Cycling routes   2014 2016 
Very poor Count 3 3 

 
Column N % 1.8% 1.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Poor Count 14 15 

 
Column N % 7.3% 6.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Average Count 25 26 

 
Column N % 13.6% 11.0% 

  Sig Diff?    
Good Count 81 115 

 
Column N % 43.8% 48.1% 

  Sig Diff?    
Very good Count 62 80 

 
Column N % 33.4% 33.4% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 185 239 
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Capabilities on project: 
Transportation 

 

 
Ask all  
Q.36 In the last 12 months have you attended a Smarter Travel Event? 

(single code) 
    2014 2016 
Yes Count 93 66 

 
Column N % 15.9% 9.9% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
No Count 468 589 

 
Column N % 79.8% 87.8% 

  Sig Diff? Diff to 2016  
Not applicable – Do not 
know 

Count 
25 16 

 
Column N % 4.3% 2.3% 

  Sig Diff?    
Total Count 586 671 
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Disclaimer 
The findings in this report are based on attitudes and opinions expressed by respondents who 
participated in the focus groups.  These respondents were selected to meet specific criteria and do 
not reflect the general population.  It is also important to note that the research was conducted to 
inform the evaluation and the findings are therefore not fully (or necessarily) representative of the 
broader conclusions of the evaluation. 
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1.1 Background 
In 2012, total funding of €21.7 million over a five year period was awarded to transform Limerick, 
Dungarvan and Westport into Smarter Travel Areas (STAs).  The overall intention is to reduce reliance on 
cars for making journeys by promoting cycling and walking and the use of public transport as alternatives. 
 
The funding was approved by the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS) to encourage 
sustainability across local businesses, schools and communities in the three Smarter Travel Areas.   
 
DTTAS will monitor the progress of the three Smarter Travel Areas on an ongoing basis over the five year 
period and have engaged AECOM to manage this process.  Baseline measurements were taken in 2012, 
and an ex-post evaluation will be conducted at the end of the programme.   
 
An interim assessment of the impact of the measures introduced to date has been ongoing throughout 
2015 comprising quantitative research (household travel survey, intercept interviews) and qualitative 
research (focus groups among the primary target markets in each of the three areas and depth interviews 
among stakeholders).   
 
This report provides the findings of the focus group element of the qualitative research only. 

 
1.2 Research objectives 
The overall objective of the focus groups was to gain an understanding of the factors that influence the 
choice of modes used to travel to and from work, to escort children to and from school and by UL 
students when travelling to and from the university.  The purpose of the focus groups was also to identify 
barriers and drivers associated with the various options and modes available and to understand potential 
modal shift triggers. The specific research objectives were as follows: 
 
 To understand why respondents make relatively short journeys by car 

 To understand strengths and weaknesses associated with cycling 

 To understand strengths and weaknesses associated with walking 

 To identify barriers to cycling instead of travelling by car 

 To identify barriers to walking instead of travelling by car 

 To assess responses to statistics from the travel survey findings 

 To assess levels of awareness, knowledge and interest in the STA initiative and measures 

 To understand how learnings from the STA programme could be applied to other areas in future 

 
1.3 Focus Groups 
In order to meet the research objectives, a qualitative research approach was adopted.  The sample was 
constructed to represent the views of the key journey types of primary interest to this work; commuters 
travelling to and from work; parents escorting children to and from school and UL students making 
journeys to and from the university from their term-time addresses. 

 
1 Introduction 
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Group discussions were conducted among respondents in each of the target markets.   All commuters 
and UL students were recruited on the basis of their regular journey to work or UL being less than three 
kilometres.  Three of these sessions were designed to work as ‘Conflict Groups’ in which half made 
journeys by car and half cycled and each sub-group were asked to explain and justify their decisions to 
the other.  Parents escorting their children to school were recruited on the basis of living less than one 
kilometre away from the primary or secondary school attended by their child. 

Group discussions were conducted in hotels in Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport.  Ten focus groups, 
with eight to ten respondents in each and all lasting approximately 90 minutes were undertaken as 
follows: 

Employment 

Segment Commuters UL Staff Commuters Commuters 

Criteria Drive less than 3km 
to work 

Drive or cycle less 
than 3 km to work 

Drive less than 3km 
to work 

Drive or cycle less 
than 3 km to work 

Format Standard group Conflict group Standard group Conflict group 

Area Limerick Limerick Westport Dungarvan 

Group No 1 2 3 4 
 
Education (Escorted) 

Segment Parents (Primary) Parents (Secondary) Parents (Secondary) Parents (Primary) 

Criteria Drive children less 
than 1km to school 

Drive children less 
than 1km to school 

Drive children less 
than 1km to school 

Drive children less 
than 1km to school 

Format Standard group Standard group Standard group Standard group 

Location Limerick Limerick Dungarvan Westport 

Group No 5 6 7 8 
 
Education (Independent) 

Segment Students Female students 

Criteria Drive or cycle less than 3 
km to UL 

Drive or walk less than 3 
km to UL but do not cycle 

Format Conflict group Standard group 

Location Limerick Limerick 
Group No 9 10 
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The groups included a mix of both sexes in each group (except G10 – all female) and a mix of social 
grades across the sample but each group was homogeneous. Additional recruitment criteria were as 
follows:  
 
Employment Groups 
 All live three kilometres or 

less from where they work 

 All commute at least three 
days each week 

 All travel directly to and from 
work at least three days per 
week (not journey-chaining 
i.e. dropping off children, 
going to the gym, going 
shopping etc.) 

 All use required mode as the 
method used most frequently 
for commuting 

 At least half of the drivers in 
each group own or have 
access to a bicycle  

 Some of the drivers in each 
group agreed with the 
statement ‘I have no other 
option but to drive to work’ 

 Some of the drivers in each 
group agreed with the 
statement ‘I am happy with 
my car use and see no 
necessity to change it for 
getting to and from work’ 

 None had a physical disability 
that prevented them from 
walking or cycling instead of 
using a car 

 At least half of the cyclists in 
G2 and G4 have a driving 
licence and access to a car 

 Conflict groups contained an 
equal number of those who 
drive and those who cycle  

 
Education (Escorted) Groups 
 Primary age children 8-12 

 Secondary age children 13-15 

 All drive their children (of 
these ages) to school at least 
three times per week 

 All live less than 1km from the 
school  

 Some parents and their 
children in each group both 
have access to a bicycle  

 
Education (Independent) 
Groups 
 All live 3 kilometres or less 

from UL 

 All travel to / from UL at least 
three days each week 

 All travel directly to and from 
UL at least three days per 
week (not journey-chaining) 

 All use required mode as the 
method used most frequently 
for travelling to UL 

 At least half of the drivers in 
each group own or have 
access to a bicycle  

 Some of the drivers in each 
group agreed with the 
statement ‘I have no other 

option but to drive to 
university’ 

 Some of the drivers in each 
group agreed with the 
statement ‘I am happy with 
my car use and see no 
necessity to change it for 
getting to and from the 
university’ 

 None of the drivers had a 
visible physical disability that 
would prevent them from 
walking or cycling instead of 
using a car 

 At least half of the cyclists in 
G2 and G4 had a driving 
licence and access to a car 

 Conflict group (G9) contained 
an equal number of those 
who drive and those who 
cycle  

 Female students group (G10) 
contained an equal number of 
those who drive and those 
who walk  

 None of the female students 
in G10 cycle to / from the 
university (but may have 
access to a bicycle) 
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1.4 Report Structure  
Findings from the focus group research are presented in this report as follows: 

 Section 2 presents some contextual information in relation to travel by summarising attitudes in 
relation to driving, walking and cycling. This provides a valuable background for more detailed 
analysis; 

 Section 3 identifies and maps the main barriers to walking and cycling based on the outcome of focus 
group discussions; 

 Section 4 presents feedback from focus groups participants in relation to initiatives delivered through 
Smarter Travel in each of the three areas; 

 Section 5 outlines the opportunities identified by focus group participants for an increased take-up of 
Smarter Travel; and  

 Section 6 provides a summary and conclusion from the focus group research. 

 
Discussion guides used for the focus groups are included in Appendix A. 
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2.1 Attitudes to driving, cycling and walking 
All focus groups began with a general introductory discussion intended to understand the modal options 
available to respondents and broad attitudes to each.  This was initially in the context of a range of 
journey purposes but quickly focused on the issues specific to each of the sample segments (commuting, 
escorting children to school and students travelling to university).    

One of the key objectives of this research was to understand the barriers to cycling and walking in the 
three locations in receipt of STA funding.  These findings have been explained in detail in Section 4 of this 
report.  In order to enhance understanding of the barriers, we have attempted to put these in the context 
of attitudes to driving and positive associations of cycling and walking among those recruited on the basis 
of current engagement with these activities.  Naturally there are some similarities between the barriers to 
cycling or walking and the advantages of driving (and vice versa).   To avoid unnecessary duplication and 
overlap, where this occurs, these issues have been explained in detail in Section 4 and summarised 
below. 
2.2 Understanding Attitudes to Driving 
Quantitative research has indicated that the impact of the STA initiative on car journeys has been 
relatively disappointing so far.  This is especially true for very short car journeys that are the main focus of 
Smarter Travel and may be explained in part by the extent to which the benefits of driving even the 
shortest distances are widely considered to outweigh the disadvantages of doing so.   

Strengths 

A common theme across the three locations is that the public transport system is not felt to be sufficiently 
reliable to be a realistic consideration for the essential journeys these respondents are making.  Parents 
claim that school buses are not an option in the areas where they live.  Since these views appear to be 
genuine rather than simply excuses justifying car usage, this creates a perception of the car being a 
necessity for these and other journeys. 

“The reason I decided to take the risk and start driving was because the bus is just so unreliable” 
[Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
Once a car has become established as a necessity in the minds of users, there are a range of cost and 
value for money issues that can become strong arguments advanced in favour of using the car as often 
as possible for as many journeys as possible.  The logic most often applied in this respect is that each 
time the car is used it reduces the average cost of each journey as a proportion of the fixed costs 
associated with owning and running a car.  This clearly helps to justify making short journeys by car, 
irrespective of financial circumstances. 

“If you go to the whole expense of taxing and insuring a car, why would you leave it parked at 
home for the day?” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“It’s expensive to run a car so you kind of need to use it to make the most of what you’re paying 

for, if you know what I mean” [Parent, Westport] 
 

“Most people buy a car so they won’t have to walk, so they can drive places.  That’s the reason 
you get a car” [Parent, Westport] 

 

  
2 Context  
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Continued and frequent car use tends to be supported by the belief that Ireland is a car-friendly society 
(and especially so outside larger cities such as Dublin and Galway).  There are a number of obvious and 
more subtle factors that promote this perception in each of the three STA areas: 

 Traffic tends to be relatively light most of the time.  Certainly none of the three areas have a reputation 
as traffic black-spots or are associated with traffic problems that would represent a disincentive to 
travel by car. 

“We don’t have a problem with congestion around here, it’s easy to get from A to B” [Commuter, 
Westport] 

 
 Parking tends not to be a problem in that spaces are usually readily available and is free of charge 

(with the notable exception of UL for the purposes of this work).  This and the traffic situation are often 
interpreted as incentives to drive rather than to use other modes. 

 Car ownership is regarded as aspirational, especially among teenagers who are keen to learn to drive 
at the earliest opportunity.   

 Some parents adopt the view that they are doing the best for their children by driving them 
everywhere since their own parents were not in a position to do the same for them. 

Additionally, there are a number of lifestyle factors that contribute to the perception that journeys need to 
be made by car and makes decisions to do so easily justifiable: 

 Some claim the fast pace of life requires a fast mode of transport.  Interestingly however, there are 
occasions when this approach appears to be somewhat counterproductive (see below). 

“Nowadays people just want to do things quicker so it’s too inconvenient to have a shower when 
you get to work and they want to get home quickly and everything is just busy, busy, busy” 

[Female Students, Limerick] 
 
 More women at work means a greater number of dual incomes and two-car households.  When a 

family owns two cars there is even greater pressure to ensure maximum value for money is derived 
for each (as explained above). 

 Car ownership and usage is often cited as a way of helping busy parents to make maximum use of 
the limited time available and take control of their lives.  Some commuters talk of the importance of 
enjoying their own space on their journey to work in their car and one or two parents regard driving 
their children to school as an opportunity to spend quality time with them. 

“Times have changed.  In most households both parents are working so people are busier and 
juggling their time” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“Most people don’t have time in the morning to go for a leisurely stroll with their children and 

there’s no public transport here to get you to work so you’ve got to use your car” [Parent, 
Westport] 

 
“I actually like the time I have with my daughter in the car.  It’s a nice time that few minutes we 

have alone together” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 
 
All of these factors combine to create an environment in which the car is the natural default option for 
almost all journeys (among those who own a car).  Some accept this to be shorthand for the car being the 
easy and lazy option and feel no sense of guilt about this.  Others justify this situation by claiming short 
journeys are only made as part of a chain that includes at least one other linked journey or on the basis of 
always having ready access to a car in the event of needing to carry something home or in case of an 
emergency or in case the weather suddenly changes etc. 
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“I don’t know if it’s considered to be such a bad thing to drive here.  In other parts of the world 
perhaps but I don’t feel particularly guilty about it, even if it’s less than a kilometre” [Commuter, 

Westport] 
 
“Why would you feel guilty about driving a car, you haven’t stolen it have you?  I don’t know what 
has happened in this society that driving a car has become so evil.  Soon, we won’t be allowed to 

get on a plane” [UL Staff, Limerick] 
 

“If I can get a lift home in five minutes why would I choose to cycle after doing a nine to six day?” 
[Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“Walking takes too long and it’s really boring.  It just takes forever” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“I’ve been driving since I was 17 so walking is a thing of the past and I’m not used to it anymore 

and it just wouldn’t even enter my head” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 
Weaknesses 

Given that the majority of the sample were recruited on the basis of being car drivers making very short 
journeys on a frequent basis, it is perhaps not surprising that few weaknesses of driving were 
spontaneously identified.   

The underlying rationale for the Conflict Groups was that this was intended to create an environment in 
which the cyclists and pedestrians challenged the drivers to justify their behaviour by identifying the 
negative aspects of driving the type of journeys relevant to each segment.  However, these sessions 
worked less well in this respect than intended, for a variety of interesting reasons: 

 In Dungarvan, three of the drivers work with young children and claim their car to be a necessity.  
They are unable to cycle or walk to work since they need access to a car on a daily basis and one 
respondent even claimed this to be a legal requirement of her job.  

“I have a cycle path from my front door to where I work but I have to have a car on the premises in 
case anything goes wrong because I’m the owner of the pre-school” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 
“I would love to have the freedom of cycling and not looking for a parking space and paying to 
park or getting tickets, it would be my preferred choice” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 
 In Dungarvan, two of the cyclists would prefer to drive but do not have access to a car due to their 

current financial circumstances.  Both are therefore cycling from necessity rather than choice and 
mentally considered themselves to be closer to the car drivers rather than the other cyclists in the 
group. 

“I have been through a period of unemployment so I had to get rid of the car and it hasn’t been 
financially viable to get it back again” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“I only cycle because I have to but if I didn’t have to I’d probably drive because I’m as lazy as 

anyone else, that’s the honest to God truth” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“I drive because it is more comfortable and more convenient and faster if I go home at lunch time.  
I have tried cycling and I prefer driving” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
 The majority of UL students currently cycling are doing so out of necessity rather than free choice.  

Most do not have a licence but want to learn to drive and get a car as soon as possible.  There was 
no conflict in this group therefore since most who cycle would prefer not to do so and aspire to drive to 
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UL in the near future.  One respondent who owns a car but chooses to cycle or walk to UL does so as 
a means of exercising to avoid needing to drive to the gym in her spare time. 

 The UL staff group were reluctant to engage in the conflict element of the discussion.  There was a 
suggestion that the two positions suggested by the moderator at the outset were a ‘false dichotomy’ 
since most people choose to cycle and drive rather than do one or the other. 

Nevertheless, a number of disadvantages of driving emerged from these and the other focus groups.  
These can be summarised as follows: 

 Although not a strong theme in any of the focus groups, there was occasional evidence of an 
underlying sense of guilt about making very short journeys by car.  However, this tended to be only as 
a result of ‘hothousing’ this behaviour in the focus group environments rather than being a source of 
genuine concern to any of the drivers.  Indeed, many admitted to frequently making journeys by car of 
less than one kilometre without any sense of embarrassment in front of other respondents in the focus 
groups. 

“I was guilt-tripped into walking to work.  I live so near work and my family would say ‘what the 
hell are you taking the car for, walk for God’s sake’ and I felt guilty, I felt really guilty because I 

have to admit I’m one of the laziest people you could meet” [UL Staff, Limerick] 
 
 None of the areas are associated with traffic problems but all can become busy at peak times.  This is 

considered to be a frustration rather than a factor likely to exert a serious impact on the decision 
making process regarding modal choice.  Some discussions on this theme indicated the scale of the 
challenge faced by STA to encourage behaviour change.  Some respondents acknowledged it to be 
quicker for them to cycle rather than drive when very short distances are involved (and even to walk in 
certain circumstances).  One of the students mentioned there have been occasions when she has 
driven to UL and missed lectures due to being unable to find a parking space and has driven straight 
back home on these occasions. 

“The traffic is a nightmare coming into UL in the morning and the parking is an absolute 
nightmare as well” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
“Even the paid car park is sometimes full so if I have been driving round for half an hour and can’t 

find a space I will just drive back home and miss my lecture” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 

“If it’s between 4.45 and 6.00 I won’t leave because I will be stuck in the traffic so you might as 
well stay and do more work” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
 Other students and staff claim it is becoming more difficult and expensive to park at UL.  Apparently 

the spaces closest to the university buildings cost €3 per day to park in and these are the ones that fill 
up earliest.  Spaces that are free can be a 10 minute walk from the university and these tend to be 
less popular with students and staff.  Some said they are prepared to drive around for several minutes 
to find a €3 space and one or two mentioned they will occasionally park in these spaces at the risk of 
being clamped but the risk is considered to be worth taking. 

“I’d like to know how much they make from those car parks because they’re full every day on all 
sides of the campus in spite of all the promotion of green travel” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“I’ve never got clamped but I’ve had a few stickers saying not to park there but nobody seems to 

take any notice” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 
 There was a suggestion in the UL staff group that parking on the campus is becoming so difficult that 

the disadvantages of driving are starting to outweigh the benefits (although there was not much 
agreement on this point from other respondents). 
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“If you’re not there by 8.55 you have to go to far flung parts of the campus and you’re paying for 
the parking and so on” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
 In each of the three areas, parents acknowledge that roads around schools become extremely busy in 

the mornings and afternoons.  This has an impact on the time it takes to drive to the school and 
makes it very difficult to drop-off or collect children since parking is either not provided or is 
inadequate. 

“When you try to collect them there aren’t any parking spaces, it’s mayhem because the car park 
is full and everyone is trying to park everywhere” [Primary Parent, Limerick] 

 
2.3 Understanding cycling and walking 
Many of the claimed and perceived benefits of cycling and walking are considered to be common to both 
activities.  This is in contrast to the barriers to cycling and walking which tend to be more specific to each 
(as explained in Section 4 of this report). 

An important finding and a central theme throughout this research is the way cycling and walking are 
perceived compared to attitudes to driving and the types of journey that tend to be associated with each 
mode.  The majority of those recruited on the basis of making short journeys by car consider cycling and 
walking to be leisure activities.  This is an important consideration in decision-making processes 
regarding the suitability of modal options available.  Journeys to work, university and school that are the 
focus of this work are seen as essential and compulsory and therefore require a ‘formal’ mode of 
transport to ensure safe and prompt arrival in the correct frame of mind.  Cycling and walking are 
regarded as ‘casual’ modes associated with discretionary journeys such as weekend, family-oriented 
leisure activities.  This helps to explain the way in which the benefits of cycling and walking tend to be 
jointly viewed which can be summarised as follows: 

“Motorists assume you are choosing to cycle for leisure purposes because it’s not really a mode 
of transport, is it?” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“I think the perception is changing in that cycling and walking are seen as healthy things to do 
and you should be doing it but I don’t think its perception as a mode of transport has changed, 

it’s still seen as something leisurely” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

Health 

 The health advantages of cycling and walking are universally recognised 

 Both are considered to be easy and informal ways to exercise 

 The environmental benefits of cycling and walking rather than making journeys by car have obvious 
and wider health implications 

 Cycling and walking can be a way to reduce stress levels (especially as an alternative to sitting in 
traffic when driving) 

“I have a car but usually I walk in because that’s my exercise done for the day” [Female Students, 
Limerick] 

 

Wellbeing 

 Both activities are associated with and best enjoyed during good weather 

 They can be seen as ways to enhance the benefits to be derived from being outside in the fresh air 

 Consequently, cycling and walking can create a sense of freedom… 
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 …especially since these are activities that can be enjoyed by all age groups 

 The combination of these factors makes people feel good about doing these things 

 Cycling and walking increase the sense of alertness when used as an alternative to driving to work, 
university or school in the morning 

 Children enjoy walking home from school on an occasional basis, especially as a sociable activity with 
friends (although parents sometimes drive to the school to collect bags and take these home by car!) 

“If it’s a nice day my son doesn’t mind so much and sometimes he enjoys it because he can walk 
with his friends” [Parent, Westport] 

 
“What I love is cycling past rows and rows of cars in the rain.  I like looking at people at 8.50 in 

the morning in their cars when they are stuck in traffic” [UL Staff, Limerick] 
 

“I prefer to walk in the morning because the traffic is backed up the whole way so it’s nearly 
quicker to walk than to drive” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
“If it’s a nice day it’s nice to get out and when you’ve been studying it’s refreshing to walk home 

and have a break from the books for 15 or 20 minutes” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 

Financial 

 Walking is free and cycling is much cheaper than owning a car 

 Car owners acknowledge the cost benefits of being able to save money on fuel 

 Avoids the cost of parking (although this appears to apply at UL only within this sample) 
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3.1 Mapping of barriers 
During the course of this work, a wide range of barriers to cycling and walking were identified in each of 
the STAs and across the sample segments.  Understanding these barriers was a key objective of the 
qualitative research so each is explained in detail in the following sections of this chapter of the report. 

These barriers cluster into a number of categories that can be summarised and mapped as shown in the 
following illustration.  The vertical axis shows the relative strength of the category that the barrier belongs 
to and the horizontal axis is intended to indicate how easy or difficult each is likely to be to address. 

 
 

This diagram demonstrates the extent of the challenge likely to be encountered in attempting to 
encourage behaviour change through the STA programme and initiatives.  The top-right quadrant shows 
that the strongest current barriers are also likely to be the most difficult to address and is the most heavily 
populated area of the map.  This is compounded by the fact that the barriers that are weaker and / or 
theoretically easier to address are likely to fall outside the direct influence of the STA programme. 

 
3.2 Safety 
Explanation 

Safety concerns were a consistent theme throughout this research to the extent that we consider this to 
represent the most significant of all barriers identified.  Specific issues within this category are 

 
3 Barriers to Walking and Cycling  
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predominantly associated with concerns in relation to cycling, although there are specific situations in 
which walking is also considered to be unsafe. 

The dominant issue in this respect is the perceived lack of dedicated space for cyclists and pedestrians to 
feel they are able to cycle or walk safely.  In most circumstances this relates to the lack of segregation 
between motorists and vulnerable road users although there are situations where the shared space 
intended for cyclists and pedestrians can also cause difficulties that amount to safety concerns.  In all 
locations, concerns were expressed about cycling or walking on roads that are perceived to be too narrow 
and / or have no footpath. 

“My child’s school is down a country road and there isn’t a path.  I have walked but it’s too 
dangerous because I have a buggy as well and it’s not a main road.  It’s just too dangerous” 

[Primary Parent, Limerick] 
 

“I drive for a living so I know how dangerous the roads are.  I see people driving up the centre of 
the road and going across zebra crossings when children are walking on them.  You couldn’t let 

them go to school on their own, you would be thinking ‘God, did the child arrive at school?’” 
[Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
Reservations regarding safety are understandably more pronounced for journeys that need to be made 
where no cycle routes or footpaths are provided.  In these situations, resistance to the possibility of 
cycling or walking is heightened by the prospect of being in close proximity to vehicles on busy roads in 
built-up areas or on narrow roads in more rural areas.  Comparisons were occasionally made with cities 
such as Dublin, Galway and London to illustrate how safety concerns can be allayed in areas that have 
invested in dedicated routes to keep vulnerable road users away from traffic.   

 
“The kids would love to cycle to school but the parents won’t let them because the roads are too 
busy, it’s just too dangerous.  Our road network is stopping our children from cycling to school” 

[Primary Parent, Limerick] 
 

“I cycle to work sometimes and there’s one junction that is extremely dangerous.  Now I cycle on 
the other side of the road going in the wrong direction to avoid having to cross the junction” 

[Secondary Parent, Limerick] 
 

“There’s not many cycle lanes in Limerick compared to Dublin or Galway where there’s cycle 
lanes throughout the city and they’re really safe because a lot of people cycle to work” [Mixed 

Students, Limerick] 
 

There are also instances of provision being made to encourage people to cycle or walk more safely that 
are felt to be inadequate and therefore represent a safety risk.  Most commonly, this relates to situations 
in which respondents are aware that a cycle path is available for part of the journey they need to make 
but not all of it.  This has the effect of making a portion of the journey feel relatively unsafe and may have 
the unfortunate effect of exaggerating safety concerns that may be less strongly felt if no provision was 
available for any of the journey.  Ironically, there are one or two situations in which attempt to make roads 
safer are felt to have resulted in a perception that they have become less safe for cyclists and pedestrians 
(see below). 

“On Childers Road, they put the cycle lane on the inside and pedestrians outside them so the 
pedestrians are closer to the road, it’s ridiculous” [Primary Parent, Limerick] 

 
The risk associated with cycling and walking is heightened when journeys need to be made on dark roads 
that are poorly lit.  This is more of an issue in rural areas but can apply anywhere during the winter 
months when it may be dark when leaving home early in the morning and when returning in the evening.  
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Safety concerns are exacerbated by two additional factors related to cycling; anxiety about levels of 
cycling competence and proficiency and car drivers’ attitudes to cyclists.  Many acknowledge a 
considerable difference between cycling at the weekend for recreational purposes and cycling during the 
week for non-discretionary journeys.  Cycling as a leisure activity will inevitably be in a traffic-free 
environment, often with children and with no time constraints or pressures.  All recognise this to be an 
entirely different proposition to cycling with peak-time traffic when considerably higher levels of skill and 
road-awareness are required.  Some have also been discouraged from cycling from experiences or 
perceptions of intolerant attitudes to cyclists using roads by motorists (some of which they admit to 
exhibiting when driving themselves). 

“I think generally in Ireland I have the impression there is a culture against cyclists.  I do a lot of 
cycling to work and for pleasure and there is a lot of intolerance on the roads towards cyclists” 

[UL Staff, Limerick] 
 

“I wouldn’t know how to deal with traffic when I’m cycling.  I can cycle a bike but I wouldn’t know 
how to be a cyclist on a main road” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“If you don’t know the rules of the road it’s dangerous unless you know properly how to cycle on 

the roads” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 

“I wouldn’t know how to cycle on the road, I could if there was a cycle path but I wouldn’t be able 
to cycle with the cars” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
The cumulative effect of these safety issues in all locations is to make adults reluctant to cycle 
themselves and to be concerned about letting their children of any age cycle to school (and occasionally 
to not allow it). 

Location specifics - Limerick 
- Disjointed infrastructure around UL creates perception of cyclists not being catered for 
- Cyclists often choose not to use cycle paths where provided 
- Cyclists reluctant to use cycle paths due to broken glass and debris not cleared away 
- Many perceive cycling to be unsafe due to recent high-profile death of cyclist  
- Cycle lanes on busy roads considered to be dangerous (especially near roundabouts) 
- Cycle path by canal too dark at night and area has a bad reputation for anti-social behaviour 
- Busy roads around UL not pleasant to walk along 
- UL campus covers a large area and certain areas are poorly lit or dark 
- Cycle and pedestrian paths are poorly designed and confusing within UL campus 
 

“There’s glass on all the cycle paths.  If you cycle three or four times a week you’re almost 
guaranteed to get a puncture” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“There was a cyclist killed a few years ago because when you cycle into UL the cycle lane is in 

the middle of two car lanes” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 
 
Location specifics - Dungarvan 
- Traffic calming measures felt to have made a main road more dangerous for cyclists 
- Cycle paths where they exist considered to be confusing and dangerous 
- Other routes to certain schools have no cycle paths and are felt to be busy and dangerous 
 

“I live on the main Waterford road and if you’re not on a designated cycle track it’s dangerous, 
people are vicious towards cyclists, they cut you up and get as close as they can” [Commuter, 

Dungarvan] 
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“They did some traffic calming and it did solve the traffic problem but it’s become more 
dangerous for cyclists because trucks are so close to you you can feel the suction from them” 

[Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“I have three children at the Friary and there’s about seven or eight roundabouts they would have 
to get over so there’s no way I would let them cycle” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
Location specifics - Westport 
- Local rural roads in poor condition with pot-holes and no footpaths 
- Crossing guard taken away from one of the local primary schools 
- Drivers fail to stop at crossings on busy road outside school 
- Footpaths on road to school are not continuous so have to cross busy road multiple times 
 
“Ever since they took the crossing guard away it’s been a disaster.  It’s like playing chicken with 

your kids trying to cross that road because nobody stops” [Parent, Westport] 
 
Segment specifics – Education (Escorted) 
- As explained, parents reluctant to let children cycle due to safety concerns 
 
3.3 Weather 
Explanation 

The weather in Ireland also emerged as a consistent theme throughout this research.  Although this is not 
such an important issue as safety, it is likely to be the barrier that is most difficult to address. 

There are indications to suggest that the weather is used as an excuse not to consider cycling or walking 
instead of driving short distances in many circumstances.  Some are prepared to admit that the weather is 
often not as bad as the stereotype that tends to prevail.  However, there is also strong evidence to explain 
why concerns about the weather represent a genuine barrier in all areas and among all segments. 

“I’ve only been caught in the rain three or four times this semester.  It’s more in the back of your 
mind – what if it’s raining on the way home – I think people just make up excuses” [Mixed 

Students, Limerick] 
 
At a practical level, this is articulated as the discomfort and inconvenience of clothes getting wet, 
especially during the outbound journey in the morning.  The alternatives of wearing waterproof clothing or 
taking dry clothes to change into on arrival are generally considered to be equally impractical for the 
majority. 

“If it’s raining you’re less inclined to go out on a bike if you’re going to work because the last 
thing you want is to be sitting there wet through all day” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“If you’re going out for leisure purposes you don’t mind getting soaked but if you’re going to 

work or taking the kids to school it’s easier to get in the car and know you’re not going to get wet.  
So I think the weather has a big role to play in why we always take the car” [Commuter, Limerick] 

 
“I got caught in the rain one day and was saturated in my clothes for the rest of the day and it 

annoyed me so much I wouldn’t cycle for about two weeks and didn’t want to cycle again” [Mixed 
Students, Limerick] 

 
At an emotional level, widely held views about the climate make the prospect of cycling and walking 
unappealing, especially for non-discretionary journeys.  This is a further illustration of the divide that 
exists between cycling and walking as leisure activities and considering them as modes of transport as an 
alternative to making journeys by car.  There is a wide perception gap between cycling and walking for 
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recreational purposes in sunny weather at the weekend and cycling or walking to work or school on a wet 
weekday.  These emotional reservations are heightened by the common association between poor 
weather and illness.  Driving short distances is therefore considered to be justifiable and sensible if this 
avoids the possibility of wearing damp clothing that increase the likelihood of catching colds. 

“We get real bad weather and you don’t want your kids sitting in a wet uniform all day, you don’t 
want them to be sick all the time” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
“They say it’s healthier for you to walk but if you’re getting the flu it kind of defeats the purpose” 

[Parent, Westport] 
 
Location specifics - Westport 
- Highlighted as a stronger barrier since weather tends to be worse on the west coast 
 
Segment specifics – Education (Escorted) 
- Wet clothing a particular concern for parents of school age children 
- Secondary school children especially are reluctant to wear waterproofs (or even coats) 
 
3.4 Image 
Explanation 

The image barriers identified are closely linked to some of the cultural issues identified below.  Some are 
prepared to admit openly to feelings of embarrassment about being seen cycling or walking when others 
are driving or being driven.  For others these are more latent concerns that are uncovered as secondary 
issues during the course of discussing the subject matter in detail in a focus group. 

Negative image associations are almost exclusively related to cycling rather than walking (although the 
element of social stigma attached to not making journeys by car applies equally to walking, as explained 
below).  Image considerations are separate from cultural and social issues and can be most simply 
explained by the fact that cycling is often thought to be ‘uncool’.   

“I’ve a son in a different school and there’s plenty cycling there but they’re coming from a more 
disadvantaged area so they’re setting off on their bikes and cycling” [Primary Parent, Limerick] 

 
“You’re supposed to wear a helmet and have all the gear on and the kids don’t want it, it’s not 

cool if someone comes in on a bike” [Primary Parent, Limerick] 
 

“I think cycling has still got a stigma, you know the helmet and the backpack.  I don’t think people 
like to be seen walking in the road either” [Commuter, Limerick] 

 
“Cycling isn’t cool so people think ‘I’m not going to get on a bike’” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“A lot of people wouldn’t see cycling as cool.  It would be an image thing for some people.  A lot 
of people are image conscious and won’t wear a helmet and a hi-vis” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 

There was some discussion about how the image of cycling has changed in recent years and that to cycle 
anywhere now you need to have a ‘lycra look’ and reflect the image of professional cycling. 

“I remember long ago people would just cycle from A to B in their normal attire and cycling was 
viewed as a normal mode of transport but now it’s much more serious and you have to have a 

certain look and compete more” [Parent, Dungarvan] 
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An important contributing factor in this respect is a common reluctance to wear any of the clothing and 
equipment associated with cycling, but especially a helmet.  For the majority, this is primarily due to 
feelings of embarrassment about their physical appearance, heightened by the high likelihood of being 
recognised by friends or colleagues.  These issues are amplified among women and girls who are more 
likely to be self-conscious about their appearance than most men.  Some of the women in the sample 
explained how they would be reluctant to spend time getting ready before leaving home in the morning, 
only to have their hair spoiled by the weather or a helmet by the time they arrive at their destination.  
Females also have to contend with an additional practical image issue in relation to their clothing in that 
cycling is likely to preclude the option of wearing a skirt. 

“They did a survey recently in school and there are no girls that will cycle.  It’s due to vanity 
because they want to look nice but their hair would be blowing out of place and they definitely 

won’t put a helmet on, that’s for sure” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“Boys will cycle at the drop of a hat but girls won’t go out in a 20 mile an hour wind with their 
make-up and hair or whatever” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
“I have a friend who literally takes half an hour to do her make-up so you’re not going to cycle 

then do that when you get to college” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 
 

A less frequently raised issue but one that is considered to be of equal or greater importance is to do with 
the physical exertion of cycling (especially compared with driving or even walking).  This is a particular 
problem for those who are unable or unwilling to take a shower after cycling.  Some talked of feeling 
uncomfortable about the prospect of wearing sweaty clothing all day and some of the female UL students 
talked disapprovingly of someone who cycles every day and is known to have a body odour problem that 
is widely considered to be unpleasant and unhygienic. 

“I can’t see anyone seriously getting out of bed, getting on a bike, going into town, having a 
shower and going to work.  The thing about cycling is you arrive hot and sweaty and there’s very 

little you can do about it” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“When I’m cycling I get sweaty so I’d say a lot of girls would be very self-conscious about that.  
They don’t want to look bad for the rest of the day in college because it’s like a fashion show” 

[Mixed Students, Limerick] 
 

“There’s a guy in my class that cycles in and he doesn’t shower when he comes in and he always 
smells so I associate cycling with that” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
Interestingly, these image issues are assumed to be less important in locations such as Dublin and 
Galway where cycling is more established and popular as a method of transport rather than having the 
status of a recreational activity.  It is assumed the practical considerations that encourage more people to 
cycle mean cycling has achieved the critical mass required for it to be regarded as socially acceptable 
rather than uncool.  However, it is also possible that cycling has a different social status in more 
cosmopolitan areas where the use of cars is also perceived somewhat differently.   

“My nieces live in Dublin now and they never got on a bike when they were living here but now 
they’re cycling and walking and jogging because they live in the centre of Dublin” [Parent, 

Dungarvan] 
 

“I used to live in Galway and I cycled everywhere because it’s great to cycle past all the traffic” 
[Commuter, Westport] 
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“In England it’s different and you’re made to feel a bit of a twat for driving your car if you don’t 
need to but here you’re not.  Cycling has only just become fashionable and it was considered you 

weren’t doing well enough if you were on a bike only 10 years ago round here but it’s definitely 
changing” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“I’ve lived in Dublin and walking to work is massive.  I don’t know why there is a difference but it’s 
a popular trend.  People have their headphones on and their runners on and they power walk into 

work” [Commuter, Limerick] 
 

Segment specifics – Education (Independent) 

- Image issues represent a bigger barrier for female UL students than other segments.  Many seem to 
pay a lot of time and attention to the way they look when at university and are not inclined to risk 
compromising their image or appearance by cycling 

 
Segment specifics – Education (Escorted) 
- Image is also an important barrier for teenagers at secondary school, especially females 
 

3.5 Inertia 
Explanation 

Inertia is a relatively straightforward barrier to understand and is closely linked to cultural perceptions 
surrounding modal choices, especially the overwhelming reliance on the car for even the shortest 
journeys.  There is a commonly held perception that owning a car makes driving the only option available 
rather than just the automatic default option. 

“They are trying to encourage people to cycle and walk and there are opportunities to do so but 
the habit is it’s easier to get in your car” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
Many are happy to openly admit to laziness as a significant barrier to cycling or walking rather than 
driving very short distances, in a focus group environment.  Parents who had no option other than to cycle 
or walk to school themselves now feel a sense of pride at being able to drive their children to school.  
Many UL students have always been driven to school, learned to drive and got a car and now drive 
everywhere, including to and from UL.   

“I’ve actually been getting a lot of stick for not walking to work because I drive and it’s about 700 
metres maybe” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“I go into work for around 8.00 and I need an hour to prepare myself so I just wouldn’t be willing 

to get up any earlier” [Commuter, Limerick] 
 

“If you have to travel more than two kilometres, I’d say everyone would drive if they had a car” 
[Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
Cycling and walking are considered to be acceptable and enjoyable ways of relaxing or exercising as 
leisure activities but are felt to be unusual ways to travel to school, university or work and need to be 
justified, especially in situations where a car is available.  Cycling is felt to require too much effort and 
walking is expected to take too long.  Driving instead is generally considered to be preferable on the basis 
that it allows extra time in bed in the morning and the alternatives of cycling and walking are both 
assumed to be too tiring at the end of a long day.   

“My children definitely like to be picked up and dropped off, they don’t know what their legs are 
for” [Parent, Dungarvan] 
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“If you do a 10 or 12 hour day you just want to get home quickly so I just think of how long it will 
take to cycle home and how tired I’d be when I got there” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
Location specifics – Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport 
- Steep roads in rural areas represent an additional disincentive to cycle or walk to all except those with 

the most positive pre-dispositions or without access to a car 
 

“Westport is in a valley so no matter where you are cycling you’ve got to go up big hills” 
[Commuter, Westport] 

 
Segment specifics – Education (Escorted) 
- Walking to school with Primary age children would take too long in the morning to be feasible 
 
3.6 Cultural 
Explanation 

There were a number of interesting and consistent themes identified across the sample to indicate the 
presence of barriers to cycling and walking that can be interpreted as cultural factors. 

Perhaps the most important of these is a strong feeling of the way in which attitudes to driving, cycling 
and walking are evolving over time.  As indicated above, many were brought up in families with one car or 
no cars and often had no choice but to cycle or walk (or use public transport if available).  This is coupled 
with a common perception of how attitudes have changed in the recent past and are closely linked to a 
range of economic and societal factors.  The direct implications for this research are the increasing 
numbers of families with both parents working full time which is correlated with an increasing trend to car 
ownership and multi-car households. 

This has created a gradual shift in attitudes towards driving, cycling and walking the perceived status and 
role of these in modern lifestyles.  Each of the three STA locations has people living in rural areas with no 
reliable public transport network.  Over time, these factors have contributed to an increased sense of 
reliance on making journeys by car that has had an impact on habits relating to cycling and walking.   

In simple and exaggerated terms, driving is regarded as an important mode of transport associated with 
the ability to make essential journeys at will and cycling and walking are viewed as leisure activities or for 
those who are unable to exercise their preferred option to travel by car.  The extension of this analysis is 
that driving is considered to be aspirational and there is a kudos attached to car ownership.  This is 
especially true among teenagers who feel under peer pressure to learn to drive at the earliest opportunity 
and to have access to a car as a symbol of independence that enables them to drive when they get to 
university (and to even to school in many cases). 

“Every second teenager now has their own car and they drive to school and have their own 
parking space.  They have this perception that it’s all about the car and it’s important to get their 

full licence in the fifth or sixth year” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“My daughter got her provisional licence and drives to the Friary which is chock-a-block with 
kids’ cars with L plates.  They had to make another car park at the back away from where the 

teachers park” [Parent, Dungarvan] 
 

“Driving is a big thing and they teach them to drive at school.  In transition year they give them 
driving lessons so they’re encouraging them to drive.” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
“A lot of 18 and 19 year olds think ‘look at me, I can drive, watch me in my car’ so it’s just 

something the young ones want to do now because obviously there’s a status to it” [Mixed 
Students, Limerick] 
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Since these views were evident across the different locations and sample segments, we believe it is 
reasonable to hypothesise that: 

 The increasing penetration of car ownership is likely to explain the common over-reliance on the car 
even for very short journeys. 

 There is likely to be a relationship between the aspiration and kudos associated with car usage and 
the sense of social stigma associated with making essential journeys by bike or on foot.  Respondents 
of all ages expressed overt or latent views about cycling or walking to work, school or university being 
a sign of lower social status and linked to not being able to afford to run a car. 

 In certain cases, an awareness of these issues may create an entrenched reluctance to cycle or walk 
among those who may prefer to do so even if they have access to a car.  These issues may also help 
explain perceptions of driver intolerance towards cyclists and pedestrians on occasions where this is 
felt to exist. 

“I have a big problem with the disrespect shown to cyclists.  I get a lot of young lads rolling down 
their windows and saying ‘get off your bike and go home, granny’, even though I’m obeying the 

rules of the road and wearing the right gear” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 
 The cultural barriers identified are likely to be different in areas where cycling and walking are 

considered to be more socially acceptable or even aspirational, such as Dublin and Galway.  It would 
be interesting to test this hypothesis by conducting focus groups among matched samples of those 
who drive, cycle and walk when making essential journeys in these cities. 

Location specifics – Dungarvan and Westport 
- The Greenways in these locations are welcomed by residents but have reinforced the separation 

between cycling and walking for leisure purposes and essential journeys.  The Greenways are 
regarded as a recreational facility rather than a means of encouraging people to consider cycling or 
walking to work or school rather than making short journeys by car 

 
Segment specifics – Education (Independent) 
- UL students who drive are proud of being able to do so and most of those who cycle or walk would like 

to be able to drive.  The dynamics of the ‘conflict group’ of UL students did not function as intended 
since those recruited on the basis of cycling or walking to university were more likely to side with the 
drivers rather than against them 

 
3.7 Practical 
Explanation 

Practical barriers to cycling and walking fall into two broad categories, trip-chaining and items that need to 
be carried for essential journeys. 

The most important practical barrier relevant across all sample segments is trip-chaining.  For commuters 
and parents, the frequent need to drop children off at school on the way to work represents the main 
justification for driving, even when one of these journeys is a relatively short distance.  UL students who 
drive may need their car for part-time jobs elsewhere in Limerick at the end of the day.  Those recruited 
on the basis of not trip-chaining on at least three occasions each week recognise this is not the reason for 
driving on every occasion but claim one or more of the other barriers are likely to apply. 

Another critical issue to be identified in this category is a universal concern for escorted education trips.  
Parents claim children are unable to cycle or walk to school due to the weight of their bags.  This is 
especially the case at secondary level although also a consideration at primary level where bags are 
lighter but children are smaller.  In addition to school books, many will often need to carry a hurley or 
other sports equipment required for games lessons or after-school activities.  The weight of the bag(s) 
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makes it difficult for the child to walk to school and dangerous for them to cycle.  Many parents feel this in 
its own right to be sufficient justification for driving their children very short distances to school. 

“Definitely if his bag was lighter I would make him cycle because I drive back home then cycle to 
work.  I would love it if he could cycle but he physically can’t because his bags are too heavy” 

[Parent, Dungarvan] 
 

“I don’t know how some of the younger ones manage to lug 15-20 kilos around all day.  At work 
I’m told I can’t carry that much weight but schools think it’s fine and that they should walk a mile 

to school and a mile back” [Parent, Westport] 
 

“The older classes have homework in every subject every night so they always have all their 
books with them” [Primary School Parent, Limerick] 

 
“It wouldn’t be safe to cycle with a bag that heavy.  My daughter is hunched over with her bag, 

they’re quite heavy” [Secondary School Parent, Limerick] 
 

“My daughter at primary school walks but the one at secondary school doesn’t purely because 
the bag could be nearly the same weight as a four stone bag of potatoes” [Secondary School 

Parent, Limerick] 
 
All segments have heavy items that frequently need to be transported that are claimed to prevent serious 
consideration of cycling (rather than walking).  Many commuters and almost all UL students have laptops 
and blue collar workers are likely to have tools or other equipment.  If cycling rather than walking or 
driving, the additional weight of the change of clothing required increases the magnitude of this practical 
barrier. 

“On the rare times I walk in I get sweaty so then I have to carry another bag with a change of 
clothes which is adding extra weight” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
Location specifics – Dungarvan and Limerick 
- Some parents in these areas are aware certain schools have participated in tablet trials but are 

uncertain if this is funded as part of the STA initiative.  This is welcomed in principle but one or two are 
aware of teething problems with the scheme and others are sceptical about whether this will resolve 
the current problem completely.  None are aware whether the trial has resulted in a significant increase 
in the numbers of children cycling or walking to the schools participating in the trial. 

 
“In an ideal world, what you’d like is for every kid to be supplied with a tablet and given a USB 

stick then you could do your work on it in school then homework or anything else could be done 
via email” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
3.8 Facilities 
Explanation 

Some of the practical barriers outlined above are compounded by a lack of facilities at workplaces, 
schools or UL.  The key issues identified in this respect can be summarised as follows: 

Bike lock facilities or bike racks are often either not available or not considered to be secure enough.  
Where provided, availability tends not to be an issue due to the relative lack of demand for bike racks 
compared to car parking spaces.  The lack of secure facilities is occasionally presented as a reason for 
not cycling to workplaces and schools, and to a lesser extent at UL, although in reality this is likely to 
represent little more than a weak post-rationalisation among those who lack the inclination to cycle to 
work or to accompany their children to school. 
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“I’ve had four bikes stolen in the last three years” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
 

“If you cycle there’s not that many places you can leave a bike.  There are no bike racks really” 
[Commuter, Westport] 

 
“In Dublin there are cellars where they will look after your bike for a quid a day and it’s safe, it 

doesn’t get wet and it doesn’t get nicked so we need more of that” [Commuter, Westport] 
 

“There are no facilities to park a bike at my daughter’s school so it pointless telling them about it 
if there’s nowhere to park your bike” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
A similar issue is often highlighted in relation to a lack of lockers or safe storage facilities for cycling 
equipment or clothes.  As previously explained, the need to wear and carry a helmet and a change of 
clothing is one of the practical barriers associated with a reluctance to cycle.  This is compounded in 
situations where it is known or perceived to be difficult to store these items during the day. 

In situations where showers are not provided, this is used as a reason for not cycling among those who 
claim to be concerned about their personal hygiene and appearance.  Others with access to showers 
express a disinclination to use them, either because of the condition of them or because they are 
inconveniently situated in relation to where they work. 

“You could be waiting 15 minutes for a shower to be free.  A lot of people are self-conscious 
about the open showers in the gym so you have to go to the swimming pool for the closed 
showers.  I think there could easily be more shower facilities” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
Location specifics – Limerick 
- UL students and staff are aware that adequate provision for leaving bikes on campus is available.  

Indeed, some know that this provision has increased recently since car park spaces have been turned 
into secure and covered shelter for more bikes.  This has been in response to incidents of theft and 
vandalism rather than an increase in demand.  There is some feeling that bike racks are not more 
widely used due them being located a long way from certain faculties of the university. 

 
3.9 School specific 
Explanation 

In contrast to commuters and UL students, parents in the sample were discussing issues related to 
cycling and walking on behalf of their children rather than for themselves.  A number of barriers were 
therefore identified at a vicarious level that are specific to this segment of the sample and not present 
among others. 

Since safety has emerged as the most important consideration universally, it is unsurprising that this is 
the dominant issue for parents making escorted education journeys.  All parents naturally claim to be 
acting in the best interests of their children and this need overrides any of the barriers explained above.  
Driving children short distances to and from school tends to be easily justified on the basis that it helps 
parents allay concerns about their child making the journey more safely than would be the case if they 
cycle or walk.  Any sense of underlying guilt associated with driving less than a kilometre is easily 
outweighed by the peace of mind that many parents derive from taking personal responsibility for 
escorting their child in what is perceived to be the safest mode of transport. 

“I have children who would cycle but I’d be reluctant to let them out on the road because the 
traffic is crazy and I would be nervous” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“If anything happened I’d blame myself, you know what I mean, if they’re out on the road cycling 

when I could have driven them” [Parent, Dungarvan] 



  
 
 STA Ex-Post Evaluation – Qualitative Research Findings 22 
 
 

 

 
“When you know you’ve left your child at school you can get on with the rest of your day, 

otherwise you’d be thinking, ‘Jesus, I wonder has he got to school safely?’” [Parent, Westport] 
 

“Cycling is dangerous for children and the roads are unforgiving so I drive them every day to 
make sure they arrive alive.  The world out there doesn’t facilitate the idea of a greener 

environment with people cycling at the moment” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 
 

This view is often supported by a desire among parents to improve on their own personal experiences of 
travelling to and from school.  As previously explained, this often involved cycling or walking on a regular 
basis since single car or no car households were more common a generation ago.  In certain 
circumstances, it was therefore apparent from the research that parents want to drive their children to 
school in order to benefit from the sense of satisfaction of doing something for their children that their 
parents were unable to do for them. 

In addition to these strongly emotional factors, a number of post-rationalisations were also evident at a 
secondary and more rational level: 

 A small number mentioned concerns about stranger danger although more from the point of view of 
wanting to protect children against the worst case scenario rather than because this is a genuine 
concern in any of the three locations. 

“Too many bad things have gone on over the years with children so it’s in every parent’s mind 
really” [Parent, Westport] 

 
 Driving children home from school makes it easier for them to participate in after-school activities as it 

would be too dark or the child would be too tired to walk home.  This also means the child is unable to 
cycle to school because their bike would need to be left at school overnight. 

“My boy doesn’t cycle because he trains about four days a week and when he’s finished in the 
evening he doesn’t want to cycle home more than anything” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
 There is minimal concern about driving being regarded as a lazy option since parents are comfortable 

about the fact that their children get enough exercise from sports and other activities they are involved 
with on a regular basis 

“They do so much sport and get so much exercise from after-school activities that it’s not an 
issue for me at all actually about driving them to school” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
“We do so many activities, my kids are constantly doing sports and other things so I don’t feel it’s 

necessary for them to walk or cycle to school” [Primary Parent, Limerick] 
 
 Those who expressed safety concerns about their children cycling or walking to school were asked 

about the possibility of them cycling or walking with their children in order to mitigate these 
reservations.  The problem was claimed to be that older children are too embarrassed to risk being 
seen cycling or walking with a parent (but being driven by them is socially acceptable) and cycling or 
walking with children young enough not to be embarrassed would take too long. 

 A couple of parents (in Limerick and Westport) claimed to have no other option but to drive their 
children due to the school opening time.  Apparently, children are not permitted to arrive before 8.50 
am.  This removes the possibility of parents being able to cycle or walk to school with their child since 
the parent is then unable to get to work on time (if they have to travel from the school after 8.50am). 
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“At some schools there is an issue because you’re not allowed to bring the kids to school before 
a certain time so you can’t walk with them to school because you don’t have enough time to get to 

work” [Parent, Westport] 
 

“You used to be able to drop them at 8.30 then head on to work.  Now they can’t go in until 8.50 
so if you have to be at work at 9.00 you don’t have time to get to work (unless you drive)” [Primary 

Parent, Limerick] 
 
Location specifics – Westport 
- One parent explained how his child used to cycle to school but has been discouraged from doing so 

because he was reported to the school by another parent for cycling on the road rather than on the 
cycle path and the child and his parents were subsequently reprimanded by the school. 

 
“One of the parents reported him for cycling on the road but what is he supposed to do if the 

Greenway doesn’t extend all the way there?  There’s one section of cycle path and the rest of the 
way he has to go on the road” [Parent, Westport] 

 
3.10 Pro-car 
Explanation 

Many of the positive attitudes to car use outlined in section 3.1 can obviously be interpreted as barriers in 
their own right to cycling and walking for the types of journeys of interest for the purposes of this work.  
Those who occasionally cycle or walk acknowledge this to be an exception and would not be prepared to 
consider doing so for every journey and are unable to envisage not being able to rely on their car as the 
default or fall back option.  Some who currently do not own a car or are unable to drive consider this to be 
a major disadvantage and generally aspire to car ownership and usage. 

This creates a mindset in which car ownership is considered to be a necessity and is easily justified on 
this basis.  This is supported by the perceived societal trend towards multi-car households that helps to 
normalise this behaviour, especially in areas such as the three participating in the STA trial that do not 
have a reliable public transport network.  This makes it easy for car users to construct further arguments 
in favour of driving when they live in areas that are not associated with traffic congestion problems and 
when parking spaces are plentiful and free of charge.  All car owners can claim that frequent use helps to 
ensure the best value for money is being derived from the fixed costs associated with motoring, but this 
becomes an easier point to prove in the absence of barriers that are commonplace for motorists in other 
areas.  

It would be interesting to compare these attitudes among matched samples in cities such as Dublin and 
Galway where factors influencing the decision making process in relation to modal choice for journeys of 
less than three kilometres may be markedly different. 
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4.1 Dungarvan 
Awareness of the STA initiative in Dunvarvan is relatively high.  Respondents in both groups knew that 
the town was selected to participate in the trial and most were able to identify at least one recent change 
or area of investment assumed to be linked to the scheme. 

The Greenway is regarded as the primary and most visible manifestation of STA funding in Dungarvan.  
There was universal awareness of the facility across both focus groups (although some evidence to 
suggest it is not always immediately associated with STA at a spontaneous level).  Attitudes to the 
Greenway are overwhelmingly positive.  All consider it to be an excellent amenity that is felt to have had a 
considerable impact on feelings towards cycling and walking in the local area.  The overall perception is 
that the Greenway is widely used and is a good example of how to achieve good value for money from 
STA investment.   

“Our cycle track is a wonderful amenity and once you get off the main road and onto that it’s 
wonderful” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
However, a further universal perception is that the Greenway is strongly associated with leisure activities 
rather than being designed to serve other purposes.  From experience, many respondents are aware that 
the Greenway is very popular with families at the weekend.  One or two suggested that it has almost 
become a victim of its own success since it can become overcrowded during spells of good weather 
during holiday periods.  None expressed much surprise therefore on exposure to statistics indicating a 
minimal impact on the penetration of cycling and walking journeys to work or escorting children to school 
since the Greenway was introduced.  All also agreed with the research suggesting a high proportion of 
people in Dungarvan consider cycling and walking to be pleasant in the area on the basis that the 
Greenway is regarded as a leisure facility. 

“It’s on one side of the town.  I use it every day coming in but when you get to town you can 
forget about it, it’s completely separate to town” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“The way everybody sees it is to encourage people to cycle and walk as a leisure activity” 

[Parent, Dungarvan] 
 
Awareness of other recent interventions is relatively high but these have a lower profile than the 
Greenway and there is some uncertainty about whether they were introduced before or after Dungarvan 
was selected to participate in the STA trial. 

There was some discussion in both focus groups about a traffic calming scheme that all were familiar 
with.  This considered to have been successful in its objective of making vehicles travel more slowly but 
there is general agreement that the road is now too narrow and dangerous for cyclists so the measure is 
felt to be counter-productive.  Similar views were expressed towards other cycle paths that are 
considered to be a relatively recent addition to some of the busiest roads in the area.  These are felt to 
have been poorly designed on the basis that they are perceived to create conflict with pedestrians who 
are required to share the same space. 

“There are some real oddities about the cycle paths.  You sometimes have to stop, lift the bike 
through a gap, then get back on the bike again” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
“The first thing I said when I used the cycle paths was ‘whoever designed this doesn’t cycle’” 

[Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
4 Smarter Travel Area Initiatives 
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“The cycle routes go so far then stops.  It comes into town as far as the Garda station then stops 

so there’s no route to the two schools.” [Parent, Dungarvan] 
 

“What they did to the Ard Road is a disgrace, it’s deadly dangerous now.  They narrowed the road 
and put a cycle track on either side and put in little islands.  It’s meant to calm traffic but it’s just 

dangerous out there now” [Parent, Dungarvan] 
 
Some assume the investment intended to promote cycling is linked to the high local interest in amateur 
and professional cycling.  There were occasional references to the Sean Kelly cycling tour that is 
regarded as a popular attraction.  Interestingly however, there is also some feeling that the local cycling 
club are a poor advertisement for cycling and the cycle paths as they are felt to represent a hazard when 
out in large groups and are disliked by motorists. 

“Dungarvan has a very strong cycling club, they’re in their lycra and they love it, but they’re 
cycling three abreast and they decide not to be on the cycle path, because they can’t fit on the 

cycle paths, they’re a law unto themselves.  Much as I love to see them, and my son is involved, 
they don’t use the cycle tracks and they don’t abide by the rules.” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
There is some awareness of the Travel Centre although it is not known by this name and there is 
confusion about its role.  None of the respondents had used the facility and most were unsure if it is 
available to the public.  One or two assumed it is intended to be used exclusively by council staff working 
in the building the Travel Centre is adjacent to. 

“They’re encouraging people to cycle and walk and there’s actually a facility in town where you 
can go in and get a shower and get changed” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
A small number are aware of plans to pedestrianise the Grattan Square shopping area and this is 
assumed to be linked to the STA initiative.  Although the benefits of this are understood from the 
perspective of vulnerable road users, respondents mentioned the plans are being opposed by traders 
who are concerned about the potential impact on their business. 

“The traders are all up in arms about losing the parking spaces because they are in competition 
with the shopping centre and are already at a big disadvantage” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 

 
The only other related issue to be raised in the focus groups was the Bike to Work scheme.  A few had 
taken advantage of this to purchase a new bike either for themselves or another family member but 
admitted this was for leisure use rather than for commuting or escorting children to school.  Bike to Work 
is widely known to be a national initiative and not related to the STA funding. 

Parents 

Some specific issues were raised in the Dungarvan Parents’ group in addition to those highlighted above: 

 This group was recruited on the basis of having children of secondary school age but some also had 
another child at primary school.  These parents were aware that schools occasionally have weeks 
when children are encouraged to cycle or walk to school and receive a small reward if they do so.  
Although this is welcomed and supported in principle, it was claimed to be common for parents to 
drive their children to within close proximity to the school and let them walk the last few hundred 
metres only. 

“I drove them to my mother’s house which is nearer the school and they cycled from there and I 
followed them in the car.  It was a bit of effort and stress but they got their star when they got to 

school so they were happy” [Commuter, Dungarvan] 
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“Every now and then the kids get an apple or orange if they walk to school but I’m probably a bad 
parent because I drop them at the corner and let them walk up the road” [Primary Parent, 

Limerick] 
 

4.2 Limerick 
Awareness of the STA scheme across the six focus groups conducted in Limerick is generally lower than 
in Dungarvan and Westport.  This is likely to be due to the fact that much of the STA budget is yet to be 
spent in Limerick and any investment to date may be less visible in the largest of the three STAs with a 
considerably larger population than the other two locations. 

Knowledge of specific STA funded initiatives therefore tend to be vague rather than detailed and are 
primarily focused around a number of activities assumed to be intended to encourage cycling.  Four 
themes were consistently highlighted across each of the sample segments in this respect: 

 There is universal awareness of the Coke Zero bike hire scheme.  Attitudes to this are overwhelmingly 
positive although this is balanced with a degree of disappointment that the scheme is restricted to the 
city centre only. 

 More dedicated cycle routes have appeared in the recent past which are assumed to have made 
journeys easier and safer for cyclists.  There is a general impression that certain parts of Limerick are 
now better connected and integrated than they have been previously. 

“In the last couple of years we have had the cycle paths which has improved things for cyclists 
whereas before you would take your life in your hands on the road” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
 There is some awareness of recent attempts to improve lighting and security on the route along the 

canal.  This is considered to be a necessary intervention in order to tackle the reputation the area has 
acquired for anti-social behaviour which is an understandable deterrent to cycling or walking along 
this route, especially after dark. 

“They spent a lot of money along the canal because it’s quite dangerous around there due to 
itinerants and anti-social behaviour” [Commuter, Limerick] 

 
“There are safety issues on the riverbank, it’s not a place where people are advised to walk or 

run, especially after dark” [UL Staff, Limerick] 
 
 Almost all are aware of the Cycle to Work scheme (although as in the other areas, this is known not to 

be linked to the STA programme). 

One or two respondents wondered whether more bus lanes had been introduced to ease congestion on 
busy roads although no specific details were volunteered and the majority were unaware if this is 
perception or reality.  

UL students and staff 

Awareness of interventions intended to promote cycling and walking tended to be higher among UL 
students and staff than among the commuter and parents’ groups.  However, there was a degree of 
uncertainty in each of these focus groups about whether these initiatives are specific to UL or as a 
consequence of Limerick’s involvement with STA.  In either event, recent activity and interventions are 
perceived to fall into two categories; the cycle routes in and around UL (that may be used by anyone) and 
activities specifically targeted at UL for the exclusive benefit of students and staff.   

The improvement to cycling routes mentioned above are perceived to be concentrated around UL rather 
than across Limerick more generally.  These routes are primarily in the Castletroy area of the city and are 
not considered to be an especially extensive network.  Although the introduction of cycle routes to roads 
around UL is welcomed at a conceptual level, there is some feeling that this investment has not achieved 
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the impact that might have been expected.  One of the problems identified in this respect is that the cycle 
lanes outside UL are black and therefore not sufficiently well differentiated from the road surface.  This 
results in cyclists not being adequately segregated from motorists, which contributes to the safety 
concerns associated with dedicated cycle routes previously highlighted.  This is compounded by the belief 
that this situation creates a road environment in which drivers and cyclists are forced together in a way 
that creates intolerance rather than acceptance of each other.  Each user group believes they have a 
right to use the roads but the needs of each are often felt to take priority over those of the other.   

“Sometimes I don’t want to cycle on the cycle path because there are lots of pedestrians on it so 
you get drivers going past and shouting ‘cycle path’ really aggressively” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
“Castletroy is a lot safer than most of Ireland definitely because of the cycle lanes.  You don’t 

really see them around Ireland” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 
 

“They put in a new cycle lane that is black so it looks the same as the road and people get 
confused because it looks like another lane to drive in” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
The cycle routes inside the UL grounds are unsurprisingly felt to be considerably safer than those outside, 
mainly as a consequence of the volume of traffic using them.  Although there is no conflict between 
cyclists and vehicles, there appears to be a problem with the way the routes have been laid out that 
creates a conflict between cyclists and pedestrians as a consequence of the space they are required to 
share.   

“The way the cycle paths have been laid out is confusing and they create conflict between 
cyclists and pedestrians” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
“There’s a cycle path here and a pedestrian path here but further along they’ve swapped it so it 

doesn’t make sense and you don’t know which side you are supposed to be on” [Female 
Students, Limerick] 

 
“Pedestrians don’t move out of the cycle paths.  Cyclists come down and ring their bells and 

people are going ‘oh, whatever’ and they just keep walking” [Female Students, Limerick] 
 
Of the UL specific initiatives, the STA representatives have generated the highest level of awareness 
among this sample.  Unfortunately however, reactions tended to be neutral or negative rather than 
positive for most.  The main problem is that none are clear about the intended role of the representatives 
on the basis of their performance to date, especially in terms of their relationship to the STA scheme.  
The general feeling is that the representatives are visible but in the wrong way.  They are not considered 
to have a high profile within UL and are certainly not known to be proactive.  Knowledge and awareness 
of the representatives is therefore limited to an attempt to promote cycling through the use of emails.  
Students and staff talked of being bombarded by emails that are regarded as irritating spam to the extent 
that they are either filtered to not appear in inboxes or are immediately deleted without being opened 
when they do.  On a more positive note, some are aware of being able to get a free high-visibility vest 
from the STA representatives as an incentive to encourage cycling and walking to UL (although most 
claimed to be far too image-conscious to wear one!). 

“When I get an email it’s just another thing I skip.  You get so many emails they are just like 
trash” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“When Smarter Travel comes up I delete them straight away because they come in every single 

day” [Female Students, Limerick] 
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Those who currently cycle are aware of the Bike Doctor and consider this to be a very positive 
manifestation of STA.  This facility is welcomed by all cyclists and is highly valued by them.  Indeed, the 
success and popularity of the Bike Doctor seems to have become a problem in that it is always difficult to 
see him when needed.  Respondents claimed there is always a long wait to be seen and the lack of a 
formal appointment system creates the impression of the service being poorly organised.  This is 
especially frustrating for those who want to cycle to UL but do not have sufficient flexibility in their 
timetables to wait for long periods of time to see the Bike Doctor. 

“The Bike Doctor isn’t realistic if you have to go there in your tea break.  I went there but had to 
leave the queue to get back to work because there isn’t an appointment system” [UL Staff, 

Limerick] 
 

“There are people on campus who fix your bike for free and sell cheap bikes and stuff and they do 
seminars on bike safety so they are really pushing cycling” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 
A member of staff explained how improvements have recently been made to the bike storage facilities at 
UL.  Apparently spaces have been created by removing a couple of parking bays to create a new area 
that is covered and secure.  This is not something that many students mentioned spontaneously in the 
focus groups and other staff seemed not to be aware of this but the respondent who mentioned it 
happened to have been involved in the planning and implementation of the new storage area. 

“There are very good facilities for parking your bicycle.  I can walk to my office, get changed and 
be in work in 15 minutes rather than having to drive around looking for a parking space” [UL Staff, 

Limerick] 
 

“They’re doing up some places and putting in new things and I think they are putting cameras in 
some of the shelters and they took away about six or eight spaces and put in a bike shed” 

[Female Students, Limerick] 
 
A member of staff also explained that showering facilities have also improved in the recent past although 
this was also not common knowledge among other respondents in this group or among students. 

“The infrastructure has improved radically in the last while so now there are individual private 
showers so you can swipe your card and have a shower” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
Parents 

Some parents are aware of STA but assume it to be linked to UL rather than Limerick.  A few know STA 
to be promoted at UL but are unaware of other activity (some of the parents also worked at UL since it is 
a major employer in the area).  Initiatives that were mentioned are generally thought to apply nationally 
rather than being linked to STA: 

 Walk to school days – but restricted to individual schools rather than being universal or even locally 
coordinated 

 Operation Transformation – welcomed on the basis that it helps to create awareness of health issues 
in a more general sense 

 Some aware of occasional emails and competitions arranged by certain schools 

At a more considered level, during the course of the discussions there was some feeling that 
interventions that may be associated with STA participation have either failed to make an impact or are 
somewhat ineffectual: 

 Cycle lanes in the area are considered to be poorly designed and not safe enough for parents to allow 
their children to use them to cycle to school 
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“The whole of Castletroy has cycle paths except to the school and beyond the school, there’s no 
cycle path there at all which is amazing now I think about it” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 

 
“The cycle lanes are a joke and I’ve seen cars driving on them.  It’s 200 metres of cycle lane that 

do nothing then merge into the traffic.  They’re a joke” [Secondary Parent, Limerick] 
 
 The cycle routes were criticised for not linking schools in Limerick to the estates in the catchment 

areas where children live 

“They’ve made a big circle but they haven’t linked it to the estates for people to get down to the 
schools so if I want to get to the Smarter Travel path my kids would have to go on the road” 

[Primary Parent, Limerick] 
 

 One respondent had objected to a planning permission request on his estate as part of the STA 
scheme on the grounds that he considered it to represent a safety hazard 

 The Coke Zero bike hire scheme is the highest profile element of STA but is assumed to be restricted 
to the city centre only.   

These views tended to have the effect of creating an impression among respondents of STA and other 
sustainable transport initiatives being a good idea in principle but failing to create sufficient interest or 
commitment to the issues among the intended target audiences.  This was offered as the assumed 
reason for the lack of engagement with STA among schools in Limerick and there was a feeling among 
parents of secondary school age children that schools may be reluctant to promote cycling due to 
concerns about being accountable in the event of a child having an accident.   

In spite of these rather neutral reactions, some expressed hope that STA plans would be more visible and 
make more of an impact when the remaining budget is invested at some point in the future.  These hopes 
were also tempered to some extent by the expectation that the city centre will be the focus of spend and 
activity, perhaps as a result of current feelings about the bike hire scheme. 

“I’ve seen the plans for Smarter Travel for certain areas of the city and it would make a big 
difference if those plans were followed through and it was completed properly” [Secondary 

Parent, Limerick] 
4.3 Westport 
General 

Reactions to the Greenway in Westport were very similar to those in Dungarvan.  The majority were very 
positive about the Greenway which was felt to have transformed the town by providing a facility that is 
welcomed and widely used, albeit primarily for leisure purposes.  The utility of the Greenway is expected 
to be maximised in the future since some claimed it is in the process of being linked to other routes in the 
area.  Respondents were not specific about whether they believe this is likely to extend the Greenway as 
a leisure facility or to widen its potential range of usage opportunities.  

“When they first opened the railway line I was about the only person walking and cycling on it but 
now it’s wedged so it’s becoming more fashionable” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
Others, however, were less positive about the Greenway.  Respondents in the parents’ group especially 
acknowledged they supported the introduction of the Greenway in principle but felt it had been poorly 
planned and executed.  The general feeling among local seems to be that the Greenway is not correctly 
situated if the intention is to encourage those who currently drive to work or drive their children to school 
to consider cycling or walking instead.  These views fuel the perception that the Greenway has been 
provided as a tourist attraction rather than for the benefit of those who live in the area to use it on a daily 
basis. 
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“The Greenway is great for walking but the roads in and out of Westport can be difficult and 
dangerous.  Some of them have no pavement so when trucks come you’re climbing up the hedge 

and they are badly lit at night” [Commuter, Westport] 
 

“A friend from Belgium said it’s the worst thing in the world.  He let his children go off ahead and 
saw them shooting over the main road because there’s no barrier for them to stop and he said 

‘what kind of person would design this for children?’” [Commuter, Westport] 
 

“It leaves a lot to be desired.  It needs some tweaking to finish it off and to link the sections 
together” [Parent, Westport] 

 
There was also some mention of other roads that have recently had cycle routes added as an attempt to 
encourage more people to use them by making them safer.  Although this is welcomed in principle, this is 
not always felt to have been successful in practice.  As previously indicated, residents were critical of a 
cycle route that has signs advising cyclists to dismount when using it. 

“There’s a cycle path that narrows when it gets to a bend and there’s not enough room for two 
bikes to pass each other where there’s other traffic so it’s almost designed to be dangerous” 

[Commuter, Westport] 
 

“They built this path for cyclists and there’s signs telling you to dismount.  So not only do you 
have to walk your child but you have to walk your bicycle too” [Parent, Westport] 

 

A small minority were therefore more cynical about Westport’s participation in the STA trial, based on the 
negative responses to the Greenway and certain cycle paths.  These respondents felt STA to be little 
more than a politically correct catchphrase rather than a serious attempt to influence habits and behaviour 
in relation to cycling and walking.  Those who are less positive about the Greenway feel this to be an 
illustration of STA funds not being used to best advantage. 

“If they were given money to do that they haven’t done a very good job because there’s no 
pedestrianisation and I believe this would be a better town if there was” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“It might have been a decent idea but there was no thought to it and it seems like they tried to do 

it too quickly.  There’s no official start and no car parks so people who use it park in people’s 
driveways and piss everybody off” [Parent, Westport] 

 
There was a high level of awareness of a variety of other initiatives, although none of these were thought 
to have anything to do with Westport participating in the STA pilot.  These included a number of what are 
assumed to be national initiatives in addition to others organised by local employers: 

 Bike to Work scheme (assumed to be offered by larger companies only) 

 Park & Stride 

 Westport Walks Wednesdays 

 Inter-department walk to work competitions 

 Award for green company or person of the year 

 Workplace challenges to not drive to work for a month 

“They had a challenge at work for people to not use the car for a month but as soon as it was over 
it was back to the car” [Commuter, Westport] 
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“Our company encourage you to walk, they have different departments competing against each 
other” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“There’s an award for the green company or green person of the year for bringing bikes to work” 

[Commuter, Westport] 
 
As was also the case in Dungarvan, some were aware of a failed attempt to pedestrianise Bridge Street 
although there were no especially strong views from respondents in the focus groups about whether they 
supported or opposed this (and this did not impact on modal choice for the commuting or school journeys 
that were the focus of the discussions). 

Parents 

Some parents were aware of the Walking Wednesday initiative and there was also some awareness of 
cycling being promoted in local schools from time to time.  Reactions in this respect were somewhat 
mixed.  Reactions in principle were positive in spite of some feeling that these are perceived as one-off 
events rather than a sustained effort as a coordinated element of the STA programme.  Those with more 
cynical views about Westport being a STA felt attempts to promote cycling in schools to be counter-
productive until adequate infrastructure is in place. 

“Every now and then there’s something advertised about walking or cycling to school” [Parent, 
Westport] 

 
“It’s all very good the schools promoting walking to school but when there’s no infrastructure in 

place for them to walk safely, they’re stupid to promote it” [Parent, Westport] 
 
The only other issue of specific interest to the parents was a low-level awareness of tablet trials being 
conducted in some schools in Ireland (but not locally).  The concept was understood and welcomed in 
principle but was not considered to be especially relevant among these parents with children at primary 
school, although they recognised this may help to address the weight of school bags being a barrier to 
cycling and walking when their children progress to secondary school. 
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Towards the end of each of the focus groups, respondents were asked what would need to happen to 
encourage them and others to consider cycling or walking more often for commuting and education-
related journeys instead of driving very short distances in future.  A range of suggestions were offered, 
some of which were directly related to the STA programme and others were of a more general nature.  
The output of this brainstorming exercise, by location, can be summarised as follows: 

 
5.1 Dungarvan 
Parents and commuters 

 Routes need to be better planned / connected 

 Need to extend routes into estates where people live 

 Safer routes to local schools (Friary) 

 Get schools more involved / engaged 

 Need to make school bags lighter - perhaps widen iPad trial 

 Need better promotion of initiatives in future 

 More consultation with parents at outset before money spent 

 Perhaps better to invest in school buses rather than cycling and walking initiatives 

 Expect more behaviour change over next five years 

“If I was Smarter Travel I would link every major housing estate to the schools.  There’s no cycle 
paths to the schools for the people who live here” [Parent, Dungarvan] 

 
5.2 Limerick 
UL students / staff and commuters 

 Stop current UL policy of providing more car parking spaces 

 Introduce more formal car-pooling with structured policing / penalties 

 Resolve problems of cycle / pedestrian lanes in UL 

 More shuttle buses to UL or better public transport 

 Extend bike hire scheme to UL so journeys fall within 30 free minutes period 

 Introduce booking system for Bike Doctor 

 Reduce volume of spam from STA representatives to prevent filtering / immediate deletion 

 Need equivalent of Bike to Work scheme for students 

 Need to think out of the box for solutions 

 Need more imaginative promotion of STA initiatives 

 Move crossings away from roundabouts near UL 

 
5 The Future 
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 Cater more for cyclists (as in Dublin along the canal) 

“We had a beautiful green campus and we’re putting car parks in all over the place and the more 
spaces there are the more the demand increases.  Perhaps the university’s philosophy is wrong 

and it requires thinking outside the box” [UL Staff, Limerick] 
 

“The university is involved in Smarter Travel but the Coke Zero bike scheme stops at Clare Street 
so the free 30 minutes isn’t available to students.  That’s a huge issue” [UL Staff, Limerick] 

 
“They brought in the bike rental in Limerick but if you had that in UL people would probably use it 

if the docking stations were in Castletroy and at the university.  It actually makes more sense to 
do it in Castletroy than it does in Limerick city” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 

 
“There is nothing like the bike to work scheme for students.  There is no programme to get a bike 

and be able to pay it off over four years” [Mixed Students, Limerick] 
 

“If they just sent important messages it would be more worthwhile than getting spam mail every 
single day” [Female Students, Limerick] 

 

Parents 

 Increase investment to make local roads safer  

 Re-design cycle routes to make them safer 

 Link cycle lanes to each other and to housing estates 

 Promote culture of cycling / walking (but must be safer) 

 Lollipop ladies on busy roads near schools 

 Address school bag weight issue – need to be electronic systems… 

 …but ensure no affordability issues for big families 

 Ongoing school initiatives and education rather than one-off events 

 More relaxed attitude to school uniform for girls who want to cycle 

 
5.3 Westport 
Commuters 

 Need continued improvement to infrastructure before promoting cycling and walking 

 Need to improve design of Greenway and other cycle routes 

 Link Greenway to other routes and schools (as believed is intended) 

 Other roads need to be better quality and better lit to be safer 

 Free hi-vis jackets could be a short-term solution 

 Need more pedestrian areas in town centre 

 Need better bike lock facilities 

 Battery powered bikes with charging points at work 

 Use local paper to promote cycling 
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 STA needs to help encourage expect momentum shift in next few years 

“Cars come hurtling past you and there are no pavements.  If there were better pavements 
everybody would walk more, I certainly would” [Commuter, Westport] 

 
“We have a very good local newspaper so they should have a cycling page and get people to 

send stuff in and have photographs around the town to increase awareness and I imagine it would 
be successful” [Commuter, Westport] 

 

Parents 

 Buddy system to promote collective approach to cycling and walking 

 Need smarter solution to school books / bag weight issue 
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6.1 Conclusion 
1. Attitudes to modal choices for the type of journeys in the scope of this research need to be evaluated 

in the context of the way in which the public transport infrastructure is perceived in each of the three 
STA areas.  Views in this respect tend to be overwhelmingly negative on the basis that provision is 
considered to be inadequate and where available, buses are unreliable and trains are felt to be 
expensive.  These perceptions are likely to exert an important influence over modal choices at two 
levels: 

 This is interpreted as minimal evidence of any attempt to encourage people to consider 
sustainable travel options 

 The lack of a realistic public transport option creates a strong polarisation between driving and 
cycling or walking.  The tendency is to consider these as extremes of a spectrum in the 
absence of any intermediate choice so many gravitate to one end or the other 

 

2. Perhaps as a consequence of this, attitudes regarding car ownership and usage are often deeply 
entrenched, especially in more rural areas.  Across the sample, driving anywhere is considered to be 
a necessity due to a combination of factors including the distances involved, the nature of the terrain, 
the quality of the roads and the unreliability of the weather.  It is therefore perhaps unsurprising that 
this behaviour readily translates to even the shortest journeys, especially when they are considered to 
be essential and unavoidable. 

 

3. This has resulted in a universal social acceptance of the car becoming the default choice for the vast 
majority of journeys since this is perceived as a natural way of life by the majority.  On the basis of the 
evidence available from this research, there is rarely any guilt associated with making even the 
shortest journeys, especially in the areas with lower population densities represented.  Indeed, the 
contrary position often applies in that car ownership is acknowledged to be expensive so every 
incremental journey opportunity enhances value money perceptions and helps to justify decisions in 
favour of making journeys by car. 

 
4. These factors are compounded by a number of societal and contemporary lifestyle issues.  The most 

important of these is the trend for women to be working and taking career breaks which, for family or 
financial reasons, tend to be shorter now than in the past.  This has an important impact at two levels: 
it increases the incidence of two-car households and creates a situation in which time is felt to be at a 
premium.  Both situations place greater reliance on the car which is associated with minimising 
journey times and maximising the amount of time available for other activities.  Many people, 
especially those with families, regard the car as an indispensable means of achieving an acceptable 
work-life balance. 

 
5. There is consistent evidence from this work to indicate that the cumulative effect of the above is to 

create an environment in which there is a kudos attached to car usage and a mild social stigma 
associated with cycling and walking.  Driving has the status of being the mode of transport used by 
those in a position to exercise this choice.  Older respondents remember their parents not owning a 
car and having to cycle or walk to school.  Being able to drive their own children to school therefore 
means the car represents a symbol of social mobility to those who are able to drive and is considered 

 
6 Conclusion 
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to be aspirational to those who are too young to drive now or who are old enough but do not have a 
licence or a car, for whatever reason. 

 
6. We hypothesise that this situation creates a generational paradox that is likely to exert an important 

influence on the reasons why parents are more likely to drive their children short distances to school 
rather than allowing them to cycle or walk in the three STA areas: 

 Parents cycled or walked to school because they had no choice (but were happy to do so and 
thought nothing of it because everyone else did the same) 

 Their circumstances are different to those of their parents and they are more likely to have a car 
available for the school runs 

 This is interpreted by parents as being able to do things for their children that their parents were 
unable to do for them 

 Allowing their children to cycle or walk to school feels like a regression rather than social 
mobility 

 This is especially true if the majority of other children are travelling to and from school by car 
 Parents driving to and from school makes the roads around schools congested and dangerous 
 The main reason why parents are reluctant to allow their children to cycle or walk to school is 

because of safety concerns related to the volume of cars on the roads 
 

7. It is possible therefore that the STA initiative is attempting to swim against rather than with the current 
tide of popular opinion in many respects.  Many are able to understand the assumed rationale for 
encouraging people to cycle or walk short distances instead of making these journeys by car but there 
seems to be minimal interest in implementing these changes at a personal level.  There is no sense of 
guilt attached to current patterns of behaviour and few can appreciate the irony of sitting in traffic for 
the entire length of a journey that could be cycled (or occasionally walked) in less time.  It is perhaps 
not surprising in this context that the behaviour change data has been generally disappointing to date. 

 

8. A further possible explanation for the apparent low impact of the STA initiatives to date is the way in 
which cycling and walking tends to be widely perceived.  The polarisation between driving and cycling 
or walking previously explained and the relative social status of each mode may contribute to a 
perceptual dichotomy in the minds of car owners who consider driving to be a necessity and is 
therefore attached to essential journeys (commuting, journeys to university, taking children to school 
etc.) and think of cycling and walking as a leisure activity that is associated exclusively with 
discretionary journeys.   

 
9. This is supported to some extent by the popularity of professional cycling and cycle clubs in Ireland 

which means that cycling has a firmly established status as a sport and a leisure activity.  During the 
course of this work, this was observed to be especially true in Dungarvan and Westport where 
amateur cycling has a high profile and perhaps helps consolidate the perception of cycling as a 
leisure pursuit rather than a mode of transport intended to compete with journeys currently made by 
car.  This though in itself has become a barrier with cycle routes often taken up by pelotons of cycling 
club members leaving children and families feeling threatened. 

 
There are indications from the research to suggest that these perceptions have been reinforced rather 
than challenged by the introduction of the Greenway in Dungarvan and Westport.  While the amenity is 
universally welcomed in both areas, this is exclusively on the basis of it being positioned as a leisure 
facility rather than to be used as a serious alternative to driving for the types of journeys of interest for the 
purposes of this project. 
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Employment 
Focus Group Discussion Guide 
May 2015 
 
This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need to be covered.  
It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise naturally during the course of 
the discussion. 
 
Objective of the session is to understand what are the factors that influence choice of mode used to travel to and from work, to 
identify barriers and drivers associated with modes available and to understand potential modal shift triggers 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 
 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 
 Purpose of group is to talk about methods of transport used to get to and from work 
 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  
 
Warm up 
 
 Paired introductions 
 First name  
 Occupation 
 Where you live and approximately how far from work 
 
Modal options and preferences 
 
 What options are available for making journeys generally  
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area 
 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each method used 
 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 
 How does public transport compare with other modes 
 What modes do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a driving 

licence; who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 
 What are your attitudes in relation to the modes you use or that are available 
 How much thought / consideration do you give to these issues 
 What are the factors that influence decisions made about modes used [spontaneous then prompt 

with accessibility, distance, cost, speed, health associations, environmental issues, weather etc] 
 How have your attitudes and preferences changed in the recent past  
 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How  
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Travel to and from work 
 
 What options are available for making journeys to and from work 
 What methods do you tend to use.  Which do you use most frequently. 
 Which method do you prefer to use.  Why  
 What are the factors that influence your decision about which method to use 
 What are the incentives / disincentives to use any specific mode 
 
Conflict groups only 
Moderator to explain all have been recruited because they drive or cycle less that 3km to work.  The 
intention is therefore to run the discussion as a debate between those using each mode with each side 
explaining and justifying their modal choice to the other.  The intention is not to highlight rights and 
wrongs of either method of transport but instead to understand decision making processes and influences 
underlying attitudes and behaviour. 
 
Understanding driving 
 
 Why do those who drive choose to do so 
 Do you drive to / from work alone or with others 
 Do you always drive or use other modes as well.  What does it depend on 
 What are the advantages of driving over other modes available 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to drive to / from work 
 What is the traffic like in the mornings / afternoons 
 What is the parking situation where you work.  How easy is it to get a space.  How much does it cost 

or is it free.  Are you able to get a space at work or do you have to park elsewhere 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to drive by your employer or other parties 
 
Understanding cycling 
 
[Conflict groups only] 
 Why do those who cycle choose to do so 
 Do you always cycle or use other modes as well.  What does it depend on 
 What are the advantages of cycling over other modes available 
 How would you promote the benefits of cycling to those that currently drive 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to cycle to / from work 
 Where do you leave your bike at work.  Are there dedicated facilities available for cyclists 
 What are the roads like to cycle on from where you live.  Are there dedicated cycle lanes.  How well 

lit are the cycling routes 
 How confident do you feel about cycling to / from work.  How safe do you feel 
 What changing / showering facilities are available 
 Are secure bike-lock facilities available.  How do you feel about this provision.  How well is this 

known / publicised 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to cycle by your employer or other parties 
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the cycle network in your area.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to cycling to / from work 
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 Are those in Dungarvan and Westport aware of the introduction of greenways.  How do you feel 
about these 

 What difference has this made to cyclists.  Do you use them to cycle to work.  Do you use them for 
other (recreational) purposes 

 Why are drivers not using the greenways to cycle to work.  Do you ever use them for any other 
purpose.  Explain  

 What do UL staff think about the possibility of introducing greenways in Limerick.  What impact would 
this have on you and others.  Would it make you consider cycling to work rather than driving 

 
Understanding walking 
 
 Do you ever walk to work.  Why/not 
 What does it depend on.  How do you decide 
 What are the advantages of walking over driving 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to walk to / from work 
 What is the pedestrian experience like between your home and work.  Are there pedestrianised 

areas.  How wide / busy are the pavements.  How busy are the roads.  Are there adequate crossings 
for pedestrians.  How well lit are pedestrian routes 

 How confident do / would you feel about walking to / from work.  How safe do / would you feel 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to walk by your employer or other parties 
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the walking network in your area.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to walking to / from work 
 How has the introduction of greenways in Dungarvan and Westport impacted on attitudes to walking.  

What difference has this made.   
 Why are drivers not using the greenways to walk to work.  Do you ever use them for any other 

purpose.  Explain  
 Would greenways make UL staff consider walking to work rather than driving 
 
Response to statistics 
 
[Moderator to introduce selected statistics as stimulus materials] 
 How do you feel about up to 49% of car trips being less than 5km (Westport 49%; Dungarvan 39%; 

Limerick 29%).  Are you surprised by this.  How would you explain it 
 Why are people driving such short distances 
 Why are those who drive not more inclined to cycle or walk less than 3km to / from work 
 Why do up to 58% of those who drive less than 2km to work say they have no other options available 

but to drive.  What does this mean.  Why would cycling or walking not be considered an alternative 
option for such a short distance 

 Why do up to 42% of those who drive less than 2km to work say they are happy with their car use for 
work and see no need to change it.  How do those that currently drive to work feel about this 

 What do cyclists in the conflict groups think about these statistics 
 What are the barriers to cycling or walking to / from work for those who currently drive 
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Barriers to cycling 
 
 How do you feel about the idea of cycling to / from work 
 Why do those who drive not do this at the moment 
 Why do you think up to 71% believe it is pleasant to cycle (in Dungarvan and Westport).  Does this 

change your views about cycling.  Why/not 
 In spite of this, why hasn’t the introduction of greenways resulted in a higher increase in numbers of 

people cycling to work in Dungarvan and Westport 
[Syndicate group exercise] 
 Drivers to make a list of the reasons why they don’t cycle to / from work 
 Cyclists in conflict groups to list what they think the barriers might be based on their experiences of 

cycling to work 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons 
 Which of these would be the most difficult to overcome 
 Which would be easiest to address 
 
Barriers to walking 
 
[Ask those who drive in both groups] 
 How do you feel about the idea of walking to / from work 
 Why do you not do this at the moment 
 Why do you think up to 92% believe it is pleasant to walk in the area.  Does this change your views 

about walking.  Why/not 
 Why do you think this has increased by 9% since 2012.   
[Syndicate group exercise] 
 Let’s make a list of the reasons why you don’t walk to / from work 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons.   
 Which of these would be the most difficult to overcome.   
 Which would be easiest to address 
 
Behaviour change issues 
 
[Moderator to briefly outline nature of STA programme and project objectives] 
 To what extent are you aware of STA.  How do you know about it 
 Has this been promoted / talked about locally.  What have you heard about it 
 What do you think of STA in principle 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of implementing STA 
 How interested are you personally in the principle of STA 
 How engaged are you likely to be with something like this in practice 
 What do you think of the greenways that we have already discussed 
 What other specific initiatives would you like to see 
 Are you are aware of any workplace travel plan measures.  What do you know about these.  How 

effective have these been.  What has the uptake and interest in them been like.  Why has this not 
been higher.  Have there been any issues or problems that you are aware of 

 How interesting / appealing are these to you personally.  To what extent have they encouraged you 
to think about / change the way you get to / from work 

 [Dungarvan group only] Are you aware of the Travel Centre.  How do you know about it.  What is it 
for.  Have you used it.  Why/not.  What is its purpose.  Who uses it and why 
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 [UL staff only] Are you aware of UL Smarter Travel representatives or a STA Travel Plan Manager.  
How do you know about these.  What do you think their role is.  To what extent have you engaged 
with them or are interested in doing so in future.  Why/not.  What other factors have influenced any 
change in the method of transport you use to get to / from UL 

 Why do you think reduction in car use has been relatively low since 2012 
 Why are the STA measures not more effective  
 
The future 
 
 What would need to happen to make people consider cycling or walking instead of making short 

journeys by car in future 
 What initiatives would need to be in place to encourage this 
 What changes to infrastructure are required 
 What other measures might help influence behaviour and mindsets in relation to driving 
 What do you think will be the situation when the evaluation is done at the end of the STA programme 
 What will have changed.  What will you be doing differently 
 Will you be making fewer short journeys by car and cycling or walking more instead.  Why/not 
[Moderator to explain that STA budget is still available to spend in Limerick] 
 How do you think this money should be spent 
 What would represent the most effective use of these funds 
 Should the money be spent on infrastructure changes or something else 
 What would make the most difference to you 
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Education (Escorted) 
Focus Group Discussion Guide 
May 2015 
 
This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need to be covered.  
It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise naturally during the course of 
the discussion. 
 
Objective of the session is to understand what are the factors that influence choice of mode used to escort children to and from 
school, to identify barriers and drivers associated with modes available and to understand potential modal shift triggers 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 
 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 
 Purpose of group is to talk about methods of transport used to escort children to and from school 
 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  
 
Warm up 
 
 Paired introductions 
 First name  
 Occupation 
 Where you live and approximately how far from child’s school 
 
Modal options and preferences 
 
 What options are available for making journeys generally  
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area 
 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each method used 
 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 
 How does public transport compare with other modes 
 What are your attitudes in relation to the modes you use or that are available 
 How much thought / consideration do you give to these issues 
 What are the factors that influence decisions made about modes used [spontaneous then prompt 

with accessibility, distance, cost, speed, health associations, environmental issues, weather etc] 
 How have your attitudes and preferences changed in the recent past  
 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How  
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Travel to and from school 
 
 What options are available for taking your child to and from school 
 Which other methods do you ever use 
 Which method do you prefer to use.  Why  
 What are the factors that influence your decision about which method to use 
 Influence of trip-chaining vs making a dedicated journey 
 What are the incentives / disincentives to use any specific mode 
 How is this influenced by the age of the child 
 At what age would you allow your child to walk or cycle to school alone or with a friend 
 
Understanding driving 
 
 Why do you choose to drive your child to school most often 
 What are the advantages of driving over other modes available 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to drive to / from your child’s school 
 What is the traffic like in the mornings / afternoons 
 How easy is it to drop off / pick up your child.  Are there dedicated areas for this.  How easy / difficult 

is it to park at or near the school 
 Are there any issues / concerns about dropping off / picking up at school [spontaneous but listen for 

anything to do with security or congestion] 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to drive your child to school by the school or 

other parties 
 
Understanding cycling 
 
[Ask any whose child cycles to / from school] 
 Why does your child sometimes cycle to school 
 Is this a free choice or a forced choice when the car is not available 
 What are the advantages of cycling over making the journey by car 
 How would you promote the benefits of cycling to those that currently drive 
 What are the disadvantages 
 Are secure bike-lock facilities available.  How do you feel about this provision.  How well is this 

known / publicised 
 How easy / difficult is it to cycle to / from school 
 What are the roads like to cycle on from where you live.  Are there dedicated cycle lanes.  How well 

lit are the cycling routes 
 How confident / comfortable do you feel about your child cycling to / from school.  How safe do you 

feel this is 
 Is your child encouraged or discouraged to cycle by the school or other parties 
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Understanding walking 
 
[Ask any who ever walk with their child to / from school] 
 Does your child ever walk to school.  Why/not 
 What does it depend on.  How do you decide 
 What are the advantages of walking over driving or cycling 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to walk to / from school 
 What is the pedestrian experience like between your home and the school.  Are there pedestrianised 

areas.  How wide / busy are the pavements.  How busy are the roads.  Are there adequate crossings 
for pedestrians.  How well lit are pedestrian routes 

 How confident / comfortable do you feel about walking your child to / from school.  How safe do / 
would you feel 

 Is your child encouraged or discouraged to walk by the school or other parties 
 
Response to statistics 
 
[Moderator to introduce selected statistics as stimulus materials] 
 How do you feel about up to 88% of car trips to / from school being less than 5km (Westport 88%; 

Dungarvan 84%; Limerick 80%).  Are you surprised by this.  How would you explain it 
 Why are you driving your children less than 1km to / from school 
 Why do your children not cycle or walk such a short distance 
 Why do up to 62% of those who drive their children to school say they have no other options 

available but to drive.  What does this mean.  Why would cycling or walking not be considered an 
alternative option for such a short distance 

 Why do up to 43% of those who drive less than 2km to work say they are happy with their car use 
and see no need to change it.   

 What are the barriers to cycling or walking to / from school 
 
Barriers to cycling 
 
 How do you feel about the idea of your child cycling to / from school 
 Why do they not do this at the moment (more often) 
 Is the number / weight of school books an issue 
 Any awareness of tablet trial in Dungarvan – what do parents think about this 
 Why do you think up to 71% believe it is pleasant to cycle.  Does this change your views about 

cycling.  Why/not 
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the cycle network in your area.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to your child cycling to / from school 
 Are those in Dungarvan and Westport aware of the introduction of greenways.  How do you feel 

about these 
 What difference have the greenways made.  Do you use them yourselves.  Do you use them for 

recreational purposes.  Who does use them.  What for.  Do you know anyone who uses them.  What 
do they think of them 

 Why are your children not using the greenways to cycle to school.  Do your children ever use them 
for any other purpose.  Explain  

 Why do you think the introduction of greenways hasn’t resulted in a higher increase in numbers of 
children cycling to school in Dungarvan and Westport 
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 How confident / comfortable do you feel about your child cycling to other places locally.  How safe do 
you feel this is 

 Would you feel the need to accompany them or allow them to cycle on their own or with friends.  Why  
 Are there any differences between your child cycling to school and cycling to other places.  Is this to 

do with roads / infrastructure or wider trust / confidence issues 
 What would need to happen for you to feel more confident about allowing your child to cycle to / from 

school and other places accompanied / unaccompanied in future 
 What do parents in Limerick think about the possibility of introducing greenways.  What impact would 

this have on you and your children.  Would it make you consider allowing your child to cycle to school 
rather than you driving them 

[Syndicate group exercise] 
 All to make a list of the reasons why their children don’t cycle to / from school 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons 
 Which of these would be the most difficult to overcome 
 Which would be easiest to address 
 
Barriers to walking 
 
 How do you feel about the idea of your child walking to / from school 
 Why does your child not do this at the moment 
 Why do you think up to 92% believe it is pleasant to walk in the area.  Does this change your views 

about walking.  Why/not 
 Why do you think this has increased by 9% since 2012.   
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the walking network in your area.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to walking to / from school 
 How has the introduction of greenways in Dungarvan and Westport impacted on attitudes to walking.  

What difference has this made.   
 Why are your children not using the greenways to walk to school.  Do you or your children ever use 

them for any other purpose.  Explain  
 How confident / comfortable do you feel about your child walking to other places locally.  How safe do 

you feel this is 
 Would you feel the need to accompany them or allow them to walk on their own or with friends.  Why  
 Are there any differences between your child walking to school and walking to other places.  Is this to 

do with roads / infrastructure or wider trust / confidence issues 
 What would need to happen for you to feel more confident about allowing your child to walk to / from 

school and other places accompanied / unaccompanied in future 
 Would greenways make parents in Limerick consider allowing their child to walk to school rather than 

driving them 
[Syndicate group exercise] 
 Let’s make a list of the reasons why your child doesn’t walk to / from school 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons.   
 Which of these would be the most difficult to overcome.   
 Which would be easiest to address 
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Behaviour change issues 
 
[Moderator to briefly outline nature of STA programme and project objectives] 
 To what extent are you aware of STA.  How do you know about it 
 Has this been promoted / talked about locally.  What have you heard about it 
 What do you think of STA in principle 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of implementing STA 
 How interested are you personally in the principle of STA 
 How engaged are you likely to be with something like this in practice 
 What do you think of the greenways that we have already discussed 
 What other specific initiatives would you like to see 
 Are you are aware of any school travel plan measures.  What do you know about these.  How 

effective have these been.  What has the uptake and interest in them been like.  Why has this not 
been higher.  Have there been any issues or problems that you are aware of 

 To what extent do you think your child’s school has engaged with the Smarter Travel.  How do you 
feel about this.  What could be done to increase levels of engagement 

 How interesting / appealing are these to you and your child.  To what extent have they encouraged 
you to think about / change the way your child gets get to / from school 

 [Dungarvan group only] Are you aware of the Travel Centre.  How do you know about it.  What is it 
for.  Have you used it.  Why/not.  What is its purpose.  Who uses it and why 

 Why do you think reduction in car use has been relatively low since 2012 
 Why are the STA measures not more effective  
 
The future 
 
 What would need to happen to make you consider allowing your child to cycle or walk to school 

instead of making short journeys by car in future 
 What initiatives would need to be in place to encourage this 
 What changes to infrastructure are required 
 What other measures might help influence behaviour and mindsets in relation to driving 
 What do you think will be the situation when the evaluation is done at the end of the STA programme 
 What will have changed.  What will you and your child be doing differently 
 Will you be making fewer short journeys by car and cycling or walking more instead.  Why/not 
[Moderator to explain that STA budget is still available to spend in Limerick] 
 How do you think this money should be spent 
 What would represent the most effective use of these funds 
 Should the money be spent on infrastructure changes or something else 
 What would make the most difference to you 
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Education (Independent) UL Students 
Focus Group Discussion Guide 
May 2015 
 
This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need to be covered.  
It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise naturally during the course of 
the discussion. 
 
Objective of the session is to understand what are the factors that influence choice of mode used to travel to and from UL, to 
identify barriers and drivers associated with modes available and to understand potential modal shift triggers 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 
 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 
 Purpose of group is to talk about methods of transport used to get to and from university 
 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  
 
Warm up 
 
 Paired introductions 
 First name  
 What year at UL and what studying 
 Where you live and approximately how far from UL 
 
Modal options and preferences 
 
 What options are available for making journeys generally  
 What options are available for making journeys locally around Limerick  
 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each method used 
 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 
 How does public transport compare with other modes 
 What modes do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a driving 

licence; who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 
 What are your attitudes in relation to the modes you use or that are available 
 How much thought / consideration do you give to these issues 
 What are the factors that influence decisions made about modes used [spontaneous then prompt 

with accessibility, distance, cost, speed, health associations, environmental issues, weather etc] 
 How have your attitudes and preferences changed in the recent past and since you have been at UL 
 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How  
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Travel to and from UL 
 
 What options are available for making journeys to and from UL 
 What methods do you tend to use.  Which do you use most frequently. 
 Which method do you prefer to use.  Why  
 What are the factors that influence your decision about which method to use 
 What are the incentives / disincentives to use any specific mode 
 
Conflict group only 
Moderator to explain all have been recruited because they drive or cycle less that 3km to UL.  The 
intention is therefore to run the discussion as a debate between those using each mode with each side 
explaining and justifying their modal choice to the other.  The intention is not to highlight rights and 
wrongs of either method of transport but instead to understand decision making processes and influences 
underlying attitudes and behaviour. 
 
Understanding driving 
 
 Why do those who drive choose to do so 
 Do you drive to / from UL alone or with others 
 Do you always drive or use other modes as well.  What does it depend on 
 What are the advantages of driving over other modes available 
 How would you promote the benefits of cycling to those that currently drive 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to drive to / from UL 
 What is the traffic like in the mornings / afternoons 
 What is the parking situation around UL.  How easy is it to get a space.  How much does it cost or is 

it free.  Are you able to get a space at UL or do you have to park elsewhere 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to drive by UL or other parties 
 
Understanding cycling 
 
[Mixed group only] 
 Why do those who cycle choose to do so 
 Do you always cycle or use other modes as well.  What does it depend on 
 What are the advantages of cycling over other modes available 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to cycle to / from UL 
 Where do you leave your bike at UL.  Are there dedicated facilities available for cyclists 
 What are the roads like to cycle on from where you live.  Are there dedicated cycle lanes.  How well 

lit are the cycling routes 
 How confident do you feel about cycling to / from UL.  How safe do you feel 
 What changing / showering facilities are available 
 Are secure bike-lock facilities available.  How do you feel about this provision.  How well is this 

known / publicised 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to cycle by UL or other parties 
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Understanding walking 
 
[Female group only] 
 Why do those who walk choose to do so 
 Do you always walk or use other modes as well.  What does it depend on 
 What are the advantages of walking over other modes available 
 What are the disadvantages 
 How easy / difficult is it to walk to / from UL 
 What is the pedestrian experience like around UL.  Are there pedestrianised areas.  How wide / busy 

are the pavements.  How busy are the roads.  Are there adequate crossings for pedestrians.  How 
well lit are pedestrian routes 

 How confident do you feel about walking to / from UL.  How safe do you feel 
 Do you feel as if you are encouraged or discouraged to walk by UL or other parties 
 
Response to statistics 
 
[Moderator to introduce selected statistics as stimulus materials] 
 How do you feel about 69% of car trips being less than 5km and 25% being less than 2km.  Are you 

surprised by this.  How would you explain it 
 Why are people driving such short distances 
 Why would students not be more inclined to cycle or walk  
 Why do 59% say they have no other options available but to drive.  What does this mean.  Why 

would cycling or walking not be considered an alternative option for such a short distance 
 What are the barriers to cycling or walking to / from UL rather than driving 
 
Barriers to cycling 
 
[Ask those who drive in both groups] 
 How do you feel about the idea of cycling to / from UL 
 Why do you not do this at the moment 
 Why do you think 57% believe it is pleasant to cycle in the area.  Does this change your views about 

cycling.  Why/not 
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the cycle network around UL.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to cycling to / from UL 
[Syndicate group exercise] 
 Let’s make a list of the reasons why you don’t cycle to / from UL 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons 
 Which of these would be the most difficult to overcome 
 Which would be easiest to address 
 
[Female group only] 
 Why do you think women are more likely to drive or walk to / from UL. 
 Why are men more likely to cycle than women 
 Why are women less likely to cycle than use other modes 
 Why are women less likely to cycle than men 
 Are there any specific issues or barriers in Limerick or anything to do with UL 
 Are there any other issues or barriers not identified from the prioritisation exercise just conducted 
 Is this something that you have heard other women talking about.  What have you heard 
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Barriers to walking 
 
[Ask those who drive in both groups] 
 How do you feel about the idea of walking to / from UL 
 Why do you not do this at the moment 
 Why do you think 87% believe it is pleasant to walk in the area.  Does this change your views about 

walking.  Why/not 
 Why do you think this has increased by 8% since 2012.  What improvements have been made 
 Are you aware of any recent changes / improvements to the walking network around UL.  What has 

happened.  How does this impact on your attitudes to walking to / from UL 
[Syndicate group exercise] 
 Let’s make a list of the reasons why you don’t walk to / from UL 
 Now let’s prioritise / rank these.  What are the main reasons.  Which of these would be the most 

difficult to overcome.  Which would be easiest to address 
 
Behaviour change issues 
 
[Moderator to briefly outline nature of STA programme and project objectives] 
 To what extent are you aware of STA.  How do you know about it 
 Has this been promoted / talked about at UL.  What have you heard about it 
 What do you think of STA in principle 
 What are the strengths and weaknesses of implementing STA 
 How interested are you personally in the principle of STA 
 How engaged are you likely to be with something like this in practice 
 What specific initiatives would you expect to be introduced 
 Are you are aware of any specific measures that have been introduced to encourage modal shift on 

the UL campus or in Limerick 
 Which are you aware of.  How interesting / appealing are these to you.  To what extent have they 

encouraged you to think about / change the way you get to / from UL 
 Are you aware of UL Smarter Travel representatives or a STA Travel Plan Manager.  How do you 

know about these.  What do you think their role is.  To what extent have you engaged with them or 
are interested in doing so in future.  Why/not 

 Why do you think reduction in car use has been relatively low since 2012 
 Why are the STA measures not more effective among UL students 
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The future 
 
 What would need to happen to make you consider cycling or walking instead of making short 

journeys by car in future 
 What initiatives would need to be in place to encourage this 
 What changes to infrastructure are required 
 What other measures might help influence behaviour and mindsets in relation to driving 
[Moderator to briefly outline initiatives in Dungarvan and Westport] 
 How do you feel about these.  How successful do you think they have been 
 What if similar schemes were introduced in Limerick.  What impact would these have 
[Moderator to explain that STA budget is still available to spend in Limerick] 
 How do you think this money should be spent 
 What would represent the most effective use of these funds 
 Should the money be spent on infrastructure changes or something else 
 What would make the most difference to you and other students at UL 
 What do you think will be the situation when the evaluation is done at the end of the STA programme 
 What will have changed.  What will you and other UL students be doing differently 
 Will UL students be making fewer short journeys by car and cycling or walking more instead.  

Why/not 
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1.1 Background 

In 2012, funding of €21.7 million was awarded to transform Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport into Smarter Travel 

Areas (STAs) over a five year period.  The overall intention is to reduce reliance on cars for making journeys by 

promoting cycling and walking and the use of public transport as alternatives. 

 

The funding was approved by the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS) to encourage 

sustainability across local businesses, schools and communities in the three Smarter Travel Areas. The 

programme is now in its final year of delivery and the local authorities have invested almost all of the allocated 

funding.   

 

At the outset of delivery, the following objectives were set out by the local authorities: 

 

Limerick 

- Limerick Smarter Travel measures are focused on four hubs – City Centre, Corbally, Castletroy and 

Regeneration Hub.  The initiative is intended to facilitate more sustainable travel within and between these 

hubs; 

- The delivery plan is tailored to meet the varying travel needs of diverse communities within each of the four 

hubs; and  

- University of Limerick (UL) is a key partner in the scheme.  UL has 11,300 students and 1,300 staff and will 

implement Smarter Travel across the campus and will act as a pilot for sustainable travel for third level 

education. 

 

Dungarvan 

- ‘Go Dungarvan’ provides the opportunity to test sustainability in a medium-sized town and to assess which 

measures could be implemented in similar sized towns; 

- Behavioural change is being targeted through personal, workplace and school travel planning and by 

addressing the needs of specific target groups; and  

- It is envisaged that a travel centre in the town centre will act as a primary contact point for sustainable travel 

information. 

 

Westport 

- Westport Smarter Travel aims to serve the interests of residents and businesses and provide visitors with a 

high quality sustainable travel experience; 

- A key element of the proposal is to use abandoned railway lines to provide a cycling and walking network for 

the local community and tourists; 

- Greenways will connect residential areas with schools, workplaces and the town centre; and  

- A sustainable transport coordination facility for the town is also planned. 

 

AECOM has supported DTTAS by monitoring the impact of programme delivery since 2013. Baseline surveys 

were undertaken in 2012 by DTTAS and the local authorities and since then AECOM has monitored changes 

through a comprehensive programme of both qualitative (focus groups, depth interviews, community cycling 

audits and mini-groups) and quantitative (household travel survey, intercept interviews) research. An Interim 

Evaluation of the programme was delivered in early 2016 with the final evaluation due for completion in July 2017. 

This report provides the findings of focus groups conducted as part of the final evaluation. 

 

1 Introduction 
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1.2 Research objectives 

The overall objective of the focus groups was to build on the insights gained during the Interim Evaluation and to 

assess the extent to which the Smarter Travel interventions have influenced behavioural change and also to 

explore attitudes to some specific and associated aspects of the programme. 

 

The detailed research objectives were as follows: 

 

- To assess levels of awareness, knowledge and interest in the STA initiative and measures; 

- To assess perceptions of Smarter Travel, especially among those who have engaged with it; 

- To explore image associations of cycling and walking in more detail (since this was identified as a barrier in 

previous work); 

- To evaluate the impact of Operation Transportation in Westport; 

- To understand views of parents in relation to the Green Schools programme, especially the extent to which the 

travel related element is successful in influencing behaviour change; and  

- To understand how learnings from the STA programme could be applied to other areas in future. 

 

1.3 Methodology and Sample 

In order to provide the depth of understanding required to meet the research objectives, a qualitative research 

approach was adopted comprising focus groups and among residents of the three Smarter Travel Areas.  The 

sample was constructed to represent the views of the key journey types of primary interest to this work including: 

commuters travelling to and from work, parents escorting children to and from school and representatives of 

groups that have participated in Operation Transportation in Westport. 

Group discussions were conducted among respondents in each of the target markets. All commuters were 

recruited on the basis of their regular journey to work being less than five kilometres.  Parents were recruited on 

the basis of living less than one kilometre away from the primary or secondary school attended by their child in 

order to understand why some continue to make these very short journeys by car and others choose to walk or 

cycle. 

Group discussions were conducted in hotels in Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport.  On this occasion a focus 

group was also conducted in Dublin to understand any differences in attitudes to cycling and the image of cycling 

compared to the Smarter Travel Areas.  The sample comprised eight focus groups (each lasting approximately 90 

minutes) and a family mini group (60 minutes) in Westport that consisted of both parents and one child at a 

primary school and another child at a secondary school.  The reason for conducting the mini group was to 

provide some insight into the dynamics of decision making in relation to journey planning at a family level.  

Speaking to a family in this way helps us to understand the extent to which barriers to cycling and walking are 

present among parents and children and their respective roles in terms of making and influencing decisions.  

This report covers the findings of all focus groups and the family mini group.  Full details of the sample structure 

are outlined below: 
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Operation Transportation 

Segment Westport Residents 

Criteria Participated in Operation Transportation 

Format 90 minute focus group 

Area Westport 

 

Parents Perceptions 

Segment Parents  Parents  Parents  Family 

Criteria 
Live with 1km of their 

child’s school 
Live with 1km of their 

child’s school 
Live with 1km of 

their child’s school Live with 1km of 

their child’s school 
Format 90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

60 minute 

mini group 

Area Westport Limerick Dungarvan Westport 

 

Image of Smarter Travel 

Segment Resident Resident Resident Resident 

Criteria 
Lived within Westport 

for at least 10 years 

Lived within Limerick for 

at least 10 years 

Lived within 

Dungarvan for at 

least 10 years 

Lived in Dublin for 

at least 10 years 

Format 90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

Area Westport Limerick Dungarvan Dublin 

 

1.4 Recruitment criteria 

All groups 

- A mix of both sexes in each focus group 

- All groups social grades BC1C2D 

 

Operation Transportation 

- All aged 25-55  

- All lived in Westport 

- All work within Westport and commute at least three days each week 

- All live within 5km of where they work 

- Equal mix of those who drive to work and those who cycle 

- Two or three to agree Operation Transportation has had minimal impact; two or three to agree Operation 

Transportation has had some impact and two or three to agree Operation Transportation has had a high impact 

- None had a physical disability to prevent them from walking or cycling instead of using a car 

- A mix of participants from businesses and community groups (recruited from sample provided) 

 

Parents’ Perception 

- All have children at schools that have participated in the Smarter Travel programme – specifically the Green 

Schools travel component.  

- An equal mix of primary age children 8-12 and secondary age children 13-15 in each group.   

- At least four in each group were parents of primary and secondary age children  

- Parents were recruited on the basis of having some awareness of Smarter Travel and the Green Schools 

programme 

- All live less than 1km from the participating school their child attends 

- An equal mix of those whose children cycle or walk to school and others who drive their children to school 
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Image of Smarter Travel 

- All lived in Westport/Dungarvan/Limerick/Dublin for at least the last 10 years 

- A mix of age groups in each location 

- All groups comprised two or three who frequently cycle to work; two or three who frequently cycle for leisure 

purposes but do not cycle to work; two or three who do not cycle for any reason but own a bike or have access 

to one they could use 

- Some in Dublin had experience of cycling within the Canal Cordon 

 

1.5 Disclaimer 

The findings in this report are based on attitudes and opinions expressed by respondents who participated in the 

focus groups.  As indicated above, these respondents were selected to meet specific criteria and do not reflect 

the general population.  It is also important to note that the research was conducted to inform the evaluation and 

the findings are therefore not fully (or necessarily) representative of the broader conclusions of the evaluation. 

 

1.6 Structure of the report 

In Chapter 2, we provide an overview of key themes and consistencies with findings from the interim stage of 

evaluation.  Chapter 3 explores attitudes to the Smarter Travel programme, Chapter 4 focuses on attitudes of 

parents and school related issues and Chapter 5 provides a summary of specific issues in each of the locations 

that exert an influence on views and behaviour.  Our conclusions are contained in Chapter 6.  The discussion 

guides used for the focus groups are included in the Appendix. 

 

 



 

2 Overview 
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2.1 Observations since Qualitative Research in 2015 

From a qualitative perspective, there has been a tangible shift in the attitudes and behaviour in relation to travel 

and the programme since AECOM conducted the Interim Evaluation research in 2015.  At a high level, this is 

manifest in the following ways: 

- Awareness of the initiative appears to be marginally higher among the respondents that participated in the 

research on this occasion.  This seems to be explained by the fact that the programme has had longer to 

embed in the three areas rather than as a result of additional or specific activity. 

- Indeed, there is some evidence to suggest that certain aspects of Smarter Travel are becoming less visible as 

the funds available are exhausted and staff and activities therefore have a somewhat lower profile than was the 

case last year. 

- Some claim they are more likely to consider walking or cycling more now than would have been the case in the 

past, especially for recreational purposes. 

- There appears to be a greater tendency to acknowledge a direct causal link between Smarter Travel and the 

increased propensity to walk or cycle. 

- The majority consider cycling to be growing in popularity although there is evidence to suggest this is 

attributable to a variety of factors rather than just Smarter Travel. 

 

“I let my kids walk and cycle now because I feel there is a facility for them.  There are new cycle paths most 

of the way and it’s faster because the traffic is so bad if you are stuck in a car.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“I saw this event advertised in Corbally so I brought my son in with his bike and we got it serviced so it was 

good.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

It is also apparent that there has been no discernible movement in relation to many of the critical issues identified 

by the qualitative research conducted in 2015.  The most obvious and important of these can be summarised as 

follows: 

- Safety (rather than security) remains a primary concern and a key barrier to consider walking or cycling more 

frequently.  This is especially true for parents of children who could potentially cycle very short distances to 

school rather than being driven. 

- At a secondary level, the issues previously identified in relation to practicalities, facilities available, inertia and 

image remain further reasons for preferring to drive rather than to walk or cycle. 

- The perceptual separation between cycling as a mode of transport and a leisure activity remains as strong as 

when we identified it last year.  In fact, the growing popularity of the Greenways in Dungarvan and Westport 

suggest this gap is widening rather than narrowing. 

- The tension we reported between motorists and cyclists still exists (and was amplified on this occasion by the 

inclusion of a focus group in Dublin).  There is also evidence to suggest the increased use of the Greenways 

can create additional tension between cyclists and pedestrians needing to share these spaces at the busiest 

times. 

 

“When there’s a conversation in work about cycling the people who don’t cycle have a lot of anger for the 
people who do because they cycle in the parts of the road that are meant to be for cars.” [Image, Limerick] 

 

“In the centre of town the pedestrians don’t want you on the footpaths and the drivers on the streets don’t 
want bikes in their way and they’re hooting.” [Image Group, Westport] 

 

2.2 Additional Observations during Qualitative Research in 2016 

Two additional, specific elements were included for discussion in the focus groups during this wave of the 

research.  These are covered in detail in the report but the topline issues for each are as follows: 

- Attitudes to the Green Schools programme are positive overall at a conceptual level but often weak at a 

practical level, especially in relation to the travel element. 

2 Overarching themes 
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- Operation Transportation can be regarded as one of the most successful individual initiatives of the Smarter 

Travel programme and demonstrates strong potential to be implemented in other areas.  However, there are 

some obvious executional difficulties that need to be addressed in order for the full potential of Operation 

Transportation to be recognised and delivered. 

 

Overall, there is sufficient evidence in qualitative terms to indicate that certain aspects of Smarter Travel are 

achieving some degree of success against the programme objectives in all three areas.  However, since this is 

balanced by the fact that the shift in attitudes has not yet been as great as may have been initially hoped or 

expected, in our view it will be important for the momentum created by Smarter Travel to be maintained beyond 

the life of the programme to sustain the positive behaviours that are becoming established. 



 

3 Smarter Travel 
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3.1 Awareness and perceptions 

Awareness of Smarter Travel was generally high in Dungarvan, Limerick and Westport. Unsurprisingly, 

respondents in Dublin were not aware of the initiative but tended to have a reasonable understanding of what this 

might be based on expectations created by the name.  In the three Smarter Travel areas, some had heard of 

Smarter Travel but failed to associate it with any specific initiative and others were aware of initiatives but hadn’t 
realised they were part of Smarter Travel.   

We hypothesise the low levels of awareness are likely to be partly due to the fact that there has been insufficient 

investment behind promoting the role of Smarter Travel and partly due to a degree of confusion and perceived 

overlap with other bodies with perceptually similar functions such as the Waterford Sports Partnership (in 

Dungarvan) and the Road Safety Authority. 

Detailed awareness of Smarter Travel is limited.  Many assume Smarter Travel to be a national initiative and only a 

small minority have any idea of the way in which funds were initially allocated or the reasons why their local area 

was chosen to benefit from them.  Instead, Smarter Travel was claimed to have high visibility in the local media in 

each area although this tended not to be supported by awareness of specific features or activities.  

When the subject of government funding was mentioned, either by a respondent or the moderator, the majority 

were unsure of what the money had been used for at a spontaneous level.  On consideration, cycling was 

generally felt to be the primary focus of spending in all areas, especially Greenways and cycle lanes, although this 

differed somewhat according to each of the three areas, as follows: 

Location specifics - Dungarvan 

- Smarter Travel seems to have a higher general profile in Dungarvan than the other two locations 

- Smarter Travel staff are considered to be proactive and highly visible, especially in schools 

- Smarter Travel credited with providing cycling tuition for children in primary schools and outside on local roads 

- Smarter Travel staff known to have accompanied children when cycling to matches during school time rather 

than going on a coach 

- Smarter Travel thought to have donated some bikes to one of the local schools 

- Smarter Travel associated with organising Walk on Wednesdays and Scoot to School 

 

“If my eldest is playing a match they cycle to the match from school so I cycle with her that morning but 

other than that we drive in.” [Parents, Dungarvan] 

 

Location specifics - Limerick 

- There appear to be generally lower levels of awareness of Smarter Travel in Limerick than in the other areas 

- The primary association tends to be the introduction of Coke Bikes 

- Smarter Travel tends not to be linked to schools but more with other events in Limerick 

- Activity is perceived to be focussed around the University / Castletroy area 

- A minority have negative views of Smarter Travel due to a perception that money has been spent on init iatives 

that have been unsuccessful (such as bus lanes) 

- Some are also critical of what is perceived to be poor planning that has resulted in certain estates not being 

connected by cycle lanes to other main roads with dedicated cycle routes 

 

Location specifics - Westport 

- Smarter Travel has a higher profile and visibility in Westport due to Operation Transportation (and the inclusion 

of a group of participants in this sample) 

- In fact, there is some evidence to suggest Operation Transportation has a higher profile than Smarter Travel 

(especially among those who have participated in or are aware of Operation Transportation) 

- Otherwise, Smarter Travel is considered to be heavily focused on school activities, especially primary schools 

- Perceptions of Smarter Travel are heavily focused around the Greenway and recreational activities rather than 

journeys to work or school 

3 Smarter Travel 
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3.2 What does Smarter mean? 

In spite of higher levels of awareness of Smarter Travel, this did not always translate into a clear understanding of 

what Smarter Travel is, or indeed of what the term ‘Smarter’ means in this context. 
In response to direct questioning on this issue during the focus groups, the broad intention behind the initiative 

was generally recognised.  This tends to be interpreted as an encouragement to think about modal choices for 

journeys made and to promote more sustainable alternatives to driving where possible.   

Some acknowledged this could mean increased consideration of public transport although there were mixed 

reactions to the practicality of this across the sample.  In the three Smarter Travel Areas, using public transport 

for journeys to work or taking children to school is not an option for the majority.  Some recognise good links are 

available between where they live and other major towns and cities but not within the immediate area.  

Respondents in Dublin have a more positive impression of public transport although some gaps are still felt to 

exist. 

As a more realistic alternative to driving very short distances, and for the specific purposes of this research, 

residents recognise ‘smarter’ to be defined in terms of cycling and walking and this therefore represented the 

primary focus for recruitment of participants to the focus groups.  It was acknowledged that excellent facilities 

are available in Dungarvan and Westport since the development of the Greenways in these areas and in Limerick 

to a lesser extent as a result of the cycle lanes that have been introduced on roads around the university in 

particular.  Importantly however, the primary association of these facilities, especially the Greenways, is with 

recreational use and they are perceived to have a more limited impact on commuting journeys to work and 

school.   

It is worth noting there is some uncertainty about whether car sharing or pooling can fall within the definition of 

Smarter Travel.  Indeed, reactions are strongly polarised in this respect.  Some have the view that all journeys by 

car should be discouraged rather than rewarded with the incentive of priority parking spaces provided by some 

employers for those participating in car sharing schemes.  Others adopt a more pragmatic approach and 

recognise cycling and walking not to be practical for those living long distances from where they work and regard 

car sharing as a way of reducing the total number of journeys made and the overall carbon footprint of those 

participating.  

At a literal level, there was occasional criticism of the term ‘Smarter Travel’ since certain initiatives were not felt to 
be smart. For example: 

- Some of the interventions were felt to have been unsuccessful, such as the Smarter Travel office and facilities 

in Dungarvan that are not widely known, cycle routes that seem to be poorly thought through and the Coke 

Bike scheme that does not extend to the University area in Limerick. 

- Some respondents expressed concern about the fact that the Smarter Travel initiative is promoting cycling in 

areas where cycling is considered to be unsafe, especially for unaccompanied children. 

 

“The concept of the Coke Bikes is good but there are no bike lanes where the bikes are rented out and the 

one by St. Mary’s church is on one of the busiest roads in Limerick and that junction is a death trap.” 

[Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“I think it’s a good idea but there should be some cycle lanes because tourists or novices will hire those 

bikes and you don’t have to wear a helmet so it’s a fantastic system but there’s no infrastructure to support 
it.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

“I get the impression someone is designing this from an office in Dublin looking at a drawing and saying 

‘we’ll put a bike lane here and another one over there’.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“We’re trying to be a smart city but I think they’re just ticking boxes because we don’t have joined-up 

thinking here and I think that’s what’s missing.” [Image Group, Limerick] 
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3.3 Image of cycling 

The qualitative research during the previous stage of the evaluation identified a number of image barriers that we 

hypothesised were contributing to a common reluctance to cycle (and walk to a lesser extent) in the Smarter 

Travel Areas.  As part of this exercise, we explored this issue in more detail during the focus groups in order to 

understand the nature of these issues and the extent to which they are considered to be barriers for those who 

could cycle rather than drive short distances.  Many of the negative image dimensions previously indicated are 

still present and exert varying degrees of influence on modal choices and decision making.  However, on this 

occasion, these are balanced to some extent by a number of more positive attributes that provide a more 

rounded impression of the way cycling is likely to be perceived.  The main positive and negative elements can be 

summarised as follows:  

Positives 

Certain image benefits of cycling are universally accepted.  All recognise cycling and walking to be healthier for 

individuals and better for the environment than making journeys by car.  This contributes to a feel-good factor 

created by the widespread belief that cycling has undoubted lifestyle benefits.   

We suggested in the previous report that some consider there to be a stigma attached to cycling since it can be 

associated with a lower social or financial status.  More detailed exploration of this has confirmed it to be a 

relatively weak barrier and more of a residual memory than a current issue for the majority.   

In fact, there is considerable evidence from this work to suggest cycling is now regarded as a much more 

inclusive activity than it may have been perceived to be in the past.  Some talked of a shift in mindsets towards 

cycling that means it now has a much wider appeal and rather than being limited to stereotypes is now able to 

transcend cultural or social prejudices. 

“I cycle for leisure and also to work and some of my colleagues are the same.  It’s just the norm now, we tend 
to cycle.  I think in Dungarvan the town has gone beyond cycling stereotypes, the image of Mr Lycra doesn’t 

exist any more because everyone cycles.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“You have every size and shape cycling now.  Years ago people would have thought ‘oh my God, look at this 
guy in his cycling shorts’ but that’s been phased out completely now.  I think the whole mindset to cycling 

has really changed and only younger people are more image conscious.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

“There’s more initiatives and the number of cycling and fitness groups have skyrocketed in the last year.  I’m 
not sure where it has come from but everyone has definitely noticed it.” [Image Group, Westport] 

 

This transition is partly attributed to the Bike to Work scheme that many respondents in this sample have taken 

advantage of and is widely perceived to have been a successful initiative.  Although many openly admit they have 

subsequently not used the bikes purchased to cycle to work, they recognise the scheme has been instrumental 

in increasing the popularity and acceptability of cycling since it was introduced. 

The transition is also partly attributable to Smarter Travel in Dungarvan, Limerick and Westport.  Respondents 

acknowledge many of the initiatives, especially the Greenways, have had a major impact on the number of cycling 

journeys now made in each of the three areas and that this has helped to move the image of cycling on in recent 

years.  There was an additional dimension to this in Westport where respondents who had participated in 

Operation Transportation claimed the element of competition helps to enhance the appeal of cycling, especially 

since those involved recognise their contribution is benefiting others in their team rather than just themselves.   

There is even some suggestion that the image of cycling has moved on to such an extent that it can now be 

considered as a ‘cool’ activity to be associated with.   
This is clearly a more positive picture than was painted after the last wave of qualitative research in terms of the 

image of cycling.  However, there are two important caveats that need to be flagged: 

- This sample includes respondents from Dublin who tended to have a more positive perception of the image of 

cycling which naturally has an impact on the overall findings on this occasion; and  
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- With the notable exception of the Operation Transportation focus group, many of the views expressed above 

are restricted to the image of cycling as a leisure activity.  When cycling is considered as a means of travelling 

to work or school, some of the more negative issues previously identified are likely to become more prominent, 

as illustrated below. 

 

Negatives 

The negative image attributes of cycling that emerged during this research were in line with the issues indicated 

in the previous report. 

There is a difference between the way adults think about cycling and the way they perceive it to be viewed among 

children (especially teenagers).  Adults claim to be unconcerned about image issues representing a barrier to 

consideration but feel this is likely to be a more important consideration for teenagers who tend to be more 

image conscious. 

“I think boys are happier to cycle just judging by the number I see cycling to school.  Maybe they’re less 
image conscious at that age and they’re all in trousers and not wearing a skirt.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

There is a similar, but perhaps less pronounced, difference between (adult) men and women.  We explained last 

time that many women will understandably prefer to get ready for work before leaving home rather than needing 

to do this on arrival at work after cycling.  There are also practical constraints in terms of clothing that need to be 

factored into the equation since men are more likely than women to always wear trousers to work.   

“I do my make-up and my hair and it’s an inconvenience to wear a helmet because I’m going somewhere 
where I need to have my appearance looking well and whatever.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“When you cycle to work you need all the gear and the helmet, the panniers and clothes to change into, the 

whole lot and then somewhere to put your bike when you get to work and somewhere to change.” [Image 

Group, Dungarvan] 

 

In both situations explained above, the need to wear a helmet is a critical consideration.  Teenagers and women 

are less inclined to want to wear a cycling helmet (or rather, risk the possibility of others seeing them wearing one) 

but most are not prepared to consider cycling without one. 

The lack of showering facilities is obviously a practical barrier but was also raised again as an image issue.  Some 

would be uncomfortable if they were unable to shower after the physical exertion of cycling to work and may also 

consider this to be unhygienic, especially in the event of being aware of colleagues with a body odour problem for 

this reason. 

“The company I work for has facilities and actively encourage people to cycle to work because they can 

have a shower and get changed.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“Where I work really promotes it and they have put in facilities so there is a shed for the bikes and they’ve 
put in additional showers to use before you get changed.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

“We have a chap who cycles to work and we have showers but he never uses them and he stinks.  It’s been 
brought up many times because it’s absolutely disgusting.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

The final issue in relation to the negative image of cycling relates to the way cyclists are perceived by other road 

users.  The motorists in the focus groups often complained about the behaviour of cyclists.  The cyclists in the 

sample provided frequent anecdotal evidence of disputes and altercations with motorists.  Pedestrians who walk 

on the Greenways or cycle paths mentioned occasional difficulties experienced when needing to share these 

spaces with cyclists. 
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Although cycling clubs are credited with the increased popularity of cycling and thereby minimising the stigma 

associated with it, their behaviour on the roads is often considered to be unhelpful in image terms.  The fact that 

cycling clubs tend to ride three abreast in the road and fail to use cycling routes where available can antagonise 

motorists and create a poor impression that is applied to all cyclists. 

The combined effect of these negative image issues makes it difficult for many to consider cycling as anything 

other than a leisure activity and makes it difficult for cycling to be accepted as a genuine mode of transport for 

most in the Smarter Travel Areas.  This situation is different in Dublin where cycling is accepted as a realistic 

alternative to driving and public transport options.  However the positive image benefits of cycling are often 

outweighed by a number of practical barriers that are discussed in a later section of this report. 

3.4 Operation Transportation 

This sample included a focus group in Westport comprising respondents who have participated in Operation 

Transportation.  All were recruited from lists provided on the basis that they had fulfilled the role of the person 

responsible for administering the scheme within their organisation or team. 

The findings from this session were consistent and positive overall.  Indeed, the findings suggest Operation 

Transportation has emerged as one of the most successful elements of the Smarter Travel programme based on 

the evidence available from the two qualitative research projects conducted in the context of the evaluation 

process. 

Even allowing for the fact that respondents are likely to have a positive attitudinal bias in favour of the scheme as 

a consequence of their heavy involvement in it, there are clear indications that Operation Transportation has 

been a more proactive way of helping Westport achieve its initial Smarter Travel objectives.  The key themes 

identified from this focus group are summarised below. 

“Without seeing any figures I can see the change, the bikes, the people walking, everything, the whole thing.  

There’s a huge difference in Westport, not just the Greenway but round the quay and areas like that.” [OT 

Group, Westport] 

 

“One of the failings of Smarter Travel is that people now walk and cycle more for recreation but it hasn’t 
changed their journeys to work or school but that’s why Operation Transportation is amazing because it’s 

about people travelling to work.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

“Two years ago there used to be only one or two bikes in our shelter and since we did Operation 

Transportation it’s full so that has completely changed.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

An initial positive feature of Operation Transportation is that it was agreed to have been well publicised at the 

outset (although some respondents are likely to have heightened exposure and recall to marketing materials as a 

result of their involvement as co-ordinators).  This was felt to have been instrumental in creating interest and 

encouraging participation among colleagues and other team members and is in contrast to general views about 

Smarter Travel visibility in a broader sense. 

These respondents claimed the main benefits of Operation Transportation to be readily apparent to themselves 

and relatively easy to promote to others.  Due to the passage of time, the extent to which the promotional 

materials helped in this respect is not clear, but all agreed that health and environmental benefits of cycling and 

walking were apparent from the start and have continued to be important motivators each year. 

Certain financial and commercial benefits have also become apparent to some as a consequence of their 

participation in Operation Transportation.  Most recognise there may be marginal cost savings involved if they are 

cycling or walking rather than driving to work on a frequent basis.  For one respondent this has translated into a 

more significant benefit since she claimed her involvement in Operation Transportation had made her realise she 

was able to manage without a car and has subsequently sold it.  Another respondent owned a business with 

limited parking and by encouraging his employees to leave their cars at home has been able to make more 

spaces available for customers in an attempt to increase footfall. 

“I had a car and got rid of it because it became dormant as I found it was easier and quicker to walk down to 

the town.” [OT Group, Westport] 
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Many agreed that one of the most positive aspects of participating in Operation Transportation is the way it has 

challenged prior perceptions associated with cycling and walking.  This is especially important since these were 

identified as critical barriers in the previous qualitative research.  Some respondents agreed the weather to have 

prevented serious consideration of cycling in the past (and we indicated this to be a more important factor in 

Westport than in Dungarvan or Limerick).  However, this group admitted to being surprised that in reality, the 

weather had not prevented them and others in their teams from cycling during the Operation Transportation 

periods. 

“I’m ashamed of this but for 15 years I drove every day across town but Operation Transportation changed 
my mindset and made me more thoughtful about just sitting in the car.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

“At the beginning people were saying the weather would be too bad but at the end they were saying they 

never got wet on the way to work but just presumed they would.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

Some also agreed that being involved with Operation Transportation has challenged established mindsets about 

the car being their default mode of transport for all journeys.  Many found cycling and walking to be much less 

onerous than they had anticipated and all agreed that certain journeys around the town centre could be made 

more quickly and with less stress if cycling or walking rather than driving.  In addition to the respondent who has 

sold her car, others agreed they now consider whether using their car is the best choice for journeys they make. 

“If there are 10 people that take part in it and three continue with it all year round and make it part of their 

life then you’re winning aren’t you?” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

“Now I think twice every time I go to get in the car and I feel bad if I use the car because I didn’t get up in time 
to cycle.  It’s in my mind all the time.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

“I use Skype now instead of travelling if it’s not necessary and if I go to Castlebar I will group my tasks 

together rather than make two separate trips.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

As previously mentioned, these respondents felt the competitive element helped create initial engagement with 

Operation Transportation and then to maintain interest in it.  Indeed there was some disappointment expressed 

regarding the duration of each event since six weeks was not felt to be long enough for positive behaviours to 

become embedded.  It was suggested that the tendency was for participants to see Operation Transportation as 

‘game’ to be played for a few weeks before they could start driving again rather than as an attempt to change 

their attitudes about driving short distances  in the longer term. 

“The element of competition makes it cool and helps to change people’s mindset so that it becomes a 
lifestyle change rather than for a couple of weeks until it comes round again next year.” [OT Group, 

Westport] 

 

In spite of the overwhelmingly positive response to Operation Transportation, there were a number of areas in 

which participants felt the programme could be improved.  This feedback is likely to be helpful in the event of this 

or a similar programme being used again in future in the Smarter Travel Areas or other locations. 

The first of these issues relates to the marketing of Operation Transportation.  Although this was initially felt to be 

good in the first year, it was felt to have been less visible in subsequent years.  A couple of respondents 

mentioned they had not been given enough notice this year to promote Operation Transportation within their 

companies and recruit teams to participate and this had resulted in lower interest and uptake than in previous 

years. 

“We didn’t get much notice of it this year and only found out about it two weeks before it started so we didn’t 
have time to get everything in place.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

By far the strongest ‘criticism’ of the scheme related to the mechanics around collecting and reporting the data.  

Some complained that this is a very cumbersome process since it involved having to constantly needing to chase 

and remind team members to provide their data and for the leader to manually input this into a spreadsheet for 
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submission.  Team leaders represented in the focus group, especially those with responsibility for larger teams, 

felt this to be such an onerous process that they would be reluctant to agree to do it on future occasions.  There 

was also a feeling that this process contributed to the difficulty of maintaining interest among some team 

members for the duration of each Operation Transportation event. 

“As the administrator, I wish there was something more interactive than that bloody Excel spreadsheet that 

you had to physically put numbers into all the time.  I would rather submit something more user-friendly than 

that cumbersome spreadsheet.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

“It was a pain to always to have to keep chasing everyone for their figures.  There was a bit of reluctance and 

I think I got random numbers half the time.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

A less important but strongly held view among a couple of respondents was the feeling that more flexibility 

around the ‘rules’ could result in greater interest and uptake in future.  Two specific themes were identified in this 
respect: 

- Average team scores need to be based on the number in the team rather than total employees.  

Representatives of larger companies feel they were unfairly penalised since the efforts of those participating 

were negatively impacted by others who live too far away for cycling to work to be a realistic option; and 

- There should be no minimum team size or individuals should be allowed to participate in a separate category.  

A self-employed respondent in the focus group had not been allowed to enter as an individual and had to make 

an effort to find another team to join. 

 

“We found that something like 80% of employees live more than 15 kilometres away so they had no choice 

but to drive and we felt it wasn’t right to give points to people who were already walking or cycling.” [OT 

Group, Westport] 

 

The final issue relates to a degree of confusion around the identity of Operation Transportation in two respects.  

Firstly, one or two were unable to differentiate clearly between Operation Transportation and Operation 

Transformation.  If this is a problem for people who have been responsible for co-ordinating teams to participate 

in Operation Transportation, we hypothesise it is likely to be a bigger problem for many others.  Secondly, there 

was some uncertainty about the relationship between Operation Transportation and Smarter Travel.  This is not a 

problem as such for participants but we suggest that an opportunity has been missed to leverage the positive 

associations of Operation Transportation to create a halo effect that would enhance the image and profile of 

Smarter Travel. 

“I think Operation Transportation got mixed up with Operation Transformation and Smarter Travel so it 

wasn’t distinctive enough so maybe it needs a sharper message to get more people to buy into it.” [OT 

Group, Westport] 

 

 



 

4 Parents 
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4.1 Journeys to School 

On this occasion, the main reason for including groups of parents as part of the research sample was to 

understand their attitudes to the Green Schools programme.  Before this subject was introduced by the 

moderator, the focus groups began with discussions about the modes used for making journeys to school and 

broad issues in relation to Smarter Travel.  These findings therefore provide an update on the issues reported last 

year and the key themes are summarised below. 

Respondents were recruited to ensure a good mix of those with children in primary and secondary schools and 

those who drive, cycle and walk short distances from home to school were represented in each group.  At the 

beginning of the focus group, parents were invited to discuss journeys to school and the factors that influence 

these decisions. 

Understandably, safety is always cited as the primary consideration.  No parent will admit to allowing their child to 

use a method of transport they consider to be unsafe in any way, especially in a focus group environment.  Clearly 

there is an element of subjectivity in each parent’s assessment of what they consider to be safe and unsafe but 
this will generally be based on their perceptions of the infrastructure. 

“I won’t let my daughter cycle because where we live you have to go on the M25 to get into town and it’s far 
too dangerous for a child to cycle on their own.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

There is some recognition that the Smarter Travel programme has played an important role and achieved 

significant impact in this respect.  Some parents in each area are aware their children are now more likely to cycle 

or walk to school on a more frequent basis.   

“I have always driven my kids to school but this year I made a decision we would try to get there another way 

and we have pretty much stuck to that.  They want to be driven but it makes them feel a little better if I join in 

and cycle or walk with them.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“My son was awful excited to cycle to school with his classmates, it was a big thing for him.” [Parents Group, 

Westport] 

 

This depends on a wide variety of factors, the most critical of which is the quality of the facilities for walking and 

cycling that are available.  While Greenways provide excellent access to some schools in Dungarvan and 

Westport, some routes are considered to be too busy and dangerous in all three areas, for parents to allow even 

older children at secondary school to cycle. 

“It depends what the road conditions are and if there’s footpaths and traffic lights and if it’s a populated 

area and there are groups of kids walking together so it depends where the school is.” [Parents Group, 

Limerick] 

 

Other barriers identified in the previous wave of research still continue to exert a heavy influence on decisions 

about whether to walk or cycle to school, including: 

- Weather – a genuine concern but also often a convenient excuse.  Parents are reluctant to let their children sit 

in wet clothes all day at school if the option to drive is available instead. 

- School bags – not just the weight but the number of bags (including sports equipment and musical 

instruments) is a cause for concern for many parents.  Even when bags aren’t heavy they may be cumbersome 
and difficult to manage when cycling so even journeys considered to be otherwise safe can be perceived as 

dangerous.  Parents occasionally allow children to cycle and drive with their school bags in the car! 

- Uniforms – more of an issue for girls who have to wear skirts to school that make cycling impractical.  

- Societal issues – even in good weather, some parents admit to feeling guilty if they have a car and don’t drive 
their children to school.  This is true in some instances when parents know their child would prefer to walk or 

cycle to school with their friends. 

4 Parents 
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- Inertia – often freely acknowledged as laziness, especially when trying to get organised to get out of the house 

first thing in the morning. 

- Image – cycling especially and walking to a lesser extent can be regarded as ‘uncool’, particularly by teenagers 
at secondary school (as previously explained). 

 

“They will cycle when the weather gets better in the summer but not this time of year.  We were made to do it 

but they don’t have to and it’s too mundane to get up earlier in the morning and have to get the bike out.” 

[Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“We live five minutes away and my teenager makes me drive her up the road.  You can dissect the reasons 

for it all you want but it’s because they’re lazy.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“They don’t want to wear a helmet because it’s not cool.  My daughter is five with a high ponytail and she’s 
complaining about it already.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“My son is 14 and it’s not cool to wear a helmet because his friends don’t wear one so he’s not allowed on his 
bike without one.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“Sometimes we’ll cycle just for fun but I don’t think it’s cool at the minute to cycle to school.” [Image Group, 

Dungarvan] 

 

“I feel like a bad person for the whole day if I make my daughter walk to school so maybe more work needs 

to be done on us.  Maybe we need to get into the mindset of making them do it whether they feel like it or 

not.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“Your state of mind is wrong when you’re rushing in the morning because you just want to get the kids out 
and to school on time.  If you go back to one salary in each house you’ll get everyone walking to school.” 

[Parents Group, Westport] 

 

Location specifics - Dungarvan 

- Cycling to school associated with external activities, such cycling to a local match during school time.  Some 

evidence to suggest Smarter Travel help to organise this and have been instrumental in encouraging cycling to 

school for this reason (as previously mentioned). 

 

“Someone from Smarter Travel cycles with the children to the matches and earlier in the year they donated 

some bikes and helmets to the school so anyone that doesn’t have a bike can still use one.” [Parents Group, 

Dungarvan] 

Location specifics - Limerick 

- Infrastructure felt to support driving in Limerick more than cycling or walking. 

- Castletroy area considered to have better facilities for cycling and walking than other parts of Limerick. 

- But even around Castletroy, certain roads are considered unsafe for unaccompanied children. 

- Some parents will not allow their children to use cycle lanes when these are next to busy roads with no 

segregation from the traffic. 

- The canal is recognised as a good facility for walking and cycling but it is liable to flooding and not considered 

to be safe for children due to problems with anti-social behaviour. 

- Cycling is a particular problem for girls since schools in Limerick require them to wear ankle-length skirts. 

 

“My nine year old would love to cycle to school but we can’t let him because the cycle path runs straight into 
the main road.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“One thing in Limerick that’s different from the whole country is that the girls wear skirts down to their 
ankles so it’s impractical to cycle in a skirt like that.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 
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4.2 Green Schools programme - overview 

Parents were recruited to the focus groups on the basis that they were aware of the Green Schools programme 

and that their child was attending a school that has recently been awarded a green flag.  This was to ensure 

respondents were likely to have heard of Green Schools and to have an opinion on it, rather than needing to be 

educated about it during the focus group. 

The slight risk associated with this approach was of introducing a skew in the sample towards parents who may 

have more knowledge of the programme than others and a positive bias towards it as a consequence.  In reality 

however, actual levels of awareness of the details of the programme were very low across the sample.  

Furthermore, there was consistent evidence of confusion and knowledge gaps at the most fundamental level in 

all of the focus groups. 

Respondents were alerted to the Green Schools programme as part of the recruitment process and the majority 

of parents tended to refer to it as the Green Flag programme during the course of discussions in the focus 

groups.  This is perhaps understandable since the green flag awarded to successful schools is clearly iconic and 

considered to be a significant achievement and in this respect can be regarded as emblematic of the programme 

itself. 

There is some uncertainty about the nature of the relationship between Green Schools and Smarter Travel, or 

whether one exists at all.  It is possible this confusion was introduced artificially to these sessions since it would 

have been apparent that the focus of the research was Smarter Travel although the discussions were structured 

in such a way that respondents were asked to talk about Green Schools before being alerted to the Smarter 

Travel issues.  When parents were asked about their understanding of the Green Schools programme, initiatives 

such as Walk on Wednesday and Golden Boot were mentioned spontaneously and this tended then to lead into 

discussions about which elements are associated with which programme.   

This position was reinforced by the assumption that Green Schools is a national programme (since many were 

unaware of the status of Smarter Travel so were unable to obtain clues in this respect).  However, when asked 

about their views on the Green Schools programme, parents were unanimously positive about it.  This is due to 

the fact that all recognise that the green education strand has worthy aspirations and an important role to play in 

the educational curriculum.   

“There’s plenty of people who would never think of walking to school so if their child is saying they have to 
walk because it’s Wednesday, it changes their behaviour even if it’s only for one day.” [Parents Group, 

Dungarvan] 

 

The majority of respondents were unclear about the specific elements of the programme and relied on recall of 

what they had become aware of from their children.  In vague and general terms, the programme was assumed to 

have an environmental focus with the overall intention of helping children to understand how to reduce their 

carbon footprint and why it is important to do so.  This is perhaps not the most insightful finding from the research 

since this would be a reasonable guess from people who had never previously heard of the Green Schools 

programme. 

Nevertheless, all agreed on the importance of embedding the basic principles of this type of programme while 

children are at primary school and more likely to absorb what they are taught.  In contrast, Green Schools was felt 

to have very low visibility in secondary schools.  Parents were aware the programme must have some presence at 

this level (through the recruitment process) but were unable to explain exactly what this consists of in any of the 

secondary schools their children attend.  Although continuity throughout the educational process was 

acknowledged to be desirable in theory, many recognised this may be more difficult to achieve at secondary level 

in practice and that students of this age may be less receptive to green learnings and messages. 

“My daughter is the Green School rep and they make posters and she’s very excited about it.  It’s important 
to get it into them at primary school because I don’t know if it’s continued to secondary school but 

teenagers are often rebellious and can’t be bothered.” [Parents Group, Westport] 
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4.3 Green Schools - Travel Theme 

There was no awareness of the travel component of the Green Schools programme at a spontaneous level and at 

a prompted level it was thought to be a subsidiary element at best and some thought it had no presence at all 

(especially at secondary school level). 

Beyond the Walk on Wednesday initiative, the main focus of the Green Schools programme in primary schools is 

assumed to be the cycling tuition provided for children.  In spite of the uncertainty about whether this is 

associated with Green Schools or Smarter Travel (especially in Dungarvan), attitudes to cycling tuition were 

discussed in the focus groups. 

“Smarter Travel have brought the children out and showed them the roads and they’ve had lessons with the 
hand signals, they’ve had all of that around the routes.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“Last year my son was in fourth class and a teacher took them out with high vis jackets and I think a lady 

from Smarter Travel went with them.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

Responses were broadly consistent across the three Smarter Travel areas represented in the research.  The 

principle of teaching children how to cycle safely is welcomed at a conceptual level.  Many parents remember 

cycling proficiency lessons from their primary school days and therefore accept the value of the tuition as part of 

their child’s education.  These views are amplified by the fact that cycling is perceived to be increasing in 

popularity as a consequence of the improvement in cycling facilities in the Smarter Travel areas which creates a 

greater need for cycling tuition than might otherwise be the case. 

“My son is nine and he cycles in front of me and he knows what to do and he’s very confident.  It gives them a 
great boost of confidence and they know road safety better than we do probably.” [Parents Group, 

Dungarvan] 

 

However, this perspective is balanced to a certain extent by two reservations that were frequently expressed at a 

practical level that were often felt to outweigh the theoretical advantages of the cycling tuition provided in 

primary schools. 

The first of these issues relates to structural elements of the programme delivery.  The key observation in this 

respect is that the way cycling tuition is organised within certain schools can feel somewhat casual and arbitrary.  

There seems to be no fixed time during the year when the lessons are provided and the number and frequency of 

the lessons can vary considerably.  This is occasionally to the extent that parents are uncertain if the tuition is 

always provided for each year group since there is a widespread perception that it is regarded by schools as an 

optional component and is therefore provided sporadically.  This means that some parents have the feeling that 

the importance and priority attached to cycling tuition depends on the views of each school or specific teachers 

within each school. 

“It might not happen every year, I suppose it depends on the teacher.  The teacher my son had last year was 

very big on Smarter Travel.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

The second issue is more of a cause for concern and relates to the overall objectives of the Smarter Travel 

programme rather than the provision of cycling tuition per se (although the two were closely linked in the minds of 

many respondents).  Some parents expressed strong resistance to schools taking an active role in promoting 

cycling among primary school children.  While cycling on Greenways and other dedicated cycle routes may be 

considered to be acceptable for leisure purposes, some voiced concern about young children being encouraged 

to cycle to school on roads that are often considered to be unsuitable and unsafe.  Some parents can therefore 

feel a sense of conflict between allowing their children to cycle or walk short distances to school or driving them 

because they consider this to be in their child’s best interest.  In extreme cases, parents may object strongly to 

the inference that they are not behaving in a ‘smart’ way if they don’t allow their child to cycle because they 
perceive it to be unsafe.  
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“You can’t force kids to cycle to school because of the danger aspect so you could throw the bike in the 

boot and get them to cycle the last bit.  There’s nobody monitoring it, it’s just an aspirational thing but 
they’re just doing it to tick the box.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

Additionally, there is some feeling that Walk on Wednesdays is not sufficiently well planned in certain schools.  

Some parents have the impression that the school is doing this because it is required to do so rather than 

because it is committed to the benefits of it for the children. 

“There might be three days in the year that are designated green days and you get a text the night before to 

say you have to walk in but by then you’ll have plans made.  If they really want you to do it they would give 
you a week’s notice.  I don’t like how you’re forced to do it on a particular day then it’s forgotten about for 

nine months.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“They do surveys a couple of times a year to ask if you walk or cycle or drive to school and the kids get 

frantic at that time because they want their numbers to look good.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

The combined effect of these issues, plus the fact that many schools do not have adequate facilities to store 

many bikes safely can create the impression that certain schools are not fully committed to the travel element of 

the Green Schools programme and instead treat it as a box-ticking exercise to ensure the school is awarded their 

green flag. 

“Even if the kids do cycle to school there’s no bike sheds or anywhere to leave the bikes because the 
schools know the kids aren’t going to turn up on bikes so they don’t need to provide the facilities.” [Parents 

Group, Limerick] 

 

“If 200 kids turned up on their bikes they’d have nowhere to put them.  The primary schools I’ve been to look 
like they could accommodate about ten bicycles.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

Although overall attitudes towards the Smarter Travel initiative are generally positive among parents, 
there is consistent evidence of ambivalence regarding the purpose and success of the scheme.  All 
recognise the benefits of making children aware of the importance of the broad issues involved, 
especially among the more impressionable primary school age group.  However, there is minimal 
evidence to suggest that many parents genuinely believe the objective is to create behaviour change or 
that this will result from exposure to the key Smarter Travel issues within the Green Schools programme.  
Instead, there is a sense that schools are simply going through the motions of what they need to do to 
achieve their Green Flag accreditation rather than having a strong commitment to creating a mindset that 
makes children more likely to walk or cycle to school.  This is partly explained by the current lack of 
follow-through of the Smarter Travel agenda from primary to secondary schools but also due to the 
recognition among parents that driving children to school is often safer than allowing them to walk or 
cycle. 

 

 
 



 

5 Location issues 
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5.1 Dungarvan 

On the basis of relatively small numbers of respondents involved in the qualitative exercise, Smarter Travel 

appears to have achieved a marginally higher profile in Dungarvan than the other two areas.  This is heavily 

influenced by the fact that parents assume school cycling initiatives are associated with Smarter Travel and a 

small minority are aware of the Smarter Travel office in the town centre and being able to get cycling accessories 

there.  However, all recognise the Greenway to be the most visible and tangible manifestation of the impact of the 

Smarter Travel programme. 

“The Smarter Dungarvan people have a unit where you can store your bike and have a shower.  I think it’s 
maybe 20 Euros for the year and it’s smack in the centre of town.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

Reactions to the Greenway are overwhelmingly positive.  All recognise the benefits the Greenway has brought to 

Dungarvan, especially in terms of encouraging walking and cycling for recreational purposes.  It is also assumed 

the Greenway acts as a major tourist attraction and is therefore contributing to the appeal and prosperity of the 

area.  Indeed, there is some feeling the Greenway has become a victim of its own success since it is claimed to 

often be too busy at certain times of the weekend to be able to make the most of the facility due to the numbers 

of other people using it. 

“My bike never came out of the shed until the Greenway opened and now I cycle every weekend but I hadn’t 
cycled for 20 years because I was scared of the traffic.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“I think Dungarvan would have a reputation as being an active town, people walk and run and cycle and it has 

definitely increased over the last two or three years.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

There were some negative comments regarding access to the Greenway from certain local estates.  A common 

theme was that while cycling on the Greenway is considered to be safe and enjoyable, these benefits are negated 

if it is perceived to be difficult to get onto the Greenway from residential areas.  One or two respondents 

explained how an access route had been opened from their estate to the Greenway but was closed after a short 

period of time due to complaints made by other residents. 

“They did open a route to the cycle track for about a month and we used to use it all the time while it was 

open because it was very safe but then they closed it again.  I was surprised because I would have thought 

the whole point of Smarter Travel would be to provide safe and easy access to get them walking and cycling 

to school.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 

 

The reason why people are not cycling or walking to work or school rather than driving short distances is due to 

the belief that facilities other than the Greenway are still inadequate.  Even where attempts have been made to 

create dedicated cycling routes, these are either considered to be unsafe due to insufficient segregation 

between cyclists and motorists on busy roads, or tend not to be available in sections rather that don’t link up well 
with each other or don’t connect to the Greenway.  The fact that cycling clubs choose not to use cycling routes 

where they are available can be interpreted as an illustration that they are not fit for purpose. 

Some negative views were also voiced in relation to the impact that Smarter Travel has had in the town centre for 

a number of reasons.  The concerns mentioned about the pedestrianisation of Gratton Square in the previous 

research were mentioned again on this occasion.  This appears to have developed from dissatisfaction among 

local traders to safety concerns for pedestrians in the town centre.  It seems that some of the measures for traffic 

calming that have been introduced are causing confusion for motorists and the number of pedestrian crossings 

are regarded as a hazard rather than helpful for pedestrians.   

“They have been digging up the streets and it has taken so long to get some sort of normality in the square 

but the town centre is going to be much more dangerous for children and older people because the 

pedestrian crossings are really hard to identify because of the colours and they’re badly lit.” [Parents Group, 

Dungarvan] 

5 Location Issues 
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A further issue is the lack of secure bike parking spaces in the town centre which creates a disincentive for 

people to cycle into the town while parking for cars is felt to be very cheap and therefore an implicit 

encouragement to drive.  Both situations are felt to be contrary to the overall objectives of Smarter Travel. 

“I find if I bring a bike into town there’s not a huge amount of places you can park it and lock it up if I was 
meeting a friend for coffee or something.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

“There is some free parking but parking for a week in Dungarvan is 10-12 Euros in the shopping centre.  You 

would pay more than that for a day somewhere else.” [Image Group, Dungarvan] 

 

During the focus groups, respondents were asked to highlight good (green) and bad (red) routes for cycling and 

walking in their local areas.  We then produced composite maps for each of the three Smarter Travel Areas.  The 

map below indicates the following issues identified in the Dungarvan focus groups: 

Good 

- The Greenway 

- Good access from certain estates 

 

Bad 

- Dangerous roads / cycle lanes 

- Father Twoomey’s Road (known locally as ‘The Bog’) 
- Poor access from certain estates 

- Pedestrianised area of the town centre 

 

“Father Twoomey’s Road is lovely to cycle but people have fallen off their bikes into the river because it’s 
not cordoned off but it would only take a fence to make it safe.” [Parents Group, Dungarvan] 
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5.2 Limerick 

After the last wave of qualitative research, we reported that the Smarter Travel initiative appeared to have a lower 

profile than in the other two areas.  We also noted the common perception that interventions were felt to have 

been focused around the University in the Castletroy area. 

“Castletroy has cycle paths all over within reach of the university which is probably mainly for the students.” 

[Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

There is nothing to challenge these findings in this latest research or to suggest attitudes to the Smarter Travel 

initiative have changed significantly over the past year or so.  In fact, the impact of Smarter Travel is lower in 

relative terms on this occasion since the sample this year did not include a heavy representation of UL students 

or staff or others who travel frequently to and from the Castletroy area. 

Views in relation to facilities introduced with the intention of encouraging walking and cycling are also consistent 

with those previously reported.  Many recognise that improvements have been made to many of the roads in the 

Castletroy area but other roads are still considered to be unsuitable for cycling especially.  This is due to the fact 

that some of the cycle lanes are felt to have been introduced on roads that are not wide enough for them, 

resulting in a view that many of the lanes are too narrow.  The main concern, especially among parents, is that this 

makes the cycle lanes too dangerous to use since there is insufficient segregation between cyclists and other 

road users, often including heavy traffic on busy roads. 

“I won’t allow my daughter on a bicycle because it’s too dangerous.  It’s constantly on a main road so there’s 
no way I would even contemplate her going on a bicycle.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“The cycle lanes are stop start, it’s not continuous.  Sometimes it can be more dangerous to use them 

because you have to merge with the main road and the cars are coming so you have to stop.” [Image Group, 

Limerick] 

 

“From the college to town it’s not completed, it stops at the shopping centre so it’s a cycle lane then you’re 
on the road.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

Even where good facilities are acknowledged to exist, other barriers to use were frequently identified.  Some of 

the cycle routes are not felt to be sufficiently well maintained and cyclists are therefore reluctant to use them 

since they are concerned this may cause damage to their bikes or could potentially be the cause of an accident.  

Other cycle routes are criticised for not being continuous or for not linking to the good facilities in the Castletroy 

area.  This creates an understandable view that cycling will be considered as a realistic alternative to driving only 

if the entire journey can be made safely, rather than just parts of it. 

“Where I live there is absolutely nothing but even if the cycle paths are there you’d be very reluctant to let 

school children go on cycle paths that run adjacent to very busy roads because it’s too dangerous and not a 
safe infrastructure.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“They’re trying to promote something where the infrastructure isn’t in place so they’re putting the cart 
before the horse.  You can’t expect a child to cycle on a main road just because there’s a green initiative.” 

[Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“I live in Castletroy and you don’t see the cycle lanes being used that much because they’re not maintained 

so you get punctures because they’re full of shite.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

The combined effect of these views is that the cycle lanes that have recently been provided are often not used or 

observed by cyclists on those routes.  Instead, cyclists often choose to cycle in the road which has been made 

narrower by the cycling lane and can create tension with motorists. 
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“The roads are too old to put a cycle lane in.  They’re meant for a horse and cart and they’ve never been 
brought up to car standard to cater for cycle lanes.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

There are mixed views about the canal path.  Some consider this to be a safe route for cycling and walking and 

therefore welcome the fact that it provides a safe and quick link between the town centre and the Castletroy area.  

Others are less positive about the canal path and are reluctant to use it for a number of reasons: 

- In some places it can be too narrow to work well as a shared space for cyclists and pedestrians 

- The path is liable to flooding from the canal which can exacerbate the width issue and also creates safety 

concerns, especially among parents, about the possibility of slippery conditions that could cause a cyclist to 

fall of their bike into water or mud 

- The path is perceived as poorly lit and has a bad reputation locally for anti-social behaviour which naturally 

represents a disincentive for cyclists and pedestrians to use this route, especially after dark and/ or if 

unaccompanied 

- The poor quality of the surface is made worse by concerns about having to negotiate broken glass or other 

debris associated with those responsible for the anti-social behaviour problem 

 

“My son could walk along the canal but it isn’t a safe area because you might run into drug addicts or people 
who are up to no good because it’s off the beaten track.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“It was a fine job when it was first done because it was tarmac but then we had a storm and it got washed 

away and you couldn’t really use it.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

“It’s a fantastic shortcut and you can beat all the traffic by going that way but some women might feel a bit 

vulnerable at certain times of day.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 

 

The cycle hire scheme available in the city centre is welcomed at a theoretical level as a positive intervention to 

help promote cycling.  At a practical level, the facility to hire bikes in Limerick is open to criticism since at best 

there is a feeling that there is insufficient infrastructure to support it and at worst this can be interpreted as an 

invitation to encourage inexperienced cyclists to make journeys on roads that are unsuitable or dangerous.  Apart 

from the docking stations for the hire bikes, other facilities for cyclists were felt to be inadequate, including the 

lack of dedicated spaces to leave (expensive) bikes safely in the town centre. 

“If you have a bike worth 300-400 Euros or whatever and you’re going into town, where do you park it?  
Sometimes you walk past the things that were put in in O’Connell Street and you’ll see a bike wheel chained 

to it and the rest of the bike is gone.” [Image Group, Limerick] 

 

The maps below indicate the following issues identified in the Limerick focus groups: 

Good 

- Facilities around the university in the Castletroy area 

- The canal path 

 

Bad 

- Roads that are considered to be dangerous for walking and cycling, especially in the city centre 

- The canal path 

- The Rhebogue estate where many residents feel the impact of Smarter Travel has been counter-productive 

 

“Smarter Travel has made our life hell in Rhebogue because the ramps are too high and all the traffic has 

been sent down one tiny little road.  It’s added 20 or 30 minutes to my day’s routine just because of the one-

way systems.  It’s so frustrating for everyone in our area and we’re having residents’ meetings and we’re not 
happy.” [Parents Group, Limerick] 
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5.3 Westport 

The largely positive attitudes to the Greenway expressed during the previous qualitative exercise in Westport 

were repeated on this occasion.  There is evidence to suggest these views have become more deeply 

entrenched over the past year and that the Greenway is becoming more accepted as an everyday part of the 

lifestyles of local residents.  The similarities with Dungarvan were also repeated in the sense that journeys 

involving walking and cycling tend to be divided between those made on the Greenway and those made on other 

routes. 

Negative views about walking or cycling elsewhere in Westport tend to be more strongly held than in Dungarvan 

or Limerick.  Public transport availability for journeys within Westport is almost non-existent and is extremely 

limited between Westport and other towns.  As previously reported, since Westport effectively sits in a valley, the 

topography of the area means the car tends to be regarded as the default choice for even the shortest journeys 

and walking or cycling can be extremely challenging. 

“I’m at the top of a hill so I would need an electric bike.  I could cycle down but I would be walking back up.  
Some of the hills round here are desperate.” [Image Group, Westport] 

 

As a consequence of this mindset and car dependency, respondents agree that the roads in the town centre are 

often heavily congested.  This problem is made worse by the fact that many of the roads are very narrow and 

were not designed to cope with the volumes of traffic that use them on a daily basis.  These issues become 

especially acute during the summer months since Westport is a popular tourist resort.  In spite of the common 

reluctance to consider walking or cycling, many agree that either may often be faster than driving, especially for 

short distances.   

“This town has so much traffic and you have to cross very busy streets so when they’re younger it’s very 
dangerous, it’s risky to have them out on foot.  No matter which side of town you come from you have to 

cross between three and eight streets to get to any of the schools so you have to hold their hand literally to 

the school gate.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

“I cycled to work once but I will never do it again.  It was too dangerous, the road was terrible, there were 

potholes and everything, I was frightened.” [Image Group, Westport] 

 

“I can get onto the Greenway from where I live but to get to town I have to compete with all the traffic.  I don’t 
think we have the infrastructure built into our roads.” [OT Group, Westport] 

 

As previously explained, this paradox was successfully challenged for some who participated in Operation 

Transportation which demonstrated the relative strengths and weaknesses of driving compared to walking or 

cycling.  The problem in Westport is that, as also highlighted, away from the Greenway most of the roads in the 

area are not considered to be suitable for cycling and are too busy and dangerous for unaccompanied children 

especially. 

“It’s not physically possible to change the roads in old towns to create walkways or cycleways, the 

infrastructure’s not there.  The one way systems have been a major improvement but the town’s not big 
enough to do it.” [Parents Group, Westport] 

 

Some of the respondents in the parents focus group felt this situation to be epitomised by the fact that St 

Patrick’s National School is due to be relocated from its current position that is well served by the Greenway to a 
site in the centre of town that will make driving the only realistic option for many parents. 

“We go the whole way to school on the Greenway now but that’s all out of the window now because once the 

new school opens they will have to walk or we will have to drive them because you have to cross the three or 

four busiest junctions in the town to get there.” [Parents Group, Westport] 
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The map below indicates the following issues identified in the Westport focus groups: 

Good 

- The Greenway 

 

Bad 

- The three main roads into / out of Westport 

- The town centre 

- Two sections of the Greenway associated with anti-social behaviour 

 

 

 

5.4 Dublin 

The primary purpose of including a focus group in Dublin on this occasion was to assess the image of cycling in a 

city in which cycling is a more established behaviour among a large cohort of the working population and to 

compare these views with those of respondents in the three Smarter Travel Areas. 

In many respects, attitudes to cycling in Dublin were very similar to those expressed in the other locations.  

At a spontaneous association level, the infrastructure of Dublin was generally felt to support driving rather than 

alternative modes of transport when making journeys to and from work.  This view is closely linked to perceptions 

of public transport.  Although considerably better than in any of the three Smarter Travel Areas, public transport 

is not considered to be as good as it could be.  In spite of recent improvements, a couple of respondents 
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described how connections are better from certain parts of the city than others and that there are gaps in certain 

areas of provision. 

“I’ve lived on both sides and it’s much better in the south than the north.  The buses are terrible in the north 
and there’s no Dart and not much LUAS for very far.  Even the Dublin Bikes and cycle lanes are better in the 

south.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

The opposing view is that there are a number of major disadvantages about driving that make it unattractive for 

many who would otherwise be inclined to consider it.  Congestion is likely to be a feature of many cities but this is 

felt to be a particular problem in Dublin.  The cost of parking in the city centre is also a major disincentive and 

makes driving prohibitively expensive for those whose employers do not provide free parking.   

“I’d hop in the car much quicker than get the bus and I drive most places but the thing that puts me off is that 

the car parks are so expensive which is a disgrace because there are some places you have to drive from 

because the bus goes all round the world.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

When asked about cycling, it was universally assumed that cycling is likely to be more widespread in Dublin with a 

more cosmopolitan population than the three Smarter Travel Areas.  However, it was also anticipated that cycling 

is likely to represent a lower proportion of all journeys than other European capital cities with more developed 

infrastructure to support it.  Some were aware of other cities having reputations as more cycling-friendly 

environments and the recent heavy investment in cycling infrastructure in London. 

There was much consistency in terms of attitudes expressed towards cycling in Dublin and experiences in the 

other three areas.  The key theme in this respect was that cycling routes where available are considered to be 

inadequate.  The network of dedicated facilities is not thought to be as comprehensive as it could be in order to 

encourage more people to cycle to work and many cycle routes are felt to be dangerous enough for this to act as 

a strong disincentive.   

“I think a lot of the cycle tracks have been put in just to tick a box because they’re rubbish, they go up onto 
paths and cross the traffic and no one pays heed to it so if you follow the track you’d be gone.” [Image 

Group, Dublin] 

 

“There’s a cycle path where I live that has just been painted onto the road and there’s literally no room for a 
car unless it drives on the cycle lane.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“You don’t realise what the cycle paths are like until you go on them.  Cyclists are long-suffering and you 

need to have the attitude to do it and you probably have to be hard core to cycle every day, I wouldn’t do it.” 

[Image Group, Dublin] 

 

The cyclists and motorists in the group recognised the tensions that often exist between them on the roads in 

Dublin and cyclists claimed this often extends to a conflict with pedestrians on certain routes that are intended to 

be shared spaces.  One respondent mentioned that an illustration of how poor the situation is in Dublin for 

cyclists is that cycling groups are apparently instructed to cycle on roads with the other traffic rather than use 

cycle lanes. 

“A pedestrian I wasn’t even close to nearly ate the head off me once, they get very annoyed.  But to be fair I 
don’t like it when school kids are on the path when they’re a certain age but if they’re little kids it doesn’t 

matter.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“People on Dublin bikes give cyclists a bad name because tourists and people who don’t normally cycle are 
wandering down one-way streets and don’t know where to go.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“My friend joined a cycling group recently and they have a trainer to teach them how to use fancy bikes and 

he told them to use the main road rather than the cycle lane because it’s easier to cross the traffic when you 
have to turn right so they’re being instructed not to use the cycle lane.” [Image Group, Dublin] 
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There were however two much more positive themes identified in this group in relation to cycling in Dublin: 

- The cycle route along the canal is considered to be an excellent facility.  Those who use this recognise the 

benefits of it to be that it provides fast access to the city centre and is controlled by traffic lights to ensure 

proper integration with the rest of the transport system.  Being segregated from the traffic means it is regarded 

as a safe way to cycle in Dublin to the extent that parents in the group are happy to use it with their children for 

leisure purposes. 

- The hire bikes were welcomed in Dublin (although with similar caveats to those expressed by respondents in 

Limerick).  The annual fee to hire bikes is so cheap that this provides a powerful incentive to consider cycling 

instead of other modes, especially driving.  However, this creates a problem since the scheme is so popular 

that bikes are often unavailable at peak times and there is often a shortage of docking stations when 

attempting to return the bike. 

-  

“What really frustrates me is that half the time in the mornings there’s no bikes, especially just after a bank 

holiday they never come out and replace the bikes.  The app might say there are three bikes available but 

when you get there there’s no bikes.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

In spite of the similarities with the other three areas explained above, there were two important differences that 

emerged from conducting this focus group in Dublin: 

- The image of cycling is considerably more advanced in Dublin than elsewhere.  This group failed to recognise 

any of the image barriers previously identified in the Smarter Travel Areas at a spontaneous or prompted level.  

Indeed, on the contrary, they felt that rather than having a stigma attached to it, cycling is considered to be 

‘cool’ to the extent that many want to be seen with an expensive bike and dressed in clothing associated with 
cycling as a sport, even including the helmet in some cases. 

 

“You see a lot of parents with kids and eighty year old men on bone-shakers.  Then there are the 

dreadlocked couriers and stupid or scared workers in the morning so there are hundreds of us using the 

canal path at the same time.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“Bikes are almost like an accessory now for people, it’s very cool and show off-y to have an expensive bike 

in Dublin now.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“My husband’s friends have done well for themselves and they all have these deadly bikes that are a status 
symbol and they’re in their lycra and it’s the thing to do.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

“I know guys that wouldn’t cycle regularly but they still spend 1,500 to 2,000 Euros on a new bike.” [Image 

Group, Dublin] 

 

“I would love a fringe but it doesn’t suit my lifestyle.  I know that sounds mental but I wear a helmet every day 

and it’s actually a consideration for my haircut.” [Image Group, Dublin] 

 

- In Dublin, cycling is considered to be a legitimate mode of transport and a genuine alternative to the other 

options available for journeys to work.  In fact the status of cycling in Dublin seems to be almost the reverse of 

the Smarter Travel Areas in that cycling to work is likely to be more common than cycling for recreational 

purposes. 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 
 

6 Conclusions and 
Recommendations 
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6.1 Conclusions 

 

1. There is evidence from this work to suggest there has been a gradual and positive shift in attitudes since the 

last time qualitative research was conducted in the three Smarter Travel Areas in 2015.  Encouragingly, this is 

manifest via a change in behaviour in relation to the journeys of particular interest for the purposes of this 

work.  Certain interventions have been more successful than others in terms of encouraging consideration of 

walking or cycling instead of driving very short distances to work or school. 

2. The most positive intervention assessed on this occasion seems to be Operation Transportation in Westport.  

It is understandable that respondents selected to participate in a focus group based on their involvement 

with Operation Transportation are likely to have positive attitudes towards it.  However, there are clear 

indications that this intervention has achieved success at delivering some of the fundamental objectives of 

Smarter Travel in Westport that have not been observed in Dungarvan or Limerick, to date.  The critical 

difference in this respect is that Operation Transportation is increasing the likelihood that residents will 

consider walking and cycling more often for journeys to work or school, rather than just for recreational 

purposes. 

3. Knowledge and awareness of Smarter Travel appear to be higher than last year although this seems to be 

explained by the passage of time rather than linked to an increased profile of the initiative in the majority of 

cases.  There is often an undercurrent of positive feeling about increasing numbers of journeys being made in 

a more sustainable way without knowing what to attribute this change to.  This is positive in the sense that 

some of the Smarter Travel objectives are clearly having an impact over time but also slightly disappointing in 

that latent positive associations are often not linked directly to Smarter Travel. 

4. The positive upward trends are reflected by a shift in attitudes to the image of cycling and the way cyclists are 

perceived.  Last year we indicated negative image associations of cycling could represent a significant barrier 

to consideration in certain instances.  Further investigation of these issues on this occasion has revealed 

them to be passive or recessive characteristics where they exist rather than strongly held concerns that 

would prevent someone otherwise interested in cycling from doing so.  This is also likely to be related to 

gradual changes in the status of cycling and the way it is now perceived in the three Smarter Travel Areas 

where cycling is increasing in popularity (even if primarily for recreational purposes).  Attitudes to cycling in 

Dublin are noticeably different where cycling can be regarded as ‘cool’ and expensive bikes can be seen as 
status symbols. 

5. There is some evidence to suggest the interpretation of ‘Smarter’ travel has occasionally been too narrow 
and needs to be broadened in order to create more universal interest and appeal.  It is difficult to disagree 

with the idea of making journeys in a more sustainable and environmentally friendly way but unreasonable to 

expect this will be sufficiently motivating in its own right.  There are two important areas that have been 

highlighted by the research in this respect: 

 

- Smarter Travel must also mean safer travel in order for initiatives to have any traction and credibility, 

especially among parents responsible for making decisions on behalf of their children.  In spite of the recent 

investment in local infrastructure, in all three Smarter Areas there are parents who still believe walking and 

cycling to school not to be the smartest option on certain routes. 

- Some of the mechanics of the schemes need to make greater use of smart technology in order to 

encourage and facilitate participation among a wide rather than niche audience (this is especially true for the 

data gathering methods being used by team representatives for Operation Transportation).  There is little 

point in creating interest and enthusiasm for an initiative that is too onerous for participants to want to 

continue with. 

 

6 Conclusions and Recommendations 
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6. Parental attitudes to the Green Schools programme are mixed.  At a conceptual level, there are similarities 

with Smarter Travel in that the overall intention and objectives are difficult to disagree with.  However, there is 

considerable misunderstanding of what the Green Schools programme comprises and we hypothesise this is 

likely to be exacerbated by confusion with Smarter Travel in these areas (due to the research effect of this 

being the primary theme of the focus groups).  The overall result is therefore one of high levels of parental 

approval at a theoretical level but minimal evidence of genuine engagement with any aspects of the Green 

Schools programme. 

7. It would also be reasonable to assume that there is likely to be most confusion over the status of the travel 

element of the Green Schools programme since this will occupy the same space in the minds of parents as 

Smarter Travel.  Given this and the situation regarding attitudes to the Green Schools programme overall as 

explained above, it is perhaps unsurprising that views in relation to the travel element tended to be somewhat 

vague and uncertain.  This is thought to constitute little more than cycling tuition in primary schools (and is 

felt to have no presence in secondary schools).  The key finding from a research perspective is that parents 

often perceive there to be little commitment from schools to provide a consistent and comprehensive 

programme of cycling tuition for each year group which creates the impression of this element of the Green 

Schools programme being little more than a box-ticking exercise to ensure the school does the bare 

minimum to be awarded a green flag. 

6.2 Recommendations 

 

8. The findings from this stage of qualitative research are positive overall in terms of the trends observed 

towards increased awareness of the Smarter Travel investment and the increased likelihood to consider 

walking or cycling rather than driving as a direct result of that investment.  However, there are also indications 

that Smarter Travel is regarded as a programme intended to encourage people to think about their travel 

patterns for a finite period of time i.e. while Smarter Travel funding is available.  Obviously it will be important 

for the longer term success of Smarter Travel for the initiative not to be regarded in this way.  Certain 

behaviours, such as using the Greenways for recreational purposes at weekends, are likely to become 

entrenched as a positive aspect of residents’ lifestyles for the foreseeable future.  Operation Transportation 

has demonstrated that it is possible to have a positive and lasting impact on attitudes to journeys to work and 

school.  However, these behaviours are less well established among the majority of people across all three 

locations. It will therefore be important for Smarter Travel not to be perceived as a short-term burst of activity 

and spend. On the basis of current attitudes and behaviours we hypothesise it is unlikely that nascent 

behaviour change as a direct result of Smarter Travel will be sustained in the longer term unless this is 

supported by ongoing efforts to promote and encourage the required mindset shift. 

9. In the previous wave of qualitative research we indicated that some motorists are currently getting mixed 

messages that are at odds with the objectives of Smarter Travel.  Perhaps the most obvious example of this is 

that car parking is known to be free or very cheap in town centres but there is not enough provision for 

expensive bikes to be left in dedicated, secure facilities.  Naturally it will be more difficult to create a positive 

change of attitudes in favour of walking and cycling if motorists perceive they are being encouraged to drive 

and the local infrastructure appears to support this view.  It is therefore essential for Smarter Travel to be 

implemented as an integral element of a transport planning strategy rather than as a bolted-on initiative. 

10. The findings from this work need to be understood in the context of the results of the Household Travel 

Survey that will be available early in 2017.  It is likely that the survey will raise some interesting questions 

relating to travel patterns and that a further stage of qualitative research will be required in order to 

understand the issues in more detail and to assess the implications for the Smarter Travel programme. 

11. At the debrief meeting to present the results of this work, it was suggested that it would be interesting to talk 

to representatives in each of the Smarter Travel Areas who had responsibility for the initial bidding for the 

funding. This was undertaken in the form of depth interviews for the Interim Evaluation but will be revisited to 

understand whether there may be advantages in having a group session among the project managers. The 

purpose of this focus group would be to provide some insights around the initial reasons for bidding, the 
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aspirations for each area and the extent to which Smarter Travel is perceived to have met local objectives 

(compared to the overall objectives for the programme).   

12. If the carrot approach in terms of providing incentives to consider cycling or walking instead of driving short 

journeys is proving to be unsuccessful at challenging deeply entrenched social and cultural barriers, there 

may be opportunities to use the stick approach as a more overt signal of intent to initiate behaviour change in 

the future.   

13. It would be interesting to conduct additional focus groups in Dublin and Galway with similar types of 

respondents to help put the findings of this work into context and to help provide a clearer understanding of 

what is likely to be required in the STA areas to encourage the levels of behaviour change anticipated at the 

outset of the programme. 

 

 

 
 



 

Appendix A - Focus Group 
Discussion Guides  
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Focus Group Discussion Guide – Parents Perceptions 

 
This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues 
that need to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these 
are likely to arise naturally during the course of the discussion. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about perception of Smarter Travel / cycling 

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions – name and school that child attends 

 
General Perceptions (Warm up Questions) 
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area 

 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of each method used 

 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode.  What influences decisions to drive / walk / cycle 

 What modes do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a driving licence; 
who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 

 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How and why? 

 
Overall Perception and Purpose of Green Schools Programme   
 What do you know about the green schools programme? How did you first become aware of it? 

 What do you think about the way the scheme is promoted? What profile does it have? What image does it 
have? 

 Is this a national or local initiative? Which schools in the local area are involved?  

 How do you feel about your child’s school participating? What are the benefits and disadvantages for you? For 
your child? 

 Why is there a need for the Green Schools programme? What do you think the overall purpose of the 
programme is? Are you aware of any more specific objectives? Which components are you aware of? 

 What do you know about the travel component specifically, and its purpose? 

Appendix A - Focus Group Discussion Guides 

Objective of the session is to understand the parents’ perception of Smarter Travel, in 
particular their perception of the purpose of the travel component of the Green Schools 

programme 

Note: Large Scale Maps will be available during the day for parents to “mark-up” the locations of 

any specific infrastructure / safety concerns (if raised by during the discussions) 
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Implementation of Green Schools Programme  
 What do you know about how the green schools programme is implemented? How do you know about it? How 

interested are you to know more? 

 What do you think about children being introduced to these issues at school? How relevant and important do 
you consider these issues to be? Do you think that this is effective as an educational tool? 

 Do you think that this is likely to be effective as a behavioural change tool? What behaviours do you think the 
programme is trying to discourage / promote? Why do you think there is a need to do this? 

 Has the green schools programme impacted on you and/or your child’s behaviour? What are you doing now 
that you didn’t do before? How do you feel about this? 

 Do you think that targeting children in this way is an effective way to change the behaviour of their parents, e.g. 
through “pester power”? Are there other methods that would be more effective ways of engaging you and your 
children? 

 Does the effectiveness differ for different aspects of the programme i.e. are some things perceived as easier to 
change (e.g. changing to recycling more compared to modal shift for school trips)? 

 How important is the travel component of green schools compared to other elements? What do you think would 
improve the effectiveness of the travel component? 

 To what extent are your children influenced by your attitudes to driving / walking / cycling? Do you currently try 
to encourage your children to walk and cycle? Do you lead by example? Do you think it would be more effective 
to target parents directly? 

 What benefits of smarter travel if any, are you aware of? 

 Has the green schools programme raised your awareness of these benefits?  

 
Perception of Cycle Training as Part of Green Schools Programme 
 Has your child taken part in any cycle training at school? Did they used to cycle at all before this? Have you 

ever given your child any informal cycle training / instruction? Did you encourage your child to cycle to school or 
for leisure purposes? 

 Can you remember anything about what format the training at school took? (i.e. the total amount of 
time/number of sessions, whether the training was only in the playground or whether some of the training was 
also on the public roads) 

 Do you know whether the cycle training was part of the green schools programme or whether this is something 
the school always provides? 

 Did your child enjoy the cycle training? What did they tell you about it? What did they like most / least about it? 
How did you feel as a parent about the cycle training? 

 What impact has the training had? Does your child now cycle more since doing the training? Are you more 
confident about allowing your child to cycle since completion of the training? 

 Were you informed of any opportunity for you to take part in adult cycle training around the same time? How did 
you / your child feel about this? Why did / didn’t you participate? 

 Does your child ever cycle to school?  [if yes – is this only since completing the training, or did they cycle before 
anyway? How often do they cycle to school?, if no – why?]  

 How does your child feel about cycling to school? Does your child want to cycle to school? Do you want your 
child to cycle to school? 

 Are there any reasons why you or your child is reluctant to cycle to school following the training? Which of 
these are most important? How could these barriers be overcome? 
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 Are you aware of any opportunities where your child could have taken part in cycle training if you/they had 
wanted to? If yes – ask why did not participate 

 Would you like your child to take part in cycle training? If answer yes or no, ask why? If answer  ‘when they are 
older’ – probe for perception of optimum age 

 
Perception of Smarter Travel  
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area? 

 Which modes do you and your children use most / least often for local journeys?  Give some examples 

 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode? 

 What are your attitudes in relation to the modes you use or that are available? 

 How much thought / consideration do you give to how you travel and the options which are available? 

 What are the factors that influence decisions made about modes used [spontaneous then prompt with 
accessibility, distance, cost, speed, health associations, environmental issues, weather etc] 

 How have your attitudes and preferences changed in the recent past? 

 Has the mode of transport which you or your children use most often changed in the recent past? 

 
[If safety of walking or cycling arises in discussion – make maps and highlighters available to people who mention 
specific locations to pinpoint the relevant areas] 
 
Image of Smarter Travel  
[If time at the end of the session, ask key questions from Image of Smarter Travel discussion guide to supplement 
findings from the other groups focusing on this issue] 

 

 



AECOM Smarter Travel Areas – Qualitative Research Findings 41 
  

 

 
 

Focus Group Discussion Guide - Image of Smarter Travel 
 

This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues 
that need to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these 
are likely to arise naturally during the course of the discussion. 

 

 

 
 
Introduction 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about perception of Smarter Travel  

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions 

 
General Perceptions (Warm up Questions) 
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area 

 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of each method used 

 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 

 Do you feel that any mode is especially promoted or discouraged. How do you feel about this. How does it 
affect the journeys you make and the modes you use. 

 What modes do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a driving licence; 
who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 

 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How?  

 
Perception of Trip Types  
 What type of journeys do you associate with driving? When would you typically decide to drive rather than 

cycle? What length of journey? How does this relate to journey purpose? What are the other influencing 
factors? 

 When did you start cycling? How did you feel about cycling at the time? How have your attitudes towards 
cycling changed over time? 

 What type of trips do you associate with cycling? E.g. weekend leisure, school children, commuters etc. 

 What type of trips would you personally make on a bike? What length of journey? How does this relate to 
journey purpose? What are the other influencing factors? 

 
Perception of Social Status Implications 
 Do you associate a certain type of person as being a cyclist? 

Objective of the session is to understand the comparative perception of Smarter Travel, in 

particular cycling, within the STAs and in Dublin  
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 Does this differ for different trip types e.g. leisure, commuting, coke zero bikes? (in Dublin refer to Dublin Bikes) 

 Do you associate cycling with a certain social status? Some people consider owning a car to be a status 
symbol and cycling and walking to be associated with people who can’t afford to run a car; what do you think 
about this? 

 What image does cycling have? What are the things that contribute to this image? 

 Do you think cycling is generally socially acceptable / “cool” among your peers and in general? How does this 
vary among different segments of the population and in different areas of the country? 

 Why do some people consider cycling not to be socially acceptable? What do you think could be done to 
address this? 

 Does this perception differ for different trip types? Is there any difference between essential journeys (to work 
or uni) and cycling for leisure purposes? 

 Do you consider cycling to be a mode of transport? To what extent do you consider cycling to be a credible 
alternative to driving or using public transport or walking? 

 
Perception of clothing / look / gear  
 When cycling for the reasons previously mentioned, what do you wear? Do you need to have specific clothing 

or equipment when cycling? To what extent does this influence the decision to cycle or not? 

 Do you think it is always necessary to wear a specific type of clothing / gear for riding a bike or is it possible to 
cycle wearing regular clothing? 

 What kind of clothing / gear do you think is needed? Why do some people think that specific clothing is 
required? Why is this a barrier to cycling more often or at all for some people? 

 Does this differ for different trip types (e.g. short cycle to work, long leisure cycle etc.) 

 Do you ever need to change your clothes after you have been cycling? In what circumstances do you think 
someone would need a change of clothes after cycling? When would it not be necessary to change your 
clothes? 

 Do you ever need to take a shower after you have been cycling? In what circumstances do you think someone 
would need a shower after cycling? When would it not be necessary to take a shower? 

 
Perception of Smarter Travel 
 Are you aware of the term ‘Smarter Travel’? What does it mean to you? 

 Are you aware of any Smarter Travel initiatives (especially in Westport / Limerick / Dungarvan). What do you 
think of these? Have you been involved in any activities? What role has cycling played in Smarter Travel? 

 To what extent do you think cycling can be considered as a smarter way to travel? Smarter than what? In what 
circumstances? For what type of journeys? 

 Are there any reasons why cycling might not be perceived as a smart way to travel? What might be the issues / 
problems? What are the barriers? How could these be overcome? 

 Do you think cycling is perceived differently in cities / smaller towns? If so why? What could be done to change 
negative perceptions? What could smaller towns learn from larger cities? 

 What could be done to address any problems identified and create a more positive image of cycling? 
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Focus Group Discussion Guide – Operation Transportation 

 
This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues 
that need to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these 
are likely to arise naturally during the course of the discussion. 
 
 

Recruitment Criteria: 
 

Introduction 
 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about experience of participating in Operation Transportation challenge 

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions – name and when took part in Operation Transportation 

 
General Perceptions (Warm Up Questions) 
 What options are available for making journeys in the local area 

 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 

 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each method used 

 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 

 What modes do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a driving licence; 
who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 

 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How?  

 
Deciding to take part in Operation Transportation   
 How did you hear about Operation Transportation? E.g. workplace team, community group, general advertising 

– newspaper, social media? – Use visual prompts 

 Do you think the challenge was promoted effectively? What did you like / dislike most? 

 What did you initially think Operation Transportation was about? Did you think it was relevant to you and your 
family? Why/not? 

 Why did you decide to take part? Did you discuss it with anyone? What were the influencing factors? Who 
made the final decision? Who did you and your family feel about taking part? Did you have any reservations? 

 What did you expect / hope the benefits of participating would be? 

 
Participating in Operation Transportation   
 What did Operation Transportation involve? What did you have to do? What events / activities were included? 

 How would you explain Operation Transportation to someone who has never heard of it? 

 How long did it go on for? What events did you and your family participate in? 

 How did you feel about being involved? How engaged were you with the process? How did these views change 
throughout the process? 

Objective of the session is to investigate the medium to long term impact on modal shift of 

the short-term fixed period travel behaviour campaigns “Operation Transportation”. 
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 What were the best / worst bits of Operation Transportation? How could it have been improved at the time? 
What would have made you feel more positive about it? 

 
Impact of Operation Transportation on Travel Behaviour  
 What was your understanding of smarter travel before you were involved with Operation Transportation? 

 How did being involved with Operation Transportation impact on your understanding of smarter travel? How did 
it impact on your perceptions? 

 What type of smarter travel journeys did you make before the challenge? journey purposes and frequencies - 
leisure/commuting/shopping/escorting children and how often? If occasionally/rarely/never – prompt for usual 
travel mode.  

 How did you change your behaviour during the challenge? What did you do that was different? How easy / 
difficult was this for you and your family? 

 How did it make you feel when you were making smarter journeys? What impact did this have on your lifestyle? 
What were the benefits / disadvantages of making smarter journeys? 

 How often would you make smarter travel journeys now?  journey purposes and frequencies - 
leisure/commuting/shopping/escorting children and how often? If occasionally/rarely/never – prompt for usual 
travel mode. 

 If you’re not using smarter travel modes now as much as you were during the challenge, did you stop 
immediately when the challenge was over or when did you stop? Why did you stop? 

 Do you think your participation in the challenge encouraged anyone else (family/friends/co-workers) to make 
more smarter travel journeys? 

 
Other Reflections on the Challenge 
 What was the best part of participating in the challenge for you? 

 Did you keep involved for the whole challenge? If not – why not? If yes – what motivated you to stay involved? 
E.g. weight loss, peer pressure etc., prize draw etc.? 

 Did you feel you learned anything or achieved anything from taking part? 

 Do you think the timeframe for the challenge is too short/too long/about right? 

 What impact did the weather have on you? 

 Was there anything you would change about the challenge or your participation in it? 

 Would you recommend taking part in the challenge to family or friends? 

 Would you take part again if you have the chance? 

 
Other Reflections on Smarter Travel   
 What is your perception of Westport as a Smarter Travel town? 

 There has been substantial investment in Smarter Travel in Westport over the past few years, and so far the 
changes in people’s travel behaviour has been disappointing – with less change recorded than was originally 
anticipated. Why do you think this is, and what could have been done differently? 

 Why do you or others continue to make very short journeys by car? 

 Why do you think there is a reluctance to consider walking or cycling for more of these journeys? How does this 
vary according to journey type? What are the influencing factors? 

 What level of interest do you have in doing this? 



AECOM Smarter Travel Areas – Qualitative Research Findings 45 
  

 

 
Image of Smarter Travel  
[If time at the end of the session, ask key questions from Image of Smarter Travel discussion guide to supplement 
findings from the other groups focusing on this issue] 
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1.1 Background 

In 2012, funding of €21.7 million was awarded to transform Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport into Smarter Travel 

Areas (STAs) over a five year period.  The overall intention is to reduce reliance on cars for making journeys by 

promoting cycling and walking and the use of public transport as alternatives. 

 

The funding was approved by the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS) to encourage 

sustainability across local businesses, schools and communities in the three Smarter Travel Areas. The 

programme is now in its final year of delivery and the local authorities have invested almost all of the allocated 

funding.   

 

At the outset of delivery, the following objectives were set out by the local authorities: 

 

Limerick 

- Limerick Smarter Travel measures are focused on four hubs – City Centre, Corbally, Castletroy and 

Regeneration Hub.  The initiative is intended to facilitate more sustainable travel within and between these 

hubs; 

- The delivery plan is tailored to meet the varying travel needs of diverse communities within each of the four 

hubs; and  

- University of Limerick (UL) is a key partner in the scheme.  UL has 11,300 students and 1,300 staff and will 

implement Smarter Travel across the campus and will act as a pilot for sustainable travel for third level 

education. 

 

Dungarvan 

- ‘Go Dungarvan’ provides the opportunity to test sustainability in a medium-sized town and to assess which 

measures could be implemented in similar sized towns; 

- Behavioural change is being targeted through personal, workplace and school travel planning and by 

addressing the needs of specific target groups; and  

- It is envisaged that a travel centre in the town centre will act as a primary contact point for sustainable travel 

information. 

 

Westport 

- Westport Smarter Travel aims to serve the interests of residents and businesses and provide visitors with a 

high quality sustainable travel experience; 

- A key element of the proposal is to use abandoned railway lines to provide a cycling and walking network for 

the local community and tourists; 

- Greenways will connect residential areas with schools, workplaces and the town centre; and  

- A sustainable transport coordination facility for the town is also planned. 

 

AECOM has supported DTTAS by monitoring the impact of programme delivery since 2013. Baseline surveys 

were undertaken in 2012 by DTTAS and the local authorities and since then AECOM has monitored changes 

through a comprehensive programme of both qualitative (focus groups, depth interviews, community cycling 

audits and mini-groups) and quantitative (household travel survey, intercept interviews) research.  An Interim 

Evaluation of the programme was delivered in early 2016 with the final evaluation due for completion in July 2017. 

This report provides the findings of focus groups conducted as part of the final evaluation. 

 

1 Introduction 
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1.2 Research objectives 

The overall objective of the focus groups was to build on the insights gained from previous stages of the 

Evaluation and to assess the extent to which the Smarter Travel interventions have influenced behavioural 

change and also to explore attitudes to some specific and associated aspects of the programme. 

 

The detailed research objectives were as follows: 

 

- To assess levels of awareness, knowledge and interest in the STA initiative and measures; 

- To assess perceptions of Smarter Travel, especially among those who have engaged with it; 

- To evaluate the impact of 20 Weeks of Change in Limerick; 

- To understand views of those who now walk or cycle to work on at least an occasional basis;  

- To understand what impacts (if any) Smarter Travel investment has had on local tourism linked to walking and 

cycling: and 

- To understand how learnings from the STA programme could be applied to other areas in future. 

 

1.3 Methodology and Sample 

In order to provide the depth of understanding required to meet the research objectives, a qualitative research 

approach was adopted comprising focus groups and among residents of the three Smarter Travel Areas.  The 

sample was constructed to represent the views of the key segments of primary interest to this stage of the work 

including: commuters travelling to and from work, those who participated in 20 Weeks of Change in Limerick and 

those working in the tourism industry in Westport and Dungarvan. 

Group discussions were conducted among respondents in each of the target markets.  All commuters were 

recruited on the basis of their regular journey to work being more than one kilometre, having a full driving licence 

and access to a car.  The 20 Weeks of Change respondents participated in the initiative and the Tourism groups 

included a good representation of relevant businesses. 

Group discussions were conducted in hotels in Limerick, Dungarvan and Westport.  The sample comprised six 

focus groups (each lasting approximately 90 minutes).  The focus groups were conducted on 20th, 21st and 27th 

June 2017. 

This report covers the findings of all focus groups.  Full details of the sample structure are outlined below: 
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20 Weeks of Change 

Segment Limerick Residents 

Criteria Participated in 20 Weeks of Change 

Format 90 minute focus group 

Area Limerick 

 

‘Attribution’ 
Segment Commuter Commuter Commuter 

Criteria Walk or cycle more than 

1km to work as main mode 

at least occasionally 

Walk or cycle more than 

1km to work as main mode 

at least occasionally 

Walk or cycle more than 

1km to work as main mode 

at least occasionally 
Format 90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

Area Limerick Dungarvan Westport 

 

Tourism 

Segment Industry representative Industry representative 

Criteria Worked in tourism for at 

least four years 

Worked in tourism for at 

least four years 

Format 90 minute 

focus group 

90 minute  

focus group 

Area Westport Dungarvan 

 

1.4 Recruitment criteria 

All groups 

- A mix of both sexes in each focus group 

- All groups social grades BC1C2D 

 

20 Weeks of Change 

- Recruited from STA database of those that participated in the initiative in Limerick 

 

Commuters 

- A mix of both sexes in each group  

- All must live within specified urban areas in each location 

- None to have a physical disability that would prevent them from walking or cycling instead of using a car 

- All to have a full driving license 

- All to have at least one car in their household 

- All to be  working (either part time or full time) and mainly working in a fixed location (i.e. not travelling to other 

places to work very regularly) 

- All to live at least 1km from their workplace 

- All walk or cycle as their main mode for the commute to work, at least 10 times a year (a mix of those who walk 

and cycle in each group) 
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Tourism 

- All lived in Westport/Dungarvan/Limerick/Dublin for at least the last 10 years 

- A mix (as even as possible) of:  

 Hoteliers – manager or owner 

 Chamber of Commerce representative 

 B and B owners 

 Bike Hire company owner 

 Tourist Office representative 

 

- Must have been working in the tourism industry in for at least four years (except bike hire operators in 

Dungarvan as some of the main companies have not been operating this long). 

 

1.5 Disclaimer 

The findings in this report are based on attitudes and opinions expressed by respondents who participated in the 

focus groups.  As indicated above, these respondents were selected to meet specific criteria and do not reflect 

the general population.  It is also important to note that the research was conducted to inform the evaluation and 

the findings are therefore not fully (or necessarily) representative of the broader conclusions of the evaluation. 

 

1.6 Structure of the report 

In Chapter 2, we explore attitudes to walking and cycling among commuters and assess why they choose to walk 

or cycle to work rather than drive.  Chapter 3 assesses the views of those involved in the tourism industry and the 

impact Smarter Travel is perceived to have had.  Chapter 4 focuses on attitudes to 20 Weeks of Change from the 

perspective of those who participated in the initiative.  Our conclusions are contained in Chapter 5.  The 

discussion guides used for the focus groups are included in the Appendix. 

 

 



 

2 Commuters 
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2.1 Westport 

Walking and cycling 

Although the recruitment criteria for the commuter groups were the same in both locations, there was a 

noticeable difference between respondents in Westport and Dungarvan. 

All commuters in the Westport focus group chose to walk or cycle more often than they would drive.  Indeed, 

there was consistent evidence to suggest these have become the default modes for commuting journeys for 

these respondents who claimed to drive only for specific reasons, such as needing a car for other reasons after 

work or on occasions when the weather was too bad for walking or cycling to be a realistic or comfortable option.  

Interestingly, weather conditions in this respect tended only to be assessed in the morning for the journey into 

work since the possibility of getting wet on the way home was a lesser consideration for the majority. 

Traffic was agreed to be a major factor in the modal decision making process in Westport.  From experience, 

many were aware their commute could take longer by car in the rush hours than it would take to walk and 

especially cycle the same distance.  This is further explained by the fact that the length of the journey when 

driving can be lengthened by the one-way system which can be by-passed by taking a more direct route if 

walking or cycling. 

“If you’re on one side of town it’s easier to walk or cycle across than drive, especially in the summer 

months.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

There was common agreement that the development of the Greenway has had a positive impact on behaviour in 

relation to modal choice.  Those who were able to use the Greenway for all or part of their commuting journey 

claimed this made walking or cycling more enjoyable and provided an incentive to leave their cars at home.  All 

recognised the health benefits of walking or cycling and considered this to be an easy way to include exercise in 

their daily regimes which meant that many felt good about exercising on their way to and from work rather than 

resenting it if needing to dedicate additional (leisure) time for separate activities.  

“It’s a way of getting a bit of exercise.  Come the evening you might not feel like going out again so at least if 

you walk home you’ve got that box ticked.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

A number of practical issues were also highlighted that were considered to provide a further incentive to walk or 

cycle to work rather than drive.  Cost was acknowledged to have become a more important factor in this respect 

in recent years.  Some claimed to find it increasingly difficult to justify the increasing cost of fuel, especially since 

some were aware that commuting journeys tended to deliver lower miles per gallon than other types of journey 

and therefore represent the worst value for money (especially when the alternatives are effectively free of 

charge).   

“Journeys to work are the least economical because you get stuck in traffic so it’s probably the worst time 

to use a car.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

Parking seems to be more of a problem in Westport than the other two Smarter Travel Areas and some of these 

respondents had been put off driving by difficulties previously experienced in this respect.  Although difficult to 

be conclusive on this issue based on relatively small numbers, it seemed that fewer in this focus group had 

access to free parking provided by their employer than we have observed in other areas during previous stages 

of qualitative work.  A couple of respondents also mentioned their employers provided facilities for cyclists such 

as safe storage and / or showers so this provided a further incentive to cycle to work rather than drive in these 

instances. 

The collective view among these respondents was that walking or cycling for commuting and other journeys has 

now become so entrenched as established behaviour that some claimed to feel guilty about driving now, 

especially for short distances. 

2 Commuters 
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“My walk to work is only 10 minutes so it’s not enough to be daily exercise so it’s mainly guilt that would stop 
me from taking the car.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

 

Smarter Travel Areas – perceptions 

Most commuters represented in the focus group in Westport were aware of the Smarter Travel initiative.  Smarter 

Travel representatives were felt to have had an effective and visible presence in Westport, especially in the early 

stages after the funding had been awarded.  These respondents were broadly supportive of what they assumed 

the objectives of Smarter Travel to be and the general consensus was that the scheme has been successful in 

terms of encouraging reconsideration of behaviour and modal choices among the wider community.  

“It was a pilot scheme in Westport and I did a Bike Buffet which was brilliant and it got me cycling again.  I 

hadn’t been on a bike in about 10 years and it got me cycling again.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

Those with children especially were aware of activities targeted at schools and acknowledged this to be an 

effective way to promote the Smarter Travel agenda among children who are likely to be a receptive and 

enthusiastic audience.  In more specific terms, The Greenway was identified as the primary focus of much of the 

positive feeling associated with Smarter Travel, in spite of the fact that the exact link or nature of the relationship 

between these things was often unclear.  The perception was Smarter Travel funds were used to create routes 

connecting local estates to The Greenway and that this has provided a safe environment for more people to walk 

or cycle in Westport by removing the potential for conflict with traffic that would otherwise represent a 

disincentive to doing so.  This is felt to have been particularly successful in terms of encouraging children to use 

The Greenway, even if this is more likely to be in the context of leisure use for families at the weekends rather 

than parents accompanying children on journeys to and from school. 

“It was called Westport Walks Wednesdays or something and it really made me aware.  The children would 

be up earlier that morning than any other morning because they were excited about going to school on their 

bikes.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

“The thing that got me cycling was the Greenway for safety reasons.  On the Greenway you’re not worried 
about traffic and holding cars up but on main roads I don’t feel comfortable.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

At a secondary level, there was some recognition of the attempt to focus on commuting through specifically 

targeted initiatives.  In this respect, Smarter Travel were known to have provided bike stands and lockers in the 

town centre and one or two were aware of free maintenance workshops and had taken advantage of these when 

available. 

“My understanding of Smarter Travel was to let you know there’s an alternative, to make you aware and to 

think out of the box – you don’t have to be stuck in traffic you could have been on a cycle or you could have 
walked.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

The association between Smarter Travel and The Greenway was by no means universal or clearly understood.  

Indeed, some respondents attributed the success of The Greenway to funding provided by the council in 

response to concerted efforts of certain members of staff who had campaigned for the development of the 

facility.   

In these instances, it was not obvious what the impact of Smarter Travel has been in Westport.  As illustration of 

this, there was some feeling that Smarter Travel funds have not been sufficiently well managed to provide the 

level of investment in infrastructure that would be required to meet the Smarter Travel objectives in relation to 

walking and cycling journeys.  The views expressed by these commuters were consistent with other respondents 

from this and previous stages of qualitative research and highlighted specifically the lack of cycle lanes in the 

town centre, the fact that these and other local roads were considered to still be too unsafe to walk or cycle on 

and the fact that some schools do not have adequate facilities to store bikes safely, thereby effectively 
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preventing Smarter Travel from being able to achieve the objective of encouraging parents to cycle to school 

with their children. 

“Around town you’re more likely to walk, there’s no point taking the bike because there’s no bike lanes and 
it’s so congested you just get stuck in traffic, even on a bike.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

“The new school that went up is absolutely awful.  They want everybody to cycle to school but it’s such a 
busy road you can’t get out.  It’s going to be absolute pandemonium when it starts.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

Among these commuters who walk or cycle to work most often as their preferred mode of transport, there was an 

underlying feeling that Smarter Travel had limited impact as a short term initiative only but that ongoing 

promotion of the scheme would be required in order for positive behaviours to be adopted and embedded among 

a more significant number of commuters. 

 

Data trends 

In Westport, walking and cycling for commuting and school journeys appears to have peaked in 2014 according 

to Household Travel Survey data. 

Unsurprisingly, respondents were unaware of the 2014 peak and not able to provide a coherent explanation for 

this spike.  Instead, a number of potential theories and hypotheses emerged from discussions during the focus 

group as possible explanations for the trend rather than any tangible evidence to support the data. 

There was some feeling that this could be attributed to the loss of initial interest and energy generated by the 

award of Smarter Travel funding.  Although recollection of the timetable was somewhat uncertain, it would be 

reasonable to assume that the 2014 peak was the response to the initial success of Smarter Travel engaging with 

the local community at the outset but that this level of effort was not maintained for the duration of the 

programme which consequently became too flat too quickly. 

“When something is new it’s exciting.  I wonder if the teachers took their finger off the pulse a bit and the 
novelty could have worn off.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

“Keeping it up is hard isn’t it?  You get into it then it will rain for a few days so it’s easy to throw your kids in 
the car to take them to school then in those few days you get out of the habit.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

 

There was some feeling that Smarter Travel was preaching to the converted to some extent, especially among 

these respondents who had been committed walkers and cyclists for some time.  A possible theory to explain the 

data trend in Westport was therefore that Smarter Travel tended to (understandably) focus on quick and easy 

wins in the early days but then failed to convert these successes into long-term behaviour change.  

“I took part in a lot of the Smarter Travel events and found it was always the same people there and they 
were preaching to the converted because they were already doing it.  It was hard to get new people.” 

[Commuters, Westport] 

 

Two additional thoughts offered that would appear to support rather than necessarily explain the early peak.  The 

first was that the volume of traffic was felt to have increased in Westport since 2014 (possibly as a direct 

consequence of The Greenway contributing to the growth of the tourism industry) which could create a 

disincentive to some to consider walking or cycling (for safety reasons).  There was also a suggestion that walking 

and cycling may have been more popular options during the recession but the data could indicate that the local 

economy has been recovering from the worst effects of this since 2014. 

“Even without promotion you’d imaging things should be going in that direction because everyone’s more 
active and health conscious.  So maybe if traffic has increased over the past four years there would be a 

fear factor about people cycling to work or letting their kids walk on roads.” [Commuters, Westport] 
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“It could be related to the fact that people have more money now and they don’t feel compelled.  It seems 
that things peaked a bit.” [Commuters, Westport] 

 

 

2.2 Dungarvan 

Walking and cycling 

The profile of the commuters in Dungarvan was noticeably different from the corresponding focus group in 

Westport, even though the recruitment criteria were the same.  These respondents were more likely to walk or 

cycle to work as often as they would drive.  An important difference however was the universal recognition of 

being more likely to walk or cycle now as a direct consequence of Smarter Travel (while commuters in Westport 

felt their inclination to walk or cycle to be less directly attributable to Smarter Travel).   

Some considered their greater propensity to walk or cycle to work to be part of a growing national trend that 

Smarter Travel had successfully tapped into.  This change in behaviour was therefore widely linked to an 

increasing interest in the health benefits associated with walking and cycling as well as a common desire to make 

the most of good weather in Ireland at every available opportunity. 

“Health benefits and fresh air.  It’s a great way to start and end the day if the weather is good.  I take a longer 
route to make the most of the great weather we’re having and you feel good when you get to work.” 

[Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

Certain local influences were also cited as making a positive contribution to commuters’ decision-making 

processes in relation to walking or cycling to work in Dungarvan.  As in Westport, there was some 

acknowledgement that it is often faster to cycle or even to walk due to traffic problems during morning and 

afternoon peak times.  This was supplemented by the view that many routes have recently been made safer for 

cyclists and the town centre has been improved for pedestrians. 

This was balanced to some extent by the reasons why these respondents were still frequently using their cars for 

relatively short commuting journeys.  This was felt to be partly related to seasonal factors with walking or cycling 

being less likely to be considered during the winter months when evenings especially are considered to be too 

dark and dangerous to make this a safe option.  Some justified their behaviour by claiming they now walk or cycle 

for leisure purposes even more than they do for commuting (which is regarded as an additional, supplementary 

activity).   

“If it’s lashing I will drive but if it’s not lashing I’ll walk, I don’t mind the rain.  The reason I walk is because of 
the traffic in the morning, It’s crazy trying to get into Dungarvan.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

“I have three kids in secondary school and I drive because of the weight of their school bags but when 

they’re off school I walk or cycle every morning.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 

There was a common feeling that in order to influence long-term behaviour change, it would be more beneficial if 

a greater proportion of the effort was focussed on children and schools rather than commuters. 

 

Smarter Travel Areas – perceptions 

All respondents were aware of Smarter Travel but none were familiar with Go Dungarvan.  Awareness was 

primarily limited to specific promotions and communications that individuals were able to recall during the focus 

group rather than anyone having a comprehensive knowledge of the programme.   

Views expressed in relation to specific initiatives were broadly positive.  Most prominent in this respect was a 

widespread recognition that the town centre is less dangerous than it used to be for vulnerable road users.  In 
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spite of some initial reservations about the shared space in Grattan Square, the benefits of the remodelling were 

hoped to outweigh the disadvantages, although the feeling was that it may be too early to tell.  At a secondary 

level, the introduction of bike racks at some work places was considered to have removed a barrier to cycling to 

work where these are provided and Smarter Travel’s heavy involvement with local schools was considered to be 
an important element of the scheme and an easy way to justify allocation of the funds. 

“I think it’s made driving and walking much safer.  I think the traffic is much slower and much safer, that’s just 

my opinion because drivers have to slow down and take their time.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

“I work in a pre-school and we got four balance bikes from Smarter Travel about two years ago.  We put 

them in the garden and the kids love going up and down on them.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

“Where I work they have two bike racks there now.  When I started cycling you’d be lucky to have three or 

four bikes but now during the summer you’d have 10 to 15.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 

Attitudes to The Greenway were universally positive although respondents were unsure about the extent of 

Smarter Travel involvement or funding.  It was noted that this was more likely to be used for leisure purposes than 

commuting but that the facility was a welcome addition to the area and had provided a boost to the tourism 

industry.   

“It’s a nice wide open space and it’s lovely seeing kids cycling.  I think in a couple of years’ time there’ll be a 
lot more people cycling because of the Greenway.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

“The Greenway has brought in huge tourism for the restaurants and businesses around.  You always see 
bikes in the back of cars going around now, don’t you?” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 

On a less positive note, all were aware of the link between Smarter Travel and the redevelopment of Grattan 

Square.  It was acknowledged that this had been a painful process and perceptions of Smarter Travel had 

unfortunately been somewhat tarnished by this association.  The main concerns expressed in this respect were 

consistent with those reported from previous stages of research and focused mainly on the dissatisfaction 

among shopkeepers during the planning application stage and the fact that some are still unhappy about being at 

the centre of what feels like an experiment involving the use of shared space in the town centre. 

“I’m a trader and we were up in arms.  We spent a year with no correspondence from them despite repeated 

calls and we were just banging our heads on a brick wall.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 “It’s a shared space, there’s no footpaths so everybody’s the same so the footpaths no longer belong to 
pedestrians and the road no longer belongs to cars.  It has got people walking but I think the area should be 

more defined than it is.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

There was also some awareness that Smarter Travel money had been used to improve local roads through the 

creation of cycle lanes.  However, the general feeling was that it was difficult to see the impact of how some of 

this money had been spent, specifically on the N72 and N25 where the cycle lanes were either felt to be poorly 

maintained and subsequently often not used. 

“I live on the N25 four kilometres out of town.  It’s not a road you want to walk on when it’s dark so the winter 
evenings will have a lot to do with it because it’s too busy with traffic and too dangerous to be on a bike.” 

[Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

“Cyclists don’t use the cycle lanes on the N25 because the surface isn’t good enough.  There’s too many 
holes and manhole covers so it’s more dangerous to be cycling over them.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 



AECOM Smarter Travel Areas – Qualitative Research Findings 12 
 

 

 

“Some of the infrastructure projects, they may as well have dug a hole and poured the money into it.  The 

cycle path down Priory Street was just a total waste.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 

Some were unsure of the nature and extent of Smarter Travel initiatives in other respects.  Uncertainty over 

involvement with The Greenway is mentioned above and this extended to the recent development of the car park.  

There was no recall of the Smarter Travel newsletter and visibility of initiatives was generally felt to be weak.  As 

was also noted in Westport, one or two felt any change in behaviour in relation to cycling to work was more likely 

to be as a result of the Bike to Work scheme than attributable to Smarter Travel. 

 

Data trends 

In Dungarvan, the Household Travel Survey data suggests there was a more significant increase in walking and 

cycling was observed between 2014 and 2016 than between 2012 and 2014. 

From discussions during the focus group there were no strong indications of why this should have been the case, 

especially since recall of the Smarter Travel intervention was generally unreliable.  When respondents were asked 

directly for any reasons that might explain the trend in the data, no conclusive views were offered.  Instead, the 

2014-2016 peak was assumed to be related to other broader trends rather than due to specific Smarter Travel 

activities.  There was speculation about whether behaviour was linked to the performance of the economy 

generally or fuel prices specifically.  Other potential influencing factors identified included an observation that the 

weather seems to have been improving in recent years with fewer wet days than there used to be and the 

possibility that the increase in walking and cycling journeys could correspond to a national trend towards 

healthier lifestyles. 

“It might be due to the economy picking up, starting to turn around.  People are brighter with themselves 

and back to work, people are employed now, they’re working.” [Commuters, Dungarvan] 

 

 

2.3 Limerick 

Walking and cycling 

All respondents met the recruitment criteria agreed for the commuter element of the sample but it was apparent 

that walking or cycling to work was infrequent rather than established behaviour for the majority.  This was partly 

explained by the fact that it was generally agreed to be easy to find an excuse to use a car instead for commuting 

journeys.  On the basis of the evidence from this focus group, employers in Limerick seemed to be likely to 

provide free parking at work sites and traffic was often not considered to represent a disincentive to drive (with 

the exception of the Castletroy area where UL is situated).   

There was a feeling that cycling was more likely to have increased among UL students and staff in recent years 

compared to the wider population of Limerick.  This was attributed to the fact that parking is not always free and 

traffic is a problem but also as a result of recent improvements to the cycling facilities in the local area. 

However, the common consensus was that the main interest and emphasis on cycling away from UL is for leisure 

purposes rather than commuting.  Some respondents claimed they were more likely to use the Coke bikes for a 

night out as an alternative to paying for a taxi and there was some questioned why the Coke bike scheme had not 

been extended to UL sites and the surrounding area in order to help promote a shift away from driving and 

towards cycling instead.  Since the bike hire facility is restricted to the town centre, this created the impression 

that cycling was likely to be more prevalent among tourists and other leisure users than commuters. 
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Smarter Travel Areas – perceptions 

Some respondents were aware that UL had been the focus of Smarter Travel funding and activities in Limerick 

and others understood the logic and rationale underlying this decision.  The focus group included some 

respondents who were employed by UL and they confirmed that Smarter Travel staff and associated 

communications had a high profile within the university.  Smarter Travel was also credited with providing 

improved, secure facilities for bikes at UL as well as at some of the other major employers in Limerick, especially 

those with close links to the scheme.  It was assumed but not always known that Smarter Travel funds had been 

used to build and improve cycle lanes in the Castletroy area and there was some limited awareness that Smarter 

Travel was responsible for providing free bike doctor clinics and for sponsoring other events targeted at cyclists 

in Limerick.  

Respondents with no links to the university tended to have less positive views.  Some were unaware of Smarter 

Travel and its objectives.  Smarter Travel staff were felt to have a much lower profile and visibility and 

communications and promotion of activities outside UL were considered to be poor or invisible.   

None were aware of any infrastructure investment beyond UL and the surrounding area which created the 

perception that the way Smarter Travel funding had been used represented poor value for money for Limerick 

overall.  Indeed, there was some uncertainty about what the funds had been used for since cycle lanes around UL 

were occasionally thought to pre-date the Smarter Travel investment.  These respondents claimed some routes 

are still too dangerous for cycling to be seriously considered as an alternative to driving for commuting purposes 

and that more therefore needs to be done to promote the image of cycling in Limerick. 

 

Smarter Travel Greenway (Route 2) 

An additional objective in this focus group was to assess perceptions of the flagship Smarter Travel Greenway 

(Route 2) in relation to concerns expressed about anti-social behaviour in previous stages of qualitative research 

and the degree to which conflict between different users sharing the space is considered to be a problem or not. 

Most respondents were unaware of the connection between Smarter Travel and the Greenway or unsure of the 

extent to which Smarter Travel funding had been used for investment in this infrastructure.  Reactions to and 

usage of the Greenway were somewhat mixed.  The Greenway itself was considered to be a good facility, 

providing a route to walk or cycle between UL and the town centre without the need to use busy roads.  However, 

these positive attitudes were balanced to some extent by a feeling that access routes are not always as safe as 

the Greenway itself and that one part of the route feels unfinished since it is liable to flooding and becomes 

slippery and unsafe (especially for young children). 

Locally, certain parts of the path along the river have always been associated with anti-social behaviour.  This was 

agreed to have pre-dated the development of the Greenway rather than being a problem associated with the 

Greenway specifically.  Nevertheless, the route has a reputation for anti-social behaviour and attacks are known 

to have occurred since it has become the Greenway.  Some were aware that improvements to the lighting along 

the route have been made in an attempt to allay concerns and deter undesirables but the consensus was that 

many would be reluctant to consider using the Greenway after dark, especially women or if walking or cycling 

alone.  Perhaps the best illustration of these widely held views were summarised by one respondent who claimed 

to avoid using the Greenway and preferred to walk on the main road instead since it was considered to be safer!  

 

 

 



 

3 Tourism 
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3.1 Trends 

The Tourism focus groups in Westport and Dungarvan began with an initial discussion to assess general feelings 

about the industry and the outlook for the future.  Findings in this respect were extremely consistent among all 

respondents and in both locations.  All businesses and industry segments represented reported growth over 

recent seasons and the current one and the outlook for future years was universally felt to be very positive. 

There was a general consensus in both locations that the profile of visitors and the nature of holidays and breaks 

being taken has changed considerably in recent years.  The key themes in this respect have been a reduction in 

the number of visitors from the UK and a tangible shift away from the traditional sightseeing and cultural interest 

holidays that have typically been associated with tourism in Ireland. 

Instead, the emphasis was felt to be much more focused on ‘soft adventure’ holidays and ‘activity tourism’.  
Respondents claimed that visitors are now much more likely to visit Westport and Dungarvan with the specific 

intention of being active during their break rather than wanting to spend the majority of their time engaged in 

more passive pursuits such as fishing and visiting pubs. 

Those involved in the tourism industry have also noticed a change in the demographics of visitors wanting to 

enjoy this style of more active break.  The key trend in this respect has been a gradual transition away from 

couples and stag or hen parties towards families and multi-generational parties.  

This evolution of the tourist target market is acknowledged to have been a direct consequence of recent 

investment in infrastructure in both locations.  The upturn in tourism business is recognised as being directly 

attributable to the development of the Greenways.  Equally important in this respect has been the extent of 

promotion of these facilities that have heightened awareness across Ireland and this has accounted for the 

increase in national tourism (that is felt to have more than compensated for the reduced number of visitors from 

the UK). 

The other positive impact the Greenway has had in addition to increasing the demand for tourism in Westport and 

Dungarvan is to have lengthened the holiday season in both areas to ensure the industry is not so heavily reliant 

on hoping for a good summer. 

 

3.2 Walking and cycling 

The development of the Greenways was felt to have been the cause of the recent explosion of interest in walking 

and cycling in Westport and Dungarvan.  There was some perception that this infrastructure has coincided with 

an increasing national trend to more healthy lifestyles, and there was some feeling that this could in part also be a 

consequence of the recession as the focus in some households was forced to shift away from car usage towards 

walking and cycling.  Notwithstanding these considerations however, all recognised the power of the Greenways 

as a major tourist attraction and that they have been the single most important factor in the popularity of walking 

and cycling in each local area. 

Indeed, the increasing attraction of cycling has accounted for the growth of bike hire businesses in Westport and 

Dungarvan.  Each focus group included respondents now employed in such businesses and in both areas they 

reported consistent views about the increasing proportion of visitors who now either bring bikes with them or are 

interested in hiring them on arrival. 

Those involved in the bike hire and hospitality businesses acknowledged that cycling (and walking to a lesser 

extent) is now able to appeal to a much wider target audience and a broader range of demographics due to the 

widespread interest of tourists wanting to make the most of the Greenways during their visits to each area.   

However, it was generally agreed that the interest in cycling is restricted primarily to leisure activities rather than 

other types of journeys.  These respondents acknowledged that they have done little to change their behaviour 

during the time the Greenways have been developed and felt that the Greenways are likely to have had minimal 

influence in terms of encouraging local residents to consider walking or cycling instead of driving for commuting 

purposes or when escorting children to and from school. 

 

3 Tourism 
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3.3 Smarter Travel 

Awareness of Smarter Travel was higher in both Tourism groups conducted on this occasion than among the 

majority of other respondents represented in this or previous stages of qualitative research.  This was influenced 

by two factors in Westport and Dungarvan: 

- In both locations, the Chamber of Commerce and Tourist Office representatives claimed to have knowledge of 

Smarter Travel as a consequence of their jobs.  These individuals tended to be more vocal in expressions of 

their opinions of Smarter Travel and other respondents with lower levels of knowledge and experience tended 

to defer to those who seemed to be more authoritative 

- Certain respondents were aware of each other from their involvement with the tourism industry in each local 

area.  This was especially true in the small community of Westport but evidence of this was also present to a 

lesser extent in Dungarvan.  Some in each Tourism focus group therefore approached the discussion with 

some prior understanding of Smarter Travel but others felt less able to express clear views on this issue. 

Perceptions of Smarter Travel in each area can be summarised as follows: 

Westport 

Attitudes to Smarter Travel were sharply divided in Westport between those who were aware of the history and 

role of Smarter Travel and others who were unaware or had a very limited understanding of the initiative. 

There was some agreement that Mayo County Council have been proactive for some time in relation to the 

development of the Greenway.  This positive approach was felt to have been instrumental in the success of the 

Westport bid to become a Smarter Travel Area and in securing the associated funding.   

There was some uncertainty about the original purpose and objectives of the Smarter Travel funding.  A couple of 

respondents were aware the focus of Smarter Travel was supposed to have been on schools and educating 

children about the advantages of using sustainable methods of transport.  None seemed to be aware of the 

parallel objective in terms of promoting walking and cycling instead of driving for short commuting journeys. 

There was a further lack of clarity about how the Smarter Travel funds had been spent.  Some assumed a 

proportion of the money would have been used to develop the Greenway but one respondent (with an association 

with Failte Ireland) claimed the funding for this to have been provided by Failte Ireland rather than Smarter Travel.   

There was common agreement that Smarter Travel staff had been highly visible and proactive in Westport, 

especially at the outset when the initiative was introduced.  Staff were credited with raising the profile of Smarter 

Travel and for engaging with residents and organising a number of events.  However, staff were not felt to have 

been responsible for the implementation of Smarter Travel and a couple of respondents were sceptical about the 

effectiveness of the programme in this respect. 

There was some feeling that there had been a lack of transparency in terms of how the Smarter Travel funding 

had been used.  One or two suggested the funds had been subsumed into overall council spending rather than 

being ring-fenced and dedicated to Smarter Travel initiatives.  This raised some question marks regarding the 

administration of the Smarter Travel scheme generally and the way in which funds had been allocated specifically.  

There was a general feeling that the money may not have been used as initially intended and that there is little 

tangible evidence about what the funds have been used for instead. 

Consequently, this created the impression that it is difficult to form an opinion on whether participation in Smarter 

Travel can be considered to have been a success in Westport or not.  In spite of universal agreement in relation to 

the positive outlook for the tourism industry, the view among these respondents tended to be that this is unlikely 

to be directly attributable to Smarter Travel. 

Dungarvan 

The structure and dynamics of this focus group were similar to Westport.  Attitudes to Smarter Travel were 

therefore similarly mixed although the general mood and consensus among these respondents tended to be 

more positive overall. 

Most understood that education was intended to be a primary focus of Smarter Travel and this was 

supplemented by a minority awareness of the intention to cause modal reconsideration for commuting journeys 

also.  Reactions to Smarter Travel staff were equally positive but there were felt to be parallels with the situation 
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as reported in Westport.  The team in Dungarvan were considered to have been strong and effective at the outset 

but this was felt to have been diluted somewhat following changes that were implemented during the course of 

the programme.   

Positive associations with the Greenway were attributed to what was perceived to have been a joint effort 

between the council, Failte Ireland and Smarter Travel.  Smarter Travel funds were thought to have been used for 

the initial development of the Greenway some time ago but not for the more recent addition of The Track.  

Smarter Travel was also credited with providing the funding for linking the Greenway with local estates, thereby 

improving access to the facility for a larger number of residents.  Funds were also thought to have been used to 

pay for the Visitor Centre and showers as well as a number of bike racks in the town centre. 

On a slightly less positive note, some were critical about the lack of information available initially about proposed 

changes to Gratton Square and the way these were communicated to local businesses.  However, this was felt to 

have been mitigated to some extent by the end result which was broadly agreed to have been a success, 

especially in relation to traffic calming measures introduced. 

There was also some feeling that the administration of Smarter Travel had not been optimal, although the small 

number of respondents expressing these views were less vociferous than others in Westport.  The key issue in 

this respect was felt to have been a lack of integration between Smarter Travel and the council during the 

construction phase of the Gratton Square works.  There was a perception that some of the problems were a 

consequence of poor communications and this created the impression that the Smarter Travel programme and 

funding had not been well handled. 

The main difference from the Tourism focus group in Westport was that respondents in Dungarvan were more 

prepared to acknowledge a direct link between Smarter Travel and the impact it is assumed to have had on the 

local tourism industry.  One or two claimed to be aware of statistics that demonstrate Smarter Travel to have 

been a success in terms of its modal shift objectives and the associated boost to the tourism industry from this 

and investment in the Greenway was considered to have been an unexpected but very welcome bonus. 

 

3.4 Value for money 

In spite of some uncertainty about specific details of the way in which funds have been used, respondents in both 

areas recognised that Smarter Travel has contributed to a culture change in relation to how modes of transport 

are now considered and used.  Those involved in the tourism industry often felt better placed to comment on this 

than other residents represented in the research since they were able to place this in the context of observing 

the changing trends in visitor activities over time.  There was general agreement in both areas that visitors are 

now more likely to plan to spend time walking or cycling on the Greenway, although this is obviously for leisure 

purposes.  Some of these respondents were also aware that residents also use the Greenway for recreational 

purposes but have no idea of whether this translates into an increased likelihood to walk or cycle for commuting 

journeys or when accompanying children to and from school. 

There was an underlying feeling in both areas that the Smarter Travel funds may not have always been well spent 

or achieved maximum value for money.  It should be noted however that this was in the context of no respondent 

having access to specific details so views expressed in this respect are perceptions rather than being based on 

accurate knowledge.  Reasons offered in support for poor value for money perceptions in each area can be 

summarised as follows: 

Westport 

- A common perception that it is still unsafe to cycle on many local roads, due to the combined effect of the lack 

of dedicated cycle lanes (especially on main routes into the town) and the volume of traffic (including in the 

town centre). 

- Other than the Greenway, a lack of facilities provided to encourage cycling to work or school (such as adequate 

or safe storage, showers etc.). 

Dungarvan 

- Also a feeling that some cycle lanes that have been introduced are incomplete or fail to do enough to convince 

cyclists that they will be safe. 
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- The development of Gratton Square is now considered to have been a success from the perspective of the 

traffic calming measures that improve the feeling of safety for those walking and cycling.  However, there is 

some residual discomfort regarding the way in which the shared space in this area is supposed to work and 

further education is felt to be required. 

- There was some feeling that the only way to ensure safety can be guaranteed in the town centre would be to 

provide additional cycle lanes and to pedestrianise Gratton Square.  Although this may be beneficial for 

tourists, it was recognised that this would be unpopular with shop keepers). 

 

 



 

4 20 Weeks of Change 
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4.1 Strengths 

Initially there were high levels of interest around the 20 Weeks of Change initiative.  Although it was some years 

ago, respondents often had clear recall of the way they found out about the challenge and how they were signed 

up.  The process seems to have involved some informal ‘snowballing’ through social networks among contacts 
likely to be receptive in principle.  This approach seems to have been successful in terms of creating initial 

momentum for the scheme.  This was coupled with what participants recalled as an enthusiastic recruitment 

process that created an initial energy around being involved with 20 Weeks of Change, especially since Smarter 

Travel was a novelty in Limerick at the time. 

Discussion of the positive aspects of participation was heavily focused around increasing awareness of diets and 

exercise regimes.  The process of needing to keep a record of these activities produced some surprises and 

shocks and had the effect of forcing people to confront the realities of their behaviour.  In particular, the diary-

keeping exercise highlighted that diets were often less balanced than many previously liked to believe and also 

confirmed to some that their alcohol consumption was too high. 

Most claimed one of the main advantages of 20 Weeks of Change to have been that it encouraged people to 

challenge their diets and lifestyles.  Many made a conscious effort to eat more healthily during the 20 week period 

and in some instances good habits acquired during this time had been maintained.  Losing weight as a result of 

eating more healthily was also claimed to have been an unexpected bonus for some. 

Consideration of modal choices and preferences was considered to be an important but secondary element of 

the trial for most participants.  The majority were forced to confront their journey patterns (in the same way as 

their diets) but felt this to be a lower priority area or one in which it would be more difficult to make a positive or 

significant change.  There were a couple of exceptions however and one respondent in particular began cycling 

to work during the challenge and has subsequently adopted cycling as a leisure activity and become a keen 

advocate within his workplace.  

The findings from this group indicate that 20 Weeks of Change undoubtedly had a powerful impact on the lives of 

these respondents that were selected to participate in the initiative.  Unsurprisingly much of the positive effort 

was concentrated into the 20 week period but there was also some evidence to indicate that positive lifestyle 

changes introduced during that time have subsequently been maintained. 

It may be worth noting that all agreed they were surprised (and amazed) to be given a free iPad for agreeing to 

participate in the exercise.  This clearly acted as a powerful incentive for the majority to remain engaged and 

committed during the 20 weeks.  However, there is some evidence to suggest that this created a sense of 

obligation for some to honour their part of the contract when they otherwise might have been inclined to either 

drop out before the end or to not be so diligent in providing the required information.  For some of the 

participants, the free iPad had made a bigger and more lasting impact on their lives than participating in 20 Weeks 

of Change. 

 

4.2 Weaknesses 

Although most respondents were unable to recall specific details that had become somewhat hazy with the 

passage of time, there were two main themes that emerged in terms of what was recalled as being less positive 

aspects of being involved with 20 Weeks of Change. 

Most frequently mentioned in this respect was a common dissatisfaction with the process of collecting and 

providing data during the course of the challenge.  All respondents agreed the ‘diary-keeping’ requirement was 
onerous from the outset and became more tedious over the 20 weeks.  Some complained that the mechanics of 

this process were long-winded and cumbersome and became a chore over time and a disincentive to continue 

with the challenge.  This resistance to the manual process of capturing and delivering data was similar to the 

reservations expressed among Operation Transportation participants in Westport during the previous stage of 

qualitative research. 

4 20 Weeks of Change 
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One element of the process that could have provided the facility for more automated data collection was the part 

of the challenge that required participants to wear a monitor.  However, this also tended to be resisted due to the 

fact that many found it awkward and uncomfortable to wear the monitor at all times and would have been 

reluctant to have done so for a longer period. 

After the initial enthusiasm at the outset, it is perhaps not surprising that respondents experienced diminishing 

levels of interest over the 20 week period.  One of the reasons for this was beyond the control of Smarter Travel, 

since a couple admitted to feeling less inclined to maintain initial good intentions to walk and cycle more when it 

was raining (although this perception was challenged by others who felt participation to have exploded some 

myths surrounding using the Irish weather as an excuse for not being more active). 

Another reason was perhaps something that could have been more carefully managed.  Some felt there had been 

a lack of contact and encouragement from Smarter Travel during the 20 week period, especially towards the end 

of it, although this view was not universal and would not have been welcomed by others.  There was some 

uncertainty about whether meetings for participants had been arranged during the 20 weeks and mixed feelings 

about whether these would have been welcomed or attended.  One or two expressed disappointment about the 

lack of subsequent feedback from Smarter Travel regarding the outputs and success of the challenge (none were 

aware that a final report was published in 2014). 

The majority therefore claimed to have been relieved to have got to the end of the 20 week period, even though 

most recognised the benefit of the challenge and some have made lasting changes to their lifestyles as a 

consequence of participating.   

None were aware that one of the intentions of 20 Weeks of Change was for participants to become ambassadors 

for Smarter Travel and this objective was therefore not achieved. 

 

4.3 Smarter Travel 

As previously explained, initial awareness of Smarter Travel among those who participated in 20 Weeks of 

Change was often directly or indirectly through Smarter Travel staff rather than general awareness or knowledge 

of the scheme.  This is understandable in the context of 20 Weeks of Change being used to help introduce 

Smarter Travel in Limerick.   

Importantly however, this appears to have had minimal impact in terms of subsequent levels of engagement and 

involvement with Smarter Travel.  All recognised their participation in 20 Weeks of Change meant they were more 

tuned in to the Smarter Travel agenda and issues in Limerick at the outset than other residents.  However, during 

the focus group it was apparent that engagement with Smarter Travel was not maintained subsequent to the 

early and deep immersion in it. 

Most were no more aware of what Smarter Travel has been doing in Limerick, or how the funds have been spent, 

than other respondents recruited to participate in the focus groups on this occasion or previously.  This created 

the impression among these respondents that the profile of Smarter Travel in Limerick has been too low for even 

those with a vested interest in it to have taken notice and been aware of activities. 

It was suggested that the majority of the Smarter Travel effort and investment in Limerick has been focused on 

UL and a small number of large companies in the area.  It should be noted that this was partly influenced by the 

fact that some of these respondents were employed by UL and one or two other companies known to have had a 

direct association with Smarter Travel.  There was common agreement that the visible manifestations of Smarter 

Travel investment have been more evident in the Castletroy area around UL (especially in terms of cycle paths) 

than in the city centre, for example.   

This was perhaps best illustrated by uncertainty regarding the status of the Coca Cola bike hire scheme in 

Limerick.  Some felt this may have been associated with Smarter Travel in some way but others were aware of the 

hire scheme in other areas so assumed probably not.  The more important issue is that all considered this to 

represent a missed opportunity to promote cycling in Limerick, whether as part of Smarter Travel or as an 

initiative that could have been linked to it.  The key issue in this respect was that the Coca Cola bikes were felt to 

be located in the wrong place.  Local claimed it would be necessary to drive into the city centre to hire a bike 

(thereby defeating the object of the exercise) and assumed they must have been provided mainly for tourists.  
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The consensus of opinion was that it would make more sense for docking stations to be situated at UL and other 

student sites and at various places in the surrounding local area.   

During further exploration of attitudes towards facilities available for cycling, the general feeling was that cycle 

lanes in Limerick were considered to have been inadequate to the time of 20 Weeks of Change and there was 

minimal awareness of any improvement in this situation since, even around UL.  The general conclusion among 

this group was therefore that Smarter Travel spending was felt to have had low visibility and to represent poor 

value for money and that further investment in infrastructure would be required in order to achieve the objective 

of getting more people to consider walking or cycling to work. 

 

4.4 Behaviour change 

Those who participated in 20 Weeks of Change initially had very high levels of exposure to Smarter Travel.  

Consequently participants were much more aware of the purpose of Smarter Travel and of its overall objectives.  

In spite of this, the overall consensus was that Smarter Travel was not felt to have had a significant influence on 

attitudes and behaviour beyond the 20 week challenge.   

There was also minimal awareness among this group of how Smarter Travel has had any impact in terms of lasting 

behaviour change among others in Limerick.  Indeed, many were unaware of interventions that could be directly 

attributed to Smarter Travel and felt that other initiatives were likely to have been more successful in terms of 

promoting modal shift, including Coca Cola bikes and the Bike to Work scheme. 

When discussed in more detail during the course of the focus group, a number of views were advanced as 

possible explanations of why Smarter Travel may not have achieved the desired level of impact in terms of 

encouraging commuters to walk or cycle short distances to work rather than drive. 

Consistent with previous research findings, some hypothesised the major barrier to be a mindset issue.  There 

was some feeling that residents of more cosmopolitan cities (such as Dublin) are more likely to be positively 

disposed to finding alternatives to driving, including walking, cycling and using public transport.  Another example 

of the mindset barrier among this group was provided by a respondent who had been initially enthusiastic about 

car-pooling while participating in 20 Weeks of Change but had lapsed back into previous journey patterns due to 

an inability to find enough like-minded people to make car-pooling a viable option. 

The weather in Ireland was once again offered as a potential explanation for a low inclination to walk or cycle, 

although there was some acknowledgement that the experience of participating in 20 Weeks of Change had 

revealed this to be more of a convenient excuse than a genuine barrier.   

Although some of these respondents worked for employers with close connections to Smarter Travel, it was 

recognised that other work places may not be well placed to encourage modal shift and behaviour change.  At a 

practical level, if a company is unable to offer secure facilities to store bikes or showers for employees to use, this 

is likely to provide a disincentive to those who may be prepared to consider cycling to work.  Similarly, if a 

company provides free parking spaces for employees, it is not surprising if this is interpreted by employees as a 

tacit incentive to drive to work. 

Involvement in 20 Weeks of Change and views about the impact of Smarter Travel among others tended to lead 

these respondents to draw two broad conclusions in relation to the behaviour change objective.  Focusing 

intensive activity on a small number of people intended to become ambassadors for Smarter Travel appears not 

to have been the most effective methodology and that a wider, more inclusive approach might have achieved 

better results.  It was also suggested that it would be more appropriate to implement a challenge along similar 

lines to 20 Weeks of Change in (primary) schools since children are more likely to be interested and engaged, will 

be more receptive to the possibility of walking or cycling and will not have deeply entrenched mindsets regarding 

car usage that need to be overcome. 

 



 

 
 

5 Conclusions  
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5.1 Commuters 

 

1. In Westport, the majority of commuters represented in the focus group appeared to have been walking and 

cycling to work for many years rather than having changed their behaviour in the recent past.  It is therefore 

difficult to be conclusive about the impact of the Smarter Travel initiative and funding on the findings from 

these respondents alone. 

2. However, there is evidence in other areas to suggest that Smarter Travel has been able to make a big impact 

in a small town since awareness and visibility of Smarter Travel staff, communications and activities seemed 

to be higher in Westport than in Dungarvan or Limerick.  These respondents with a positive predisposition to 

walking and cycling demonstrated broadly positive attitudes to the Smarter Travel programme and identified 

a number of gaps and missed opportunities rather than negative feelings regarding the initiative. 

3. In Dungarvan, respondents walked or cycled to work much less frequently than the corresponding focus 

group in Westport and were noticeably less committed to doing so.  Interestingly however, these commuters 

were more likely to credit Smarter Travel with having influenced a change in their behaviour through 

awareness of the various interventions. 

4. The Greenway and the traffic calming measures introduced to Grattan Square were highlighted especially as 

the measures likely to have had the greatest overall impact on attitudes and behaviour, even though it was 

acknowledged that this is more likely to be in relation to walking and cycling for leisure purposes rather than 

for commuting.  Awareness of the Smarter Travel involvement with local schools has also enhanced 

perceptions among residents who recognise this to be likely to deliver the greatest long-term returns on 

investment of funds. 

5. This view was supported by perceptions that it has often been difficult to appreciate the immediate impact of 

Smarter Travel spending, especially in situations where developments have been controversial or have not 

resulted in obvious safety improvements to encourage wider consideration of walking or cycling to work on a 

more frequent basis. 

6. Among commuters in Limerick, there was a clear division of opinion between those who work at UL or in the 

immediate surrounding area and others who work in different locations.  It was not clearly understood 

whether this polarisation was intentional or accidental and therefore difficult for respondents to assess the 

effectiveness of Smarter Travel overall.  If the intention was for all activity to focus on UL, the behaviour 

changes reported could be interpreted as a success.  If the intention was for Smarter Travel to have 

benefitted other residents and areas of Limerick, the consensus of opinion was that the money spent 

represents poor value for money overall. 

7. During the course of discussing the relevant issues during the focus group, respondents in Limerick were 

able to identify obvious opportunities for linking Smarter Travel activities with other initiatives that would have 

resulted in a greater impact for the whole city.  The apparent compartmentalisation of Smarter Travel 

spending around UL and confining the Coke bike hire scheme to the city centre was felt to have been 

detrimental to the objectives of both initiatives that would benefit from a more integrated approach. 

8. Findings regarding the Smarter Travel Greenway (Route 2) on this occasion were broadly consistent with 

those reported from previous stages of qualitative work.  The main issue in this respect is not the conflict 

between different users caused by the need to share this space but the concerns that all users have about 

the ongoing problem of anti-social behaviour that is perceived to make the Greenway unsafe, especially at 

night. 

5 Conclusions  
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5.2 Tourism 

 

9. Findings among the focus groups conducted to represent the views of the tourism industry in Westport and 

Dungarvan were extremely consistent.  Tourism was felt to be booming and the outlook for the future was 

agreed to be very positive in both locations. 

10. These positive views were universally attributed to the success of the Greenway in both areas which was 

acknowledged to have made walking and cycling a more integral part of tourism activities.  Respondents were 

less sure however about the extent to which Smarter Travel could be credited for this somewhat unexpected 

but very welcome upturn in fortunes for businesses closely associated with tourism.  

11. Many were therefore uncertain how to assess the impact and success of Smarter Travel spending.  This was 

partly due to the fact that there was a clear lack of awareness and accurate knowledge about the Smarter 

Travel objectives or activities other than those associated with the Greenway.  This was exacerbated by a 

feeling that Smarter Travel funds have not been well spent in both areas since facilities intended to promote 

more widespread consideration of cycling are still felt to be inadequate. 

12. Any positive impact that could be associated with Smarter Travel was also undermined to some extent in 

both areas by reservations expressed by a small minority in relation to the politics of how funds were handled 

and administered.  The main issues in this respect appear to be concerns about the transparency and 

hypothecation of funds, especially in terms of whether all the money was used as originally intended for 

dedicated Smarter Travel initiatives or whether it became subsumed into council spending in other areas. 

 

5.3 20 Weeks of Change 

 

13. It was apparent during this focus group that recollection of certain elements of the 20 Weeks of Change 

challenge had become impaired by the passage of time.  However, it was evident from the reactions of 

respondents that participation had promoted a positive mindset and feel-good factor about the Smarter 

Travel and the objectives of the initiative from the outset. 

14. Understandably specific elements of the challenge elicited different reactions among individual participants.  

However, the evidence available from this research seems to suggest that what was generally regarded as a 

good concept was let down somewhat by executional elements that were considered to be weak.  There were 

similarities in this respect to previous findings from those who participated in Operation Transportation in 

Westport who felt that the data collection mechanism was likely to have compromised the quality of data 

collected. 

15. Furthermore, it was apparent that participation in the challenge did not influence attitudes to Smarter Travel 

in a broader sense.  With a couple of notable exceptions, the intensive scrutiny of lifestyles experienced 

during the 20 week period had failed to result in long-term and lasting behaviour change for participants, 

especially in relation to walking or cycling short distances instead of driving. 

16. None of the respondents were aware of the intention for them to become ambassadors for Smarter Travel as 

a consequence of participating in the challenge.  Neither were any aware of the report that was produced 

based on the output and findings from the challenge.  The overall conclusion therefore is that this suggests a 

disproportionate allocation of resources that some felt could have been used to better effect if directed at 

schools rather than individuals. 

 

 

 
 



 

Appendix A - Focus Group 
Discussion Guides  
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Change Attribution Focus Groups - Discussion Guide (for Dungarvan and modified for other areas) 

This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need 

to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise 

naturally during the course of the discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about the factors that influence how you chose to travel to work, especially 

anything that has influenced any change you have made in the last few years. 

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions 

 

Current Travel Patterns to Work 

 Can you tell us a bit about your journey to work? Approximately how far do you travel and what mode do you 

use most often? 

 Do you also walk or cycle to work sometimes, and how often do you do this? [if not already specified as main 

mode] 

 On the days that you walk or cycle to work, do you generally have a car or a lift available, or is walking or 

cycling the only option on those days? 

 When you have a choice of walking, cycling or driving, what influences your decision to walk or cycle? 

 

Changes to Travel Patterns  
 
 Do you walk or cycle to work now more often than you did in the past?  

 Do you walk or cycle more for any other types of trips than you did previously?  

 If you walk or cycle to work more often now, when did you first start to walk or cycle more?  

 Was anything in particular going on at that time that might have influenced you to start walking or cycling 

more?   

 Have you observed an increase in walking or cycling within the community? 

 What do you think has influenced this? 

Appendix A - Focus Group Discussion Guides 

Objective of the session is to understand more about how various STA programme interventions 

may have influenced people’s decision to walk or cycle to work, particularly those who have the 

option of driving. Various factors may have influenced modal shift and we will need participants to 

guide us towards these, including: 

- Impact of Smarter Travel investment including: infrastructure and behavioural change 

measures; OR 

- External factors such as the cost of motoring. 

An additional objective is to gather local perspectives to better understand trends in walking and 

cycling data collected from the Household Travel Survey.   
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 What do you think would be needed to encourage a greater uptake of walking and cycling, especially for trips 

to work and school? 

 

Awareness and Impact of Smarter Travel Initiatives 

 

 Are you familiar with the ‘Go Dungarvan’ initiative? [may already have been mentioned]  

 Where did you hear about ‘Go Dungarvan’? 

 Did you or members of your family ever take part in any activities linked to Go Dungarvan? [probe for detail on 

what exactly attended/participated in, when and perception of impact on travel behaviour etc.].] 

 Are you aware of the changes to walking and cycling facilities which have been made in the last five or six 

years in Dungarvan? What is your perception of these changes?  

 Do you regularly use any of the routes where new facilities have been put in place? For example, have any 

changes to walking and cycling facilities been implemented along your usual route to work?  

 [If yes] – how important are these facilities in your decisions to walk or cycle? If you walk or cycle more now 

than previously, do you think you might have started walking or cycling more, even without these new 

facilities?  

 

Recent Changes and impact of Waterford Greenway 

 Have you been on the Waterford Greenway, which extends from ‘The Track’ to Waterford City, or have you 
heard many people talking about it? 

 Do you think that the opening of the whole Waterford Greenway (more than the section of the ‘The Track’ 
which has been in place for a good few years now) may be helping to encourage local people to walk and 

cycle more?  

 

 
Tourism Focus Group – Discussion Guide (for Dungarvan and modified for Westport) 

This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need 

to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise 

naturally during the course of the discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The objective of the session is to understand what impacts (if any) smarter travel investment has 

had on local tourism linked to walking and cycling and how the recent opening of the Waterford 

Greenway (most of which was funded separately from Go Dungarvan/Smarter Travel Areas) may 

have influenced attitudes towards Smarter Travel.  In particular the views of tourism stakeholders 

are sought on: 

- the profile of people who seek information about walking and cycling and whether this has 

changed over time; and  

- the importance of the ‘The Track’ (the section of the Waterford Greenway closest to 
Dungarvan), the Waterford Greenway and other infrastructure linked to Smarter Travel for 

tourism; 

- any infrastructure measures which have been particularly well or poorly received and what 

barriers  still exist to maximising tourism potential from smarter travel 
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Introduction 

 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about the impact of greenway investment and other smarter travel investment on 

tourism 

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions  

 

Business and Tourism in Dungarvan 

 Can you tell us a bit about your business and what sort of engagement you have with visitors in the town?  

 How strong do you think tourism and the local economy are here at the moment? 

 Do you think things have got better or worse for business locally in the last few years? 

 What do you think are the main factors contributing to any change you feel there has been? 

 

Awareness of Smarter Travel 

 Are you aware of the ‘Go Dungarvan’ Smarter Travel programme? 

 What is your overall understanding of Smarter Travel? 

 What has your engagement been with ‘Go Dungarvan’/ Smarter Travel? 

 What are your overall perceptions of ‘Go Dungarvan’ or Smarter Travel in Dungarvan?  
 Do you think your perception of Smarter Travel might have changed over time?  

 

Interest in walking and cycling amongst visitors 

 What is the level of interest in cycling or walking amongst visitors?  

 Where are people generally interested in cycling? Do you get a sense that people are cycling locally, or 

where are the main destinations? [emphasis of answers likely to be on the Waterford Greenway – so may 

need to probe for other detail  e.g. ‘where else’, are there also other/more local destinations’?] 

 What kinds of visitors are interested in cycling? i.e. families, solo travellers, young people etc.? 

 Has the profile of visitors interested in cycling changed in the last number of years? If so, how/why? 

 What do you think the barriers are to maximising the tourism potential of smarter travel?  

[If barrier of infrastructure/safety is raised – probe for more detail on locations where perceived problems 

are and who is most impacted. If Causeway/ main approach to town centre from Greenway is raised, it might 

also be interesting to ask extent to which participants would support additional dedicated cycling space on 

approaches to town centre – e.g. the Causeway, even if this required removal of some on-street car 

parking?] 

 

Cycle Network and impact of Smarter Travel Investment 

 How important do you think the cycle network around Dungarvan is for helping visitors access different 

attractions in Dungarvan? 

 How important do you think the cycle network around town and/or ‘The Track’ are for encouraging more trips 
on other sections of the Waterford Greenway?  

 Apart from the Waterford Greenway and ‘The Track’, are you aware of any other changes implemented in 
Dungarvan in recent years which make things better for people walking or cycling? What is your perception 

of these changes? [Include prompt for views on Grattan Sq. if not brought up by participants] 

 Are you aware of any infrastructure changes which have been particularly well or particularly poorly 

received? 

 Has smarter travel investment had any other impacts (either positive or negative) on tourism or business in 

the town other than those discussed already? [probe for detail – e.g. easier to move around and access 

shops and businesses, areas are more attractive for visitors to linger and spend time in. Smarter 

Travel/Greenway publicity highlighting local businesses etc.] 
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20 Weeks of Change Focus Group, Limerick – Discussion Guide 

This guide is intended to act as an aid-memoire for the moderator.  It will act as a checklist of key issues that need 

to be covered.  It may not be necessary to ask all the questions listed below, as many of these are likely to arise 

naturally during the course of the discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 Introduce self / AECOM as independent consultancy 

 Conducting research on behalf of the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

 Purpose of group is to talk about participants experiences of 20 Weeks of Change to understand more about 

whether similar challenges would be successful if organised in other areas. 

 Emphasise confidentiality and explain reason for audio recording  

 Group Introductions  

 

General Perceptions and Travel Patterns (Warm of Questions) 

 What modes of transport do you have available to you [spontaneous then prompt to establish who has a 

driving licence; who has access to a car; who has a bike or access to one] 

 Which modes do you use most / least often for local journeys.  Give some examples 

 Have the modes of transport used most often changed over this time.  How?  

 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each method used 

 What infrastructure is in place to support each mode 

 

Deciding to take part in 20 Weeks of Change   

 How did you hear about 20 Weeks of Change? (e.g. Social Media – Limerick Smarter Travel, Work, College, 

Friend, Newspaper) 

 Do you think the challenge was advertised effectively? 

 Why did you decide to take part? 

 

Impact of 20 Weeks of Change on Travel Behaviour 

 What type of walking and cycling trips did make before you took part in 20 Weeks of Change? [journey 

purposes and frequencies – leisure/commuting/shopping/ escorting children – and how often? – If 

occasionally/rarely/never prompt for usual travel mode] 

 How did you change your behaviour during the challenge? [e.g. started/increased walking/cycling for 

leisure/transport, started/increased other exercise, healthier eating, other] 

 How often do you walk or cycle now? [again prompt for journey purposes and frequencies if necessary – esp. 

travel vs leisure] 

 If you’re not using smarter travel modes now as much as you were during the challenge, did you stop 
immediately when the challenge was over or when did you stop? Why did you stop? 

The objective of the session is to investigate the medium to long term impact on modal shift of 

the fixed period health/physical activity and travel behaviour change challenge/campaign “20 
Weeks of Change”.  
 In addition, participants’ views on the benefits of the various supports which were made available 
to them during the challenge and their experience of participating in the media aspect of the 

campaign are of particular interest.  
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 Do you think your participation in the challenge encouraged anyone else (family/friends/colleagues to walk 

or cycle more?  

 

Other Reflections on 20 Weeks of Change 

 What was the best part of participating in 20 Weeks of Change for you?  

 Was there anything you would change about the challenge or your participation?  

 Did you find the health assessments and the physical activity monitoring device helpful in encouraging you 

to exercise more?  

 Did you get any other support during the 20 Weeks of Change campaign from Limerick Smarter Travel? 

[Prompt for further detail – e.g. motivational or practical support – cycle training, advice on routes, advice on 

clothes/equipment] 

 Did you keep involved for the full length of the 20 Weeks of Change campaign? [If not, why did you not stay 

involved?] 

 If you stayed involved for the full time, what motivated you to stay involved? [e.g. health, fitness, not letting 

down the organisers] 

 Do you think the length of the 20 Weeks of Change challenge was too short, too long or about right? 

 Have you started any new activities since you completed the challenge?  

 Did you take part in the media aspect of the challenge? E.g. social media/ videos? How did you feel about this 

aspect of the challenge? [Did you find it motivating or intimidating?]  

 

Other Reflections on Smarter Travel 

 What is your overall understanding of Smarter Travel? 

 What is your perception of Limerick as a Smarter Travel city? 

 So far there has been less change in people’s travel behaviour than originally anticipated at the start of the 

Smarter Travel initiative. Why do you think this is, and what could have been done differently? 
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Background 

Media monitoring was incorporated as part of the Smarter Travel Areas 
Evaluation with a view to understanding how the project and its impact has 
been perceived in the media.  

A media monitoring plan was put in place, with the support of local 
authorities, which captures all references to Smarter Travel in the 
following: 

 Print media 

 Broadcast media 

 Social media 

 Other Smarter Travel promotional measures such as events, websites 
and newsletters 
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Helicopter View 

 204 Dungarvan Observer 

articles 

 163 Dungarvan Leader 

articles 

 90 radio stings re: Grattan 

Square 

 90 radio stings re: Smarter 

Travel 

 3 radio interviews 

 11 Newsletter editions 

 6000+ copies of each newsletter 

edition distributed 

 1 Go Dungarvan Website 

 1,204 Facebook Page Likes 

 149 Twitter Followers 
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Overall Tone of Coverage 

15% 

26% 

32% 

16% 
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Favourable Coverage 

Most common favourable 
media items from 
2013/2014 

1. Bike Week (36) 

2. Sean Kelly Cycle (18) 

3. Winter League Smarter 
Travel Competition (8) 
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Favourable Coverage 

Most common favourable 
media items from 2015 – 
June 2017 

1. Waterford Greenway (17) 

2. Grattan Square (11) 

3. Bike Week (10) 

4. Sean Kelly Cycle (7) 
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Unfavourable Coverage 

Most common unfavourable 
media items  in 2013/2014 

1. Grattan Square (15) 

2. Youghal Road (14) 

3. The Burgery (5) 
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Unfavourable Coverage 

Most common unfavourable 
media items  from 2015 – June 
2017 

1. Grattan Square (39) 

2. Friary Street (16) 
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Tone of Coverage – Year on Year Comparison 

 
Media Articles 

  Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 

2013 56 26 20 

2014 46 35 23 

2015 21 22 8 

2016 18 40 37 

2017  

(Jan to 

June) 18 1 14 

8% 11% 

31% 

8% 

48% 
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34% 
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Correlation with Programme Delivery 
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Source Analysis: Print Media  
Dungarvan Observer 

 204 articles 

 Overall 41% of articles favourable 

 61% of articles in the ‘commentary’ category were 
unfavourable, while more than half of all favourable 
coverage related to events 

 Majority of articles in the ‘progress’ category were 
neutral, including a significant number of updates on 
the Grattan Square works. 

Dungarvan Leader 

 163 articles 

 Overall 40% of articles were categorised as 
favourable, with 33% negative and 27% neutral. 

 Two thirds of ‘commentary’ pieces unfavourable.  
 Approx. half of ‘favourable’ coverage related to 

events. 

37% 

26% 

35% 

2% 

Commentary

Event

Progress

Other

49% 

27% 

17% 

7% 

Commentary

Event

Progress

Other
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Source Analysis: Broadcast Media  

 

 
At least 3 Interviews about 
Go Dungarvan 

Two Advertising Campaigns: 

180 Radio Stings 
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Source Analysis: Social Media 
 

1,201 Facebook Page Likes
  
 

151 Twitter Followers 
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Source Analysis: Website 

 Go Dungarvan Website 

 Sections for life/home, 
work and business and 
schools and sections for 
all smarter travel modes 

 Infrastructure updates and 
consultation documents 

 Tools to calculate cost 
savings of Smarter Travel 
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Newsletters 
 

 

 

 

 11 editions of Go Dungarvan newsletter – 

‘Go Smart’ 
 6000+ copies of each edition distributed 

to Dungarvan households 

 Main features included:  

• Events 

• ‘Smart plans updates’ on infrastructure 
projects and consultations 

• Go School updates 

• ‘Champions’ and role models for Smarter 
Travel 

• Poems and quotes 

• Competitions and Puzzles  

• ‘Stat attack’ – highlights on event 

participation and use of Smarter Travel 

modes in Dungarvan 
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Background

Media monitoring was incorporated as part of the Smarter Travel Areas
Evaluation with a view to understanding how the project and its impact has
been perceived in the media.

A media monitoring plan was put in place, with the support of local
authorities, which captures all references to Smarter Travel in the
following:

§ Print media

§ Broadcast media

§ Social media

§ Other Smarter Travel promotional measures such as events, websites
and newsletters
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Helicopter View

ü 57  Limerick Leader articles

ü 43  Limerick Post articles

ü 3 Smarter Travel Information

Leaflets: ‘Walk for Life’; ‘Share

for Life’ and ‘Cycle for Life’

ü Limerick City Centre Travel

Map

ü UL Journey Planners

ü ‘20 Weeks of Change’ – 6

short videos  with 3,901

views in total

ü Regular radio interviews

ü Radio advertising for community

events

ü 3,894 Facebook Likes

ü 1,916 Twitter Followers

ü 1 RTE News2Day Feature ‘Bus in the

City’

ü 1 LST Schools Programme Video
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Overall Tone of Coverage
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Favourable Coverage

Most common favourable
media items from
2013/2014

1. Bespoke Festival (17)

2. Launch of Public Bike
Scheme (5)

3. Park and Picnic Pods (5)

4. Campus and Workplace
Events and Challenges
(6)
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Favourable Coverage

Most common favourable
media items from 2015 –
June 2017

1. Bespoke Festival (25)

2. Smarter Travel “Route 2”
Progress and Opening
(19)

3. Smarter Travel Campus
and Workplace Event
(incl. awards and
challenges)  (20)
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Unfavourable Coverage

Unfavourable media items in
2013/2014

1. An Taisce Appeals (3)

2. Lack of commitment from
the council (1)

3. Opposition to Park Bridge
one-way system (1)
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Unfavourable Coverage

Unfavourable media items  in
2015

1. Concerns over
dangerous level crossing

2. Worst junctions for
cyclists in Limerick

3. An Taisce Appeals

No unfavourable media items
were recorded in 2016 or
between January and June
2017
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Tone of Coverage – Year on Year Comparison

27%
34% 33%

62%
69%

47%
37% 41%

15%

19%

27%

21%
22%

19%
13%3%

3%4%

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
(Jan to June)

Strongly Favourable Slightly Favourable Neutral

Slightly Unfavourable Strongly Unfavourable

Media Articles

Favourable Neutral Unfavourable

2013 22 8 0

2014 48 14 5

2015 56 17 3

2016 20 5 0

2017

(Jan

to

June

) 14 2 0
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Correlation with Programme Delivery
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7.1%

61.9%

31%
Commentary

Event

Progress

Source Analysis: Print Media

17.5%

50.9%

32%
Commentary

Event

Progress

Limerick Leader

ü 57 articles

ü Generally positive

ü National bike week and the progress on the riverside
walk/cycleway (Route 2) were common positive topics

ü Negative articles included objections to Park Bridge,
concerns over an An Taisce objection and a
dangerous level crossing

Limerick Post

ü 42 articles

ü Very positive

ü Over 60% of items related to events, including bike
week events

ü Only one unfavourable article, a commentary on the
councils commitment
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Source Analysis: Broadcast Media

Regular Interviews with Limerick
City Council and coverage of

Smarter Travel events
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Source Analysis: Social Media

As of November 2017

Facebook Page Likes 3,894

Twitter Followers 1,916
Total Tweets 2,575
Twitter Likes 2,024

Examples of Highest Reach Posts - 2016
Facebook post announcing Route 2
opening
Reach 66,747
Engagements 2,874

UL Smarter Travel Video
Reach 6,200
Views 1,716

Highest Tweet impressions
Culture night debate 2,420
Bike theft advice 2,639
Travel to Munster
Game 3,117
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Source Analysis: Website

ü Smarter Travel Limerick
Website

ü Has sections for schools, work,
college, infrastructure and
community.

ü Information on upcoming
events

ü Links to Facebook, Twitter,
Pintrest, Flickr and YouTube

ü Facilitates creation of online
groups
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Source Analysis: Limerick Smarter Travel YouTube Channel

ü 9 Videos

ü ‘Introducing Limerick Smarter
Travel (580 views)

ü ‘20 Weeks of Change’ overview
video (887 views)

ü 6 Individual Champion Videos
featuring ‘20 Weeks of Change’
participants  (3,901 views in total)

ü Videos also played in Limerick
cinemas
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Leaflets and City Centre Map

ü 3 Smarter Travel Information Leaflets:

• ‘Walk for Life’

• ‘Share for Life’

• ‘Cycle for Life’

ü City Centre Travel Information Map:

• Bicycle parking

• Main bus stops

• Regional rail/coach station

• Public bike stations

• Key destinations
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5. Media Source Analysis 
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Background 

Media monitoring was incorporated as part of the Smarter Travel 
Areas Evaluation with a view to understanding how the project and 
its impact has been perceived in the media.  

A media monitoring plan was put in place, with the support of local 
authorities, which captures all references to Smarter Travel in the 
following: 

 Print media 

 Broadcast media 

 Social media 

 Other Smarter Travel promotional measures such as events, 
websites and newsletters 
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Helicopter View 

 

 

 78 articles in ‘The      
Mayo News’ 

 25 articles in ‘The Mayo 
Advertiser’ 

 21 Radio stings 

 Numerous Radio 
interviews 

 1 RTE ‘Nationwide’ feature 

 

      

 1,700 school newsletters/year 

 Over 5,000 Greenway maps 
circulated 

 ‘In Town Without my Car’ 
booklets –   800 distributed 
across Westport schools 

 1 Westport Smarter Travel 
website 

 1,159 Facebook ‘Likes’ as of 
October 2017 

 399 Twitter followers as of 
October 2017 
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Overall Tone of Coverage 

64% 

17% 

17% 

1% 1% 

Strongly Favourable

Slightly Favourable

Neutral
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Strongly Unfavourable
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Favourable Coverage 

Most common favourable 
media items from 2013/2014 

1. Bike Buffet (9) 

2. Operation 
Transportation/Westport’s 
Smartest Travel Business 
(7) 

3. European Mobility Week (6) 

4. General Progress/Updates 
(5) 

5. WST Schools (4) 
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Favourable Coverage 

Most common favourable 
media items from 2015 – June 
2017 

1. Operation Transportation 
(18) 

2. WST Schools 
Events/Progress (9) 

3. Bike Buffet (8) 

4. Spring Forward Festival (6) 

5. European Mobility Week 
(4) 
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Unfavourable Coverage 

Unfavourable media items  in 
2013 

1. Changes to the Mall     
Bridge       (1)  [+ 4 ‘neutral’ 
articles] 

2. Management of the 
Greenway (1) 

No unfavourable items from 
2014 onwards.  
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Tone of Coverage – Year on Year Comparison 

Media Articles 

  Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 

2013 7 7 2 

2014 32 12 0 

2015 33 2 0 

2016 27 2 0 

2017  

(Jan 

to 

June) 9 0 0 

19% 

57% 

86% 

69% 

78% 

25% 

16% 

9% 

24% 

22% 

44% 

27% 

6% 7% 

6% 

6% 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

(Jan to June)

Strongly Favourable Slightly Favourable Neutral

Slightly Unfavourable Strongly Unfavourable

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
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Correlation with Programme Delivery 

First ‘Operation 
Transportation’ 
(workplaces) 

EU Mobility Week 
and Rugby Legends 

EU Mobility Week 
Operation 
Transportation 

Spring 
Forward Fest 

Operation 
Transportation 

EU Mobility Week 

Spring 
Forward Fest 

Spring 
Forward Fest 
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Print Media  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Mayo News  

 78 articles 

 Only two unfavourable articles 

 Almost 60% of articles linked to events and 
challenges, esp. Operation Transportation, Bike 
Buffets and Spring Forward festival.  

 Many positive  ‘comment’ and ‘other’ features, incl. 
‘Smarter Travel Diaries’ series and dedicated 
‘Celebrating Westport Smarter Travel’ supplement 

Mayo Advertiser  

 25 articles 

 Very positive, no unfavourable articles 

 68% of articles linked to events and challenges 

12% 

68% 

20% 

Commentary

Event

Progress

32% 

59% 

6% 

3% 

Commentary

Event

Other

Progress
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Broadcast Media  

 

 
Numerous Local 
Radio Interviews 
with Westport 
Smarter Travel 

Television 
Coverage on RTE 
and ‘Irish TV’ 
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Website 

Westport Smarter Travel Website 

 Details upcoming events, information about the project and the types 
and benefits of sustainable transport 

 Links to Facebook as well as email and phone contact details 

 A gallery of photos from past events 
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Social Media 

As of November 2017 
 

1,159 Facebook Page Likes  
 

399    Twitter Followers   
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Other Promotion: Greenway Map 

 A3 Map featuring the Westport Town  
Greenway Network, distributed: 

• With school newsletters 

• At Smarter Travel events 

• Library 

• Hotels, tourist office and bike hire 
shops 

 Reverse side includes: 

• Overview map of Great Western 
Greenway, 

• Safety tips for cyclists and  

• Information on pedestrian 
crossings and new ‘courtesy 
crossings’ 




	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page

