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Executive Summary

This document presents the final report for Project
RP2021: Greening Urban and Suburban Travel, which
was supported by the CRC for Low Carbon Living.

This project was a delivered as result of an extensive
collaboration which involved CRC research providers
and key end users, stakeholders and partners. The project
included a collaborative engagement between
researchers and students from Swinburne University of
Technology, University of South Australia, University of
Melbourne and CSIRO, who worked together with a key
industry partner, the Government of South Australia, to
deliver the project outcomes.

The project was initiated through extensive stakeholder
consultation starting with an international workshop held
in Adelaide in October 2013, followed by a national
workshop held in Melbourne in November 2014. The
project was informed by a number of CRC studies
including RP-2002, RP-2007, RP-2009, RP-2011, RP-
2015 and RP-2013, as well as RP-3017 (Adelaide Living
Lab). In doing so, the project addressed a number of CRC
milestones in Program 2 including R2.2.3, R2.3.4,
R2.4.5,U2.2.2,U2.3.2, and U2.4.5

CRG Inlemational Workshop on L
Carbon Mobilty (S, 2013)

Workshop Report and
Recommendations

GRE National Workshop on Gisening
Sutwrban Travel (Swinbume, 2014)

CRE Studies:

RP2002, RPI00T, RP200%, RP2011,
RP2015, RP2013, RPIOLT

Proposal on Greening Suburban
Travel (2015]

The overarching objective of this research was to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from passenger car usage in
urban and suburban areas. Transport activity is one of the
major sources of emissions related to the combustion of
fossil fuels in Australia. In 2010, transport contributed
83.2 Mt CO2 or 15.3% of Australia’s net emissions with
road transport accounting for 71.5 Mt CO2 or 86% of
national transport emissions. Passenger car usage in
urban areas was the largest transport source, contributing
8.5% of Australia’s net emissions and accounting for
around 39.7 Mt CO2.

This research was fundamentally an investigation into
new methods to provide urban and suburban public
transport and active travel options that offer efficient,
affordable and flexible trips while reducing reliance on
private vehicle use. There were several components to
this project which enabled a national team to investigate
interesting questions that are of immediate practical
importance. These include development of a number of
tools for estimating the carbon emissions benefits from
proposed intervention measures. Specifically, the
research comprised three complementary work packages
which included investigations of travel demand;

investigations of travel supply and transport planning
studies focusing on pathways to increasing customer
usage of alternative modes of transport; and development
and application of a framework for supporting effective
investment decisions that increase the uptake of the high
priority low carbon transport interventions.

This document is divided into three complementary
reports that address the different aspects of the project
described above.

The first report presents results from investigations of
travel demand and determinants of shifts in travel
behaviour from private vehicles to public transport and
active transport in the context of travel surveys and
analysis for six suburbs in Adelaide.

The second report includes modelling of transport mode
choices in the context of a case study for the Monash
National Employment and Innovation Cluster (MNEIC)
in Melbourne.

The third report is a summary of travel supply analysis
also in the context of the MNEIC case study.

This document should be read in conjunction with a
number of interim deliverables that looked into
identifying best practices and emerging trends, in
addition to other deliverables that looked into travel
demand analysis.

One of the key contributions of this work is the
identification of a framework for supporting effective
investment decisions that increase the uptake of low
carbon transport interventions. This has been achieved
with a combination of the tools and the research streams
as detailed in an accompanying final report that detailed
the tools that have been developed in this research.

Another key contribution of the work is the
establishment of a research agenda that can guide future
effort in this area. This agenda will provide a unique
opportunity to enhance support for Australian research
and innovation by building on existing transport
research and intellectual capital.

This research not only represented a major investment
in the future of low carbon mobility and sustainable
transport in Australia, it also provided a distinctive
training ground for students, staff and industry
practitioners who worked together on problems and
identified solutions of immediate impact.
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Executive Summary

The overarching aim of this study is to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions derived from
passenger car usage in suburban areas.
Currently 86% of Australians live in suburbs,
concentrating car use and the associated
carbon emissions in these areas. Apart from
outlining current trends on suburban travel, the
key aim of this project is to report the analysis
of the stated preferences and household
surveys, carried out to determine current mode
choices and transport priorities of suburban
residents and to explore other sustainable
travel options available to them. This report
also includes the analysis of the demand for
public travel, using smartcard data.

This study surveyed residents in six suburbs
across the greater Adelaide region to
determine travel preferences. The survey was
conducted across three inner suburbs within
five kilometres of the city (Bowden, Brooklyn
Park and Tusmore), and three more at least ten
kilometres from the city centre (Aberfoyle Park,
Campbelltown and Parafield Gardens).
Participants were asked about their habits and
preferences regarding various travel modes:
privately-owned cars, shared vehicles
including public transport, cars used by share
schemes or for carpooling, and the active
modes of walking and cycling. Questions for
the distant suburbs focused more on motorised
transport. This survey consisted of two types of
guestion: current travel choices, and future
choices under hypothetical conditions. From
the hypothetical choices, this study found that
total travel time is the most important attribute
when users are choosing a transport mode,
with cost coming a close second. When
respondents were asked about options for
accessing public transport services, they
reported a strong preference towards driving a
car to an interchange rather than walking to a
nearby stop; many demanded an expansion of
existing parking areas. This demand is at odds
with the current policy direction of exploiting the
increased value of land around public transport

stops. A significant number of respondents, i.e.
40% of the surveyed population of the three
more distant suburbs, were willing to use public
transport at interchanges if they were well
connected by shuttle services, and even willing
to pay an additional $2.50 to get a shuttle to
high-quality service. This puts the onus on
public transport providers to incorporate both
cars and push bikes as fast modes of access to
their networks, at no extra charge to users.

An accurate estimation of public transport
origin and destination (OD) will be a significant
help to public agencies involved in route
rationalisation and lead to higher patronage of
public transport. This research presents an
overview of ridership patterns in Adelaide,
using one-month MetroCard data. Analysis of
on-time performance of bus services shows
less variability in lateness on weekends,
although a lower percentage of prepaid tickets
are used at this time.

This report is divided into five chapters. The
first chapter introduces the topic and outlines
the current trend relating to suburban travel.
The second and third chapters review and
synthesise earlier published work relating to
travel preferences and discusses details of the
surveys, including the stated preference and
household surveys, conducted in Adelaide for
this study. The third chapter explains the
analysis of the stated preference and
household surveys, and the fourth deals with
smartcard data analysis. This report concludes
with  a chapter of discussion and
recommendations. Analysis for this report was
done with the help of specialised software
including Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) Ngene and Nlogit. Appendices one to
three present the survey questionnaires and
scripts written for this study.
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Introduction

Australia’s fastest growing emissions source is
transport (Climate Council 2016). As the vast
majority of Australians live in suburbs, it is
important to understand their choices of
transport modes and develop strategies
influencing them to use those that are
sustainable. A suburban setting is on the
threshold of population density sufficient to
justify the provision of public services and
public transport is an energy-efficient method
of moving large groups of people.

The current public transport network in
Adelaide was conceived in the 19th century
and refined throughout the early 20th. In the
later 20th century, after World War I, the
advent of the motor car caused the network to
fall into decline. At first glance, cars certainly
seem more efficient than public transport. First,
by eliminating the walking time needed to
access public transport and the continual need
to stop to serve other passengers, cars provide
a quicker end to end travel. Second, because
they are not shared, cars provide privacy and
are ready to go whenever demanded. Finally,
drivers have a sense of control over their travel,
a powerful psychological benefit (Taylor 2017).
As cars allowed the population to become
accustomed to these attributes, public
transport suffered; it could not compete. A
strong dislike for walking spawned the first and
last mile problem. Recently cars have been re-
imaged as space inefficient, creating
congestion and pollution when moving en
mass: they are no longer considered the ideal
future transport. The problem now is how to
improve public transport and make it relevant
again.

Walking is a transport mode that is available to
the majority of the public, and a vast network of
footpaths is available to facilitate the movement
of pedestrians. However, because of the slow
speed of walking (Roislien et al. 2009), it is
unsuitable as an end-to-end mode for the
majority of journeys although it remains an
important secondary mode as it links a

person’s origin or destination to the primary
transport mode. Walking is the most common
method used to access and alight from public
transport vehicles (Sleep, Somenahalli &
Mosallanejad 2013). For journeys where there
is no car parking available immediately outside
the destination, walking is required.

Bicycles provide the flexibility of a car, taking
riders from where they are to where they want
to be, and are much quicker than walking an
average 18 kilometres per hour is easily
achievable on a bike. However, there are
significant downsides as well: even on flat
terrain, with good tyres and adjustable gear
ratios, maintaining speed requires much
energy and causes the rider to sweat. Australia
very hot weather (and its sometimes-wet
weather), is not conducive to arriving into work
bandbox-fresh. Any canopy installed to combat
these issues would make the bicycle too heavy
for use (other cities have investigated installing
canopies over whole corridors) (Finger 2017).
Finally, there are safety concerns: cyclists use
the same roads and interact with much larger
vehicles with their sometimes inconsiderate
drivers. This is not to say the bicycle is a thing
of the past: as people have begun to feel safer
cycling, there has been a resurgence of interest
in this transport mode.

Since the end of World War Il, the use of public
transport in Australian cities has declined as
the automobile industry has grown. Car
ownership has increased rapidly since this
time, and the car has evolved beyond being a
means of transportation into a subject of
interest and a cherished lifestyle among many
people in the world ( Bureau of Infrastructure
Transport and Regional Economics 2013). In
Australia, the car population is growing faster
than the human population, and more than
90% of Australians live in a household with
access to a car.

Traffic congestion is a major problem for urban
Australia. Figure 1 shows that congestion
levels are increasing by 2 to 4% annually. This
congestion forces private vehicle users to
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spend more time on roads. Bus patronage is
generally weak around the country, to some
extent because of the growing levels of
congestion. Efforts to shift at least a few
percentage points of car trip users to public
transport will help reverse this problem.
However, while public transport patronage
remains low it is difficult to justify spending
money on improvements to service, and
government agencies have tended to respond
by reducing supply, with the effect of increasing

Congestion level
(2008 - 2016)
Percent of extra travel time

W

[
]

Laemttt
i

shriddrasensnent’
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the general shift to driving as public transport
becomes less and less convenient or, indeed,
available. Recent efforts have been made to
stop this cycle as the negative social and
environmental ramifications of cars and their
contribution to air pollution have become
increasingly evident. Moves are now being
undertaken to make people less automobile-
dependent and more fit and active by
undertaking, for instance, regular walking.
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Figure 1: Congestion Levels in Key Australian Metropolitan Cities. TTF & LEK Consulting, 2018

The majority of Australians believe that we
should be doing more to reduce our
environmental impact. However, 72.4% of all
kilometres driven in the 12 months to October
2014 were in privately owned passenger
vehicles (ABS 2015), with an average fuel
efficiency of 10.7 L/100km. With an average
bus fuel efficiency of 28.8L/100 km, there is a
net fuel saving even if only three people ride
the bus instead of driving. Rail vehicles (trains
and trams) are faster than buses and even
more efficient, due to the low friction of steel
wheels on steel rails. Transport for NSW (2017)
reported that greenhouse gas emissions per

passenger kilometre for rail transport is as
much as five times less than those from cars.
Walking and cycling are even better for the
environment as they require a much narrower
paved surface and require no fuel.

Why do only about 12% of people choose to
commute by public transport or active transport
(walking or cycling)? The answer is that our
beliefs do not necessarily determine our
actions (Heberlein 2012). If informing people is
not the answer, how can people’s behaviour be
influenced? Several methods have been tried,
ranging from large network changes like those
in Portland in the United States, with a high-
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frequency grid for bus routes (Walker, 2012), to
small temporary changes like giving habitual
drivers in Kyoto (Japan) a free one-month bus
pass to try and instii a new habit (Fuji &
Kitamura 2003). In both cases, some success
was noted but only to a small degree. Can we
reduce people’'s car dependence by making
driving more difficult or expensive? In isolation
this is not possible, given the political or
economic repercussions it might cause, but
combining it with improved public transport
may offer a significant gain in public transport
patronage (Wegener 1996). For instance, in
Stockholm, Sweden, a congestion charge was
introduced along with public transport service
improvements (Heberlein 2012). While there
was an initial reluctance to change, this was
overcome because the improved public
transport services could replicate the same
trips previously undertaken in cars.

The cities of different countries are vastly
different, with different physical forms and
collective attitudes. These attitudes have to be
directed before change can take place. In
Australia, passengers find that needing to
transfer to complete a journey is a significant
deterrent, especially for commuters. In
Adelaide very few trips on public transport
(29%) require a transfer, but they still have only
10% of the share of work trips. In London, by
comparison, 44% of all underground journeys
require a transfer (Guo & Wilson 2011). Often
this difference is considered to be a matter of
density: London has a much higher density
then Adelaide (and other Australian cities). Yet
while density may well have an impact, it does
not seem to be the governing factor in other
cities across the world that share similar sizes
and densites as Melbourne but have
significantly higher public transport shares; the
reason for this is considered to be a matter of
the quality of the services. For instance, In
Vancouver the strategy prioritised public
transport and other service improvements early
on, recognising that changes in urban density
and form are slow processes.

Earlier research (Heberlein 2012) suggests
that complementary changes have a much
greater effect than individual ones. Various
methods have been suggested to improve
public transport ridership and reduce CO:
emissions from a mobile population. As might
be expected, these work best when they are
applied together. It is not enough to simply
provide a better public transport service; nor
will charging drivers more lead to systematic
change.

Unlike Stockholm, Adelaide has a very low
suburban density, and many people consider
this to account for the low utilisation of public
transport within the suburban region (Mannix
2013). To date, attempts to increase usage of
public transport have not been successful. In
this case, public transport options were added
only after the housing developments were
complete: it is much harder to change a
resident’s behaviour once a habit has been
formed. Conversely, as noted by the
Melbourne Public Transport Users Association,
Vancouver is providing public transport
services before housing developments actually
begin (PTUA 2016). This allows new residents
to factor in this option before moving in.

While it may be tempting to build a way out of
transportation problems, there is some
evidence that this is not the way forward (Mees
2014). In Victoria, the recent Regional Rail Link
project and the upcoming Melbourne Metro are
huge construction projects in dollar terms but
focusing on transport to the central business
district (CBD) will not provide systematic
behaviour changes. Instead, better use needs
to be made of existing infrastructure. Large-
scale solutions such as increasing urban
density or constructing new transport corridors
are also slow to implement. Improving access
to existing facilities and upgrading these
facilities might be a more effective way to
achieve sustainability goals in the shortest
timeframe. For the new services that are
required, Bus Rapid Transit is well balanced for
a city the size of those in Australia. This mode
has medium to high capacity, reasonable route
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flexibility, and good speed. Where it has been
implemented already, in Brisbane and
Adelaide, the results have been very
encouraging. In Adelaide it was noted that
there was a very firm boundary outside which
bus use was low. The O-Bahn busway services
expanded this boundary to the north-east, from
its otherwise generally circular form. The O-
Bahn Busway is a guided busway that is part of
the bus rapid transit system servicing the north-
eastern suburbs of Adelaide, South Australia.

Much research has been published on public
transport accessibility (Malekzadeh 2015;
Mclintosh, Trubka & Newman 2014) although
only a very few papers focus on transit as a
provider of accessibility rather than as a service
to be accessed (Yigitcanlar et al. 2007). Of
those papers that address network patterns,
the grid network layout ( Chien and Schonfeld
1997; Walker 2012) is a popular choice as it
provides the highest access to all neighbouring
nodes with a minimum number of transfers.
Even so, this layout still requires transfers to
get passengers from a point of origin to a
destination. There is a great deal of research
into passenger preference, and the case study
by Guo and Wilson (2011) suggests that a
better understanding of transfer behaviour and
improvements to the transfer experience could
significantly benefit public transport systems.
This research suggests that some sections of
the travelling public are more deterred by
transfers than others, particularly those
commuting to work or school. Transfer waiting
time is such a deterrent that it was modelled at
twice the time cost of travel time in Brisbane
(Yigitcanlar et al. 2007). In addition, potential
users can have conflicting aims, such as the
desire to get anywhere (accessibility) and the
desire to do so in one vehicle (convenience). A
grid network may help resolve accessibility
issues regarding minimum transfers, but how
many transfers is too many? One study carried
out in the Brisbane area found that passengers
had a strong high reluctance to choose trips
requiring even one transfer (Malekzadeh
2015). A study in Brisbane (Buys & Miller 2011)

found that a combination of physical and
psychological factors was required to describe
convenience, although the study found it
impossible to quantiy how much impact
individual factors had on people’s choices.

Perception of public transport options is of
great importance, but what drives it? Transit
maps play a large part in selling a network to
new users; it is known that these maps are
distorted for simplicity. A drawback of this effect
was discovered only recently: passengers in
London were observed taking sub-optimal trips
because they looked optimal on the schematic
map (Guo 2011). In all Australian cities
attempts have been made to develop high-
quality schematic maps, but currently available
schematic maps are designed by modes
instead of route. This is predominantly because
the suburban area is so vast that fitting it on a
schematic is a significant challenge. Other
studies have indicated that reliability and
punctuality have a significant impact (Adelaide
Metro, 2012; Nankervis 2016).

Often a small deviation from perfection in an
urban public transport service attracts an angry
response, suggesting that day-to-day
variability in travel time has a great impact on
people’s perception of the service. In this case,
all transit modes were operating above 91%
punctuality. It seems people put great faith in
printed material in general with the transit maps
and timetables held up as public transport
gospel.

In contrast, providing travel time information to
drivers is a much newer concept, with Google
Maps giving estimates and a system called
‘Addinsight’ providing Adelaide drivers with
information on their phones and via roadside
signs at strategic locations. Addinsight is a
traffic intelligence system centered on a
network of low-cost receivers that can provide
network-wide performance indicators in real
time. This information is fairly variable, so
drivers are not as likely to have a strong
attachment to an exactly estimated time of
arrival.
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In the context of a car or public transport mode
choice, some overseas research from the
Netherlands (Van Excel & Rietveld 2010)
suggests that if a public transit trip has a total
door-to-door travel time of 1.5 times that of
driving, it begins to seem competitive to
potential passengers. Is this applicable in the
Australian context? What happens if you get
below a unity ratio, i.e., public transport is
actually quicker? In Perth the results have been
astounding: the southern rail corridor with
trains traveling at 130km/h has vastly
exceeded all expectations (McIntosh, Newman
& Glazebrook 2013).

Currently, Australia has the highest cost of
congestion in the world (Arup 2016). Given the
suburban nature of our cities, this is a difficult
but hugely important issue to address. The
literature often fails to address improvements
to the suburban form, instead implying that the
suburbs are the enemy and need to become
denser. While walking and cycling play a huge
role in reducing congestion in the world’s most
successful cities (for example, Paris has a 48%
walking mode share (Arup 2016), which
contributes to its appeal both as a tourist
destination and as a place to live), in the
Australian suburban context, walking and
cycling alone are not the structural fixes they
are in denser cities. The low density in Australia
results in longer trip distances, and it is
unreasonable to assume that these trips can be
undertaken by the slower modes of walking
and cycling. These modes are currently being
used as complementary; however, as
suggested by Krygsman, Dijst and Arentze
(2004), other, faster modes could be used for
the access and egress legs of a public
transport journey, enlarging the catchment
areas around transport nodes. In this way, it
seems existing nodes and their surrounding
suburban developments could be geared
towards achieving goals of sustainability and
social inclusion as Transit Oriented
Developments. Given the Australian context, it
is important to address this issue. Our suburbs
are not going to disappear: far from it: even as

younger generations express less desire to be
car-dependent (Arup 2016), they are moving
into fringe suburbs.

More research into the decision-making
process is needed among the Adelaide
population. Following the work of David
Hensher (Hensher & Button 2007) it was
decided that a stated choice experiment is an
appropriate tool to address this issue of mod
choice.

One of the important objectives of this research
is to address the question of how to encourage
people from Australian suburbs to use
sustainable, low carbon transport modes of
mass transit, cycling and walking. Since the
transport modes people habitually take may not
be the best for the environment, it is important
to understand their travel choices and estimate
the utility functions for alternative sustainable
modes. This research employs Revealed
Preference (RP) and Stated Preference (SP)
surveys to understand this issue for the case
study of Adelaide. It also analyses public
transport smart card data to investigate the
issue of reliability, a key component that will
influence their usage. Finally, this analysis
suggests measures to encourage people to
favour public and active transport modes.
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Stated Preference and Revealed

Preference Surveys

Ninety-six people from the three selected inner
suburbs of Adelaide, and 169 from the three
outer suburbs, took part in this survey. They
were able to volunteer information such as
specific  origins and destinations and
information relating to their travel. Where
information was provided, it was often specific
to a mode of travel such as driving or public
transport. The information gathered from the
surveys helped the team to understand current
behaviours and made it possible to create a
model that could predict future mode shifts
under various conditions. This model took the
logit form, and point elasticities were
determined to indicate the public’s sensitivity to
various aspects of transport such as cost or
time.

Information was also obtained about those
currently using Adelaide’s public transport
network, in the form of boarding records. This
data was used to check the insights gained
from the surveys and reduce any bias. Some
respondents may overestimate their desire to
shift to another mode of transport, and the
boarding dataset does not contain such biases,
SO we can see which services are most
attractive and quantify this against the service
attributes in the survey.

Data collection for this project included
undertaking two surveys in the designated
suburbs of Adelaide. The surveys were split
into three sections, with two sections collecting
RP information, relating to respondents’ current
behaviour and opinions, and the other
collecting SP information, which is concerned
with  people’s choices under controlled
hypothetical conditions. The two RP sections
differed in their focus and geographic reach,
with one, a household survey, asking questions
about the travel of persons in households in the
suburbs within five kilometres of Adelaide CBD
where active transport modes such as cycling
and walking are available; the other concerned
people travelling from the middle to outer

suburbs, with the focus on public transport
options. The respondents in the outer suburbs
also received the SP survey about choices of
transport mode in different scenarios. The
questions involved providing the respondent
with a hypothetical task, in this case a journey,
and various options (modes) by which it might
be achieved. These options had different
attributes such as speed and comfort, and
changes in these attributes could be
investigated across a series of tasks. While RP
guestions are important in revealing decisions
made under real conditions, SP questions
serve to generate utility functions, indicating
the expected response of the public to future
scenarios.

The three inner suburbs received a simple RP
survey, with many of the same questions as in
the major survey, and a few more targeting the
use of active transport modes such as walking
and cycling. Tusmore, Bowden and Brooklyn
Park were selected because they represented
low use of active transport, i.e. walking and
cycling in going to work, as documented in the
2011 census. The three outer suburbs were
selected after examination of the GIS maps of
the 2011 census data revealed they had low
rates of catching public transport to work.
‘Ngene’ software was used to develop various
SP scenario options, while ‘Nlogit’ software
was employed to derive utility functions and
elasticities.

Ethics approval

Once the survey questionnaire was finalised, it
was sent for ethics approval. The Ethics
Committee of the University of South Australia
made a few recommendations, the most
important being that we provide potential
participants with enough information that they
could make an informed decision about
participating. An information sheet about the
project was developed to achieve this
objective. The SP survey was carried out in the
form of interviews, so a flyer was designed by
which respondents could signal that they were
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opting out of the study. Although the
methodology changed from interviews to postal
surveys during the survey process, there was
no update required for this as we had already
received approval to undertake a postal survey.

As part of this procedure reimbursement was
considered. It was decided that 24 gift cards
from Coles would be distributed to participants
once the survey was completed, 12 for each
survey. However, the longer SP survey proved
onerous, so a further 24 cards were obtained to
compensate respondents for their efforts. This
extra incentive was most effective in Parafield
Gardens, leading to a noticeable increase in
responses.

Sample size

Using the random sampling equation from
Survey Methods for Transport Planning
(Richardson, Meyburg & Ampt 1995),
achieving a 95% confidence interval across the
three suburbs required a minimum 100
responses. For the postal RP survey of the
inner suburbs this target was achieved, but five
months of surveying returned a total sample of
160 for the longer survey of the outer suburbs.
This was at least 50 replies in each suburb,
reaching a minimum confidence interval of 92%
in all three cases.

For the postal survey of the inner suburbs,
cluster sampling was employed: small groups
of addresses were selected to receive surveys
in the mail. Each cluster included the same
number of addresses, and given the grid layout
of all three suburbs, these clusters were
located around intersections for simplicity.
These clusters were likely to be similar, given
the locational characteristics, so it was
assumed that each cluster would represent one
sample for error calculation; the number of
these clusters was such that errors were less
than 11%. For the newly developed inner
suburbs with smaller populations, every
household was mailed; the mailing list was
provided by Renewal SA. These surveys were
much shorter than the SP variant and allowed

up to six responses from each household on
each form. This resulted in a much larger
response rate than what was required, and with
these plus the household samples we
exceeded the minimum values for a
representative sample with 90% certainty.

Stated preference survey attributes

The four choices given in the SP survey were
divided into two categories: a public transport
category encompassing bus and rail options
(including O-Bahn services) and a drive
category including options for driving alone or
in a carpool with people known to the
participants. Commuting by bicycle was
omitted from the options in the RP component
of the survey because the average commute in
Australia (on average 15.6 kilometres) is above
a distance considered cyclable (Bureau of
Infrastructure  Transport and  Regional
Economics 2015). As well, the attributes for a
bicycle journey differ significantly from those of
motorised modes, with greater importance
placed on safety and fitness levels. Comparing
cycling to modes with a monetary cost is also
quite difficult.

With labelled choice options selected, three
attributes for investigation were defined:
monetary, time, and flexibility costs. The dollar
costs used as attributes are only visible to the
decision-maker. They are particularly difficult to
estimate because they can be separate from
the act of driving: some people might include
fuel, maintenance, depreciation, registration
and insurance in their calculations, but costs
like insurance and registration are not clearly
tied to the act of driving. Even fuel costs are
problematic: when people fill up at the service
station, they cover the cost of all the driving
done in the period since the last fuel purchase,
without thinking about how much their
commute cost is compared with other trips, for
example, for a social outing. Our scenarios
asked about respondents’ choice if all modes
were available: i.e. they had access to a car.
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Cost variables

Four attribute levels for cost were included:,
extra low, low, medium and high. For public
transport options this was easy enough, with
different fare structures available; in some
cases one dollar was added to account for a
driving component, to the station or
interchange. The fare products were as follows:
the extra-low value of $4 represented an adult
concession fare; for the low option the 28-day
pass was assumed to be used, and its cost
divided by two lots of 20 working days with a
free access mode such as walking or cycling;
the medium option assumed that standard
Metrocard fares applied; and the high option
assumed that day tickets (paper) were
purchased.

Car-based trips were more difficult to
distinguish as the associated costs are much
less visible. Costs associated with owning a
vehicle, insurance and registration, for
example, were excluded from the
guestionnaire since the focus of this study is a
reduction in total kilometres driven, not car
ownership.  Maintenance costs were also
excluded as earlier research shows that the
impact of this is small per kilometre and is often
discounted by members of the public (Gardner
& Abraham 2007) leaving fuel and parking
costs. The easiest cost to deal with is parking,
and the daily parking costs at commercial
carparks in the Adelaide CBD were collected.
Low, medium and high values were found, and
a free ($0) value was added to this range to
account for free parking on the street or
provided by the workplace. Although the most
obvious driving expense is fuel, getting realistic
values for this cost is quite difficult.

A number of assumptions were made to
calculate these values. First, a trip length
needed to be assumed, and so 20 kilometres
was chosen. This is the distance to the
Adelaide CBD from the centre of Aberfoyle
Park or the northern part of Parafield Gardens.
These trips both take about 30 minutes, so this
was taken as the base travel time. The
Australian Bureau of Statistics) estimates the

average efficiency for light vehicles in Australia
is 11.5 litres per 100 kilometres (L/100 km).
Given this average a lower value was chosen,
based on measurements from a 2.4L engine
driven gently between Adelaide and Mawson
Lakes and using 7.7L/100 km. A higher value
of 15.4L/100 kilometres was used to represent
a larger car. The team had no access to a
larger car and assumed a standard distribution
of fuel efficiencies around the average. Finally,
the volume of fuel used in a 20-kilometre
journey was calculated. With this done the
challenge of fuel price was broached, with huge
variability over very short periods (the current
price cycle produces a 27% change over each
month from $1.10 to $1.40 a litre). An average
monthly price for March 2017 was found on the
RAA website, and $as used to generate costs.
The pricing remained consistent during the
design and conduct of the survey, and there
was no reason to predict any significant change
in the imminent future.

Four parking cost and three fuel cost options
permit a huge number of potential
combinations. For this reason, fuel and parking
costs were provided separately and then
summarised for respondents to consider. The
cost of fuel was separated from the task of
driving and aggregated across all trips between
visits to the service station. This separation
may have resulted in reducing the impact of
this variable on decisions in real situations; it is
far from the pay per trip model of public
transport.

Travel times

Car travel is the simplest case, providing a
baseline with limited variability. Public transport
travel time ratios were generated based on
trials using the Google Maps trip planning
software. Trips above two and below 0.9 travel
time ratios were excluded, the upper bound
time ratio of 2 was chosen because such travel
time was uncommon and deemed to be so
undesirable. The lower bound of 0.9 was
chosen as few of the trips trialled on the
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software generated a value this low, and as the
public perception of public transport in
AdelaideWhere carpooling is concerned, the
extra travel time is due to making stops and
detours to pick up or drop off passengers.
These ratios were multiplied by 30 and
presented to the participants as travel time.
Thirty minutes was chosen as it is neither
insignificantly short or overly long and is
considered a reasonable time to travel from the
outer suburbs to the CBD under the free-
flowing conditions experienced in Adelaide;
The travel time values were fed into the Ngene
software so that choice combinations could be
selected, as while representing the same
information, they provided a higher resolution;
that is to say, there is numerically a larger
separation between 27 and 60 minutes than
between 0.9 and 2. Ngene uses these numbers
to evaluate the efficiency of the design without
knowing what the units are or what they mean
to the respondent. This is particularly critical for
coded values where the numbers do not
represent a continuous variable that people
would normally assign to a number. An
example of this is the facility variable below,
with discrete values of 0, 1, 2, 3 or 4.

Access/egress time breakdowns

For time breakdowns, access and egress were
expressed in five-minute intervals.This
resolution provides enough difference to be
noticeable while maintaining the properties of a
small change. The maximum access/egress
intervals were capped at 15 minutes, the
assumed upper limit of attractive walking to or
from public transport. This assumption applied
to captive public transport users rather than
choice riders. After some trials, however, it was
decided to reduce access walk times to
increments of four minutes because 15 minutes
was having an abnormally large effect on
choice.

Where rail modes (including the O-Bahn) were
considered, the access/egress distance was
driven rather than walked in all but one option.

Attributes specific to public transport modes

Like the access and egress times, frequencies
are given in five-minute intervals as this is a
common interval. The values of 5, 10 and 15
cover the full range of current peak hour
headways, generally 15 or 7.5 minutes, when
investigating whether potential passengers
would require significant improvement before
this mode was accepted. These are the
timetabled values and assume perfect
reliability. Due to the already complex nature of
the survey, no attempt was made to account for
the effect of perceived reliability.

To reduce the number of attribute levels, the
interchange facilities were accumulated into
four ranks based on the current situation. They
are coded from 0 to 4 (for café). The cumulative
nature means that a higher ranked facility
offers all the services available in a lower
ranked facility, plus additional services. For
instance, a café provides morning coffee and
evening refreshments in addition to the
security, transport information, and toilets
offered by the transit interchange.

Although travel time reliability is an important
consideration when people plan a trip
(Coulombel and de Palma 2012), this attribute
was not considered in this survey. It was
primarily ruled out because no measure could
be devised that was sufficiently simple to
comprehend and convey enough information to
the respondent. A statistical approach was
trialled to estimate the probability of ‘on time’
arrival, but proved too taxing to evaluate.
Another approach is to provide a range of travel
times for each scenario, but this would make it
difficult to evaluate what the respondent is
assessing. So many attributes were already
being provided that it was felt that no more
should be added. Table 1 lists all the SP
attributes and their levels.
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Table 1 Stated Preference Attributes and Their Levels

Medium: 10 minutes’ walk

High: 15 minutes’ walk

Medium: 5 minutes’ walk

High: 10 minutes’ walk

Attribute Public Transport Drive Carpool/share
Cost (fuel/fare) + $1 for Extra Low: $4 (% drive)
Park and Ride options $4.60
P Low: $6 $2.30
. $6.90
Medium: $8 $3.50
. $9.20
High: $11 $4.60
Cost of parking — Free Free
$8* $5
$16 $10
$24 $15
Travel time 15 minutes (train only) 25 minutes 30 mins
20 minutes (train only) 30 minutes 35 mins
25 minutes (train only) 35 minutes 40 mins
30 minutes (train only)
35 minutes
40 minutes (bus only)
45 minutes (Bus Only)
Peak hour frequency High: timetabled every 5 mins - -
Medium :every 10 mins
Low: Every 15 mins
Distance to bus stop 4 minutes’ walk - -
(basic facilities) .
8 minutes’ walk
12 minutes’ walk
Distance to Walk, as above, - -
interchange/station ) .
5 minutes’ drive
10 minutes’ drive
Egress distance Low; 5 minutes’ walk Low: No walk needed Same as a
(distance to work) drive option

Stop/interchange facilities
(all operation hours)

0: Bus stop No Shelter
1: Shelter (basic interchange)
2: Toilet

3: Passenger office: public transport
information

4: Café: food/drink
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Postal RP surveys

The RP survey of the inner suburbs was
conducted by post as physical addresses were
available, making it possible to target the
selected suburbs. Furthermore, postal delivery
meant that potential participants had the survey
in hand rather than having to make contact or
request an online form. Of the 1171 surveys
sent out, 98 were returned: very close to the
sample target of 100. The sample rate of 8.37
is reasonable for this method of delivery.

While designed to be similar, there were
differences in the information recorded in each
survey. The RP postal survey of the inner
suburbs was designed to capture responses
from several members of a household. While
this approach was also planned for the
interview surveys, it took too long and

exceeded the patience of most respondents, so
a single representative was sought from each
household. The gquestion concerning the most
regular destination differed significantly, but
like the survey of the inner suburbs it had two
spaces for destinations: one for work/study and
one for other destinations if applicable. In the
interview survey only the most common
destination was recorded. Participants in the
postal survey were expected to answer only the
most relevant question, but many people chose
to answer both destination related question.
These differences mean that the number of
destinations per household does not correlate
across surveys and great care must be taken
when analysing this information. Figure 2
below shows one typical sampling cluster
surveyed in the outer suburb of Tusmore.

Figure 2 Inner Suburb (Tusmore) Sampling Cluster Map
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Combined RP & SP surveys

It became evident that different suburbs
respond differently to different methods. For
example, the people of Parafield Gardens had
the lowest response to surveys delivered in
person but the highest response to the postal
survey with the increased incentive, suggesting
that they value privacy and are financially
driven. Aberfoyle Park had a much lower
response rate to the postal survey with
increased incentive format. Campbelltown
response rates to both survey formats were
similar and it possibly the case that people here
are more neutral.

To give potential respondents warning of the
arrival of surveyors and an opportunity to opt
out, a flyer was distributed before the door-
knocking. This meant every survey location
had to be visited twice, and it also reduced the
sample size because residents with ‘no junk
mail’ signs on their letterboxes could not be
contacted. The time between delivering the
flyer and the survey was critical, but difficult to
optimise. Delivering flyers 24 hours ahead of
the survey was tried first, but proved too short
as people did not check their mail every day.
The survey process was much slower along a
road, and on a number of occasions flyers were
dropped off far ahead of where the surveyors
finished their day. It was decided not to try
these houses later as the flyers said that
contact would be made within 24 hours.

This process was not a total waste of time as a
few interviews were arranged with people who
used the contact details on the flyers. Learning
from this, it was decided to deliver a whole
month’s flyers in a single session. This had its
own problems, and a number of phone calls
indicating dissatisfaction with the opt-out
method were received. People were instructed
to put the flyer by their letterbox if they were not
interested, and the calls related to people not
wanting to have the flyer out all month. It also
became apparent that people were not aware
they would have to fix the flyer in place. The

surveyors assumed this to be common sense,
but on a number of occasions people answered
the door and stated they put the flyer outside,
but it was nowhere to be seen.

Face-to-face interview surveys

Initially a route was traced through Parafield
Gardens with the plan of moving along this path
day by day dropping off flyers, then returning to
knock on doors and do the surveying. One
street (roughly 300m) was chosen to test this
methodology and it was found to work nicely—
although only one response was received. This
method soon proved to be overly ambitious: it
took a few hours to go 2.8 km through the
suburb and distribute the flyers. The intent was
to follow this path for one week, and the flyers
provided the date range of the expected
surveys. Due to clashes between the
availability of surveyors and when people were
at home, only a kilometre was covered; the rest
of this route was abandoned. It was decided
after this to broaden the date range and include
contact details on flyers. This met with some
success, with three of the best responses
coming from surveys arranged in this way.

As the survey of the outer suburbs was more
time-consuming (taking about 30 mins to fill), it
was decided to approach participants in person
and interview them. It was decided a flyer
would be dropped off letting people know of our
intent to survey and allow them to opt out with
a simple sign by the letterbox. This flyer was
delivered to people’s letterboxes but not to
those where a ‘no junk mail’ sign or something
similar. The follow-up door knocking further
excluded houses, where a ‘do not knock’ sign
was evident.

The interview method obtained the best
quality of response as we were on hand to
answer any questions. The majority of people
did not answer their doors, and only a small
fraction of those who did had time for a
survey. If somebody opened their door but did
not have time to answer, we left the survey
with them to return at the end of our survey
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session and return to collect them. There was
a good success with this, as about a third of
these responses were collected.

Ainkarra Park /

Aberfoyle Park g
High Schoal h

o The Hub

J‘T’T 43 - +#e—Thalassa Park

Google

Figure 3: Outer Suburb (Aberfoyle) Sampling Cluster Map

Postal interview surveys

As staffing became difficult and potential
respondents were absent during a holiday
break, it was decided to deliver survey forms
to letterboxes; this had the bonus of covering
houses that either had a ‘do not knock’ sign or
where no one was home when we called.
Inserting surveys into envelopes took about a
minute each; our best time was 300 surveys
packaged in one day. In one week 900 survey

Figure 3 below shows one typical sampling
cluster surveyed in one of the outer suburbs
(Aberfoyle Park) where red represents selected
streets where face-to-face interviews were
conducted.

forms were printed, processed and hand
delivered across the three study suburbs.

Processing surveys involve taking printed A4
sheets and folding them before adding a reply
envelope and putting the whole packet in an
envelope for delivery. The flexibility of deciding
and implementing flexible delivery times was
critical to success. Surveys were delivered to
letterboxes and only those with ‘No Junk Mail’
or ‘Authorised Australia post mail only’ were
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excluded as the survey was not advertising
material or a circular.

In the end, we received 40 posted surveys
primarily due to vacant blocks being selected
from a map. Once this postal method was
decided upon we saved $2000 in postage and
ensured all the surveys reached an inhabited

property.

Validation

Journey to work data from the 2016 census
was investigated for all six suburbs. While great
differences were observed there were also
similarities, which was to be expected as the
respondents were reporting their most common
journey rather than their commute.

The income estimates we developed from the
survey results are reasonably consistent with
those recorded by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (2016). Our estimate for Aberfoyle
Park was 3.14% greater than the median value
produced by the ABS, and our value for
Brooklyn Park was 3.2% lower. We found
Bowden to be 7.9% higher than the ABS
median; this could be because this survey did
not include the single-storey housing in the
suburb’s north. The estimates for Parafield
Gardens and Tusmore were both significantly
below the ABS median, by 12.3% and 13%.
Finally, = Campbelltown reported having
incomes 30% higher than the ABS value.
These estimates are only rough guides for a
number of reasons: the respondents were
given the opportunity to opt out of the survey as
a whole or out of this question individually; and
these are self-reported values, so there may be
some bias.
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Analysis of Stated Preference and
Household Surveys

A number of analytical methods were utilised in
this study. Many of our resources went into the
creation of an econometric model that placed
values on the importance of different attributes
when people were choosing a mode of travel.
However, the question of where people were
travelling was best answered by a GIS map
analysis. Likewise, the question of preferred
public transport services was best answered
with a statistical analysis of Metrocard data.
The questions about mode choice related to
people’s perceptions, and here the text
responses provided an opportunity to capture
information that was difficult to investigate
numerically.

Gender differences

It was noted that across both the inner and
outer suburb surveys, women were more likely
to respond than men, at a ratio of 60:40. There
were significant differences in priorities
between genders. Men were more interested in
combining cycling with a public transport
journey, with 40% of those surveyed either
cycling already or considering cycling if more
facilities were provided. This compared to only

26% of the women. Women were more
conscious of safety, reporting that they felt
unsafe walking to and from public transport
stops, particularly at night. Given this, it is
surprising to see that the majority of public
transport users are female. Walking at night is
more acceptable to people, particularly women,
when there were many people around,
particularly of people known to them or in an
active street presence of pedestrians, café staff
or traders.

Econometric modelling

Utility functions were developed to help explain
people’s mode choice behaviours numerically,
and these are presented below. This study
reveals that speed or a reduction in travel time
is by far the most important factor in people’s
decision-making, with a coefficient an order of
magnitude larger than the next most important
factor, parking costs. This output also validates
our assumption that fuel costs and fares are
considered equivalents by people. This may
explain the small value of the coefficients here,
as all costs included either fuel or fare costs of
a similar magnitude. The services available at
a public transport stop had very little impact on
the decision.

U (Train) =-0.06581*Fare — 0.06581*FuelCost - 6.6706*TravelTime — 0.00852*Headway

— 0.03373*DriveAccess - 0.05129*Egress + 0.00704*Facilities

+ 0.00048*HHIncome+0.08220*Gender

U (Bus) =-0.06581*Fare - 6.6706*TravelTime — 0.00852*Headway —0.05877*WalkAccess

- 0.05129*Egress + 0.00704*Facilities + 0.00048*HHIncome + 0.08220*Gender

U (Drive) =-0.06912*FuelCost — 0.12477*CostParking 5.35096*TravelTime

-0.05129*Egress + 0.01097*Age

U(CarPool) =-0.06912*FuelCost — 0.12477*CostParking - 6.6706*TravelTime -
0.05129*Egress — 0.10956*PoolPersons + 0.01097*Age
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Elasticities

Elasticities measure the rate of change in a
decision being made when there has been a
change in a particular attribute. They are
estimated by comparing the responses across
the attribute range presented. As a simple
example, if fuel cost $1 per litre many more
people would drive, but if it rose to $2 per litre,
then the reality lies somewhere in the middle A
linear relationship can be generated, resulting
in a slope or rate of change with price, and this
is called elasticity. This elasticity gives us an
idea of how much people are motivated by
each attribute individually. In order to answer
guestions (for example, does reducing the
price or increasing service quality result in a
higher mode shift towards public transport?), a
standard representation of these elasticities is
needed. Elasticities are calculated for the
standard representation of ‘change of 1%'.
Because the effect of a change may not be
linear, these values are only applicable at the
current point on the curve and using them to
estimate the decision change resulting from a
large attribute change, one outside the attribute
range used in the model is not advised.

Table 2 Results of a 1% Increase in Travel Time

From this survey, it emerged that a 1%
increase in travel time for train services (18
seconds) would cause a 0.2% shift towards
driving among the participants of the SP
survey, shown in Table 2. The opposite is also
true: a 1% reduction in travel time will see 0.2%
of people shift from cars to the train. Expanding
this to the whole population, it means that a
23% increase in train speed will encourage 5%
of the population in surrounding suburbs not to
use their cars, as shown in Table 3. This is
quite achievable when, as was done with the
Seaford line in Adelaide, the Gawler railway
sees an increase to a maximum speed of 110
kilometres per hour when electrified. Likewise,
the fare was indicated as people’s most
important attribute, and the recent 20%
reduction in fares with the 28-day pass should
see patronage increase by 6%, according to
the elasticities generated from the model.
Similarly, Tables 4 and 5 show the results of
elasticities relating to parking and fuel costs
respectively. More details relating to Ngene
and Nlogit coding in RP and SP studies and the
survey guestionnaire are listed in Appendices
1to 4.

Time Bus Train Drive Pool

Bus -.4951 1712 .1612 .1378
Train 2151 -4773 .2062 2117
Pool .0731 .0893 .0783 -.3641
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Table 3 Results of a 1% Increase in Fare

Fare Bus Train Drive Pool
Bus .-3130 1144 .0900 .0944
Train .1438 -.3094 1199 1517
Table 4 Results of a 1% Increase in Parking Costs
Park Bus Train Drive Pool
Drive .2564 .2163 -.5815 .1491
Pool .0952 .0952 .0323 -.3357
Table 5 Results of a 1% Increase in Fuel Costs
Fuel Bus Train Drive Pool
Train .0155 -.0279 .0119 .0087
Drive 1195 1411 -.3376 .0998
Pool .0749 .0942 .0577 -.3433

Influence of frequency on patronage

When the influence of service was
investigated, it was found that a frequency
increase translated into patronage growth. The
rates of public transport patronage growth were
approximately twice the frequency increase; in
other words, stations with twice the frequency
saw use quadruple. Similarly, bus patronage to
the CBD is high for many reasons. including
better service frequency. It is observed that
more than 60% boardings are for trips involving
the CBD both on weekdays and weekends.
Moreover, apart from high frequency, the
directness of a route influences people’s
perceptions of public transport. For example,
the most utilised bus routes are the M44 and

the G10, both cross-town services with a high
frequency; headways of five and ten minutes
are common in peak periods, which is well
above the 15 minutes required to be classified
as a Go Zone. A Go Zone is not a route but a
zone that offers convenient services
approximately every 15 minutes between
7.30am and 6.30pm Monday to Friday

Role of public transport interchanges on
patronage

Across the whole network, the boardings at
interchanges are as high as 18.1% during
weekends and 17.3% on weekdays,. These
results show a significant desire to access the
public transport network at locations where a
wide variety of services and high service
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frequency are available. Over 30% of
boardings take place at interchanges. Another
one-third of boardings take place in the CBD,
and about a third at suburban roadside stops
which comprise over three-quarters of the
potential boarding locations. This also
highlights the demand for cross-suburban
travel, as a third of passengers are not
travelling to or from the Adelaide CBD. Another
important observation is that as much as 59%
of interchange boarding (that is, 18.1% of total
boardings) occurs at the three 0O-Bahn
interchanges, with 7.72% of total boardings at
Paradise, making it the most attractive location
t access point outside the CBD.

These findings indicate that providing better
facilities is unlikely to be a driving factor in a
mode shift towards public transport, as
respondents value flexibility more. This
flexibility is significantly higher at interchanges
where services intersect and there is an
increased possibility of trip chaining or using an
alternative route if one is missed. In addition,
increased speed and frequency play a part,
with the three interchanges located along the

O-Bahn track recording the highest passenger
counts of any bus interchange. This is
comparable to Adelaide’s rail corridors, offering
fast, direct services at a frequency unmatched
across the Adelaide public transport network.
As with bus services, the majority of ralil
boardings occur at interchange locations.

Destination hotspots

From the survey data collected across all six
sample suburbs, destination hotspots are the
Adelaide CBD (as expected), the airport, and
Norwood, highlighted in red in Figure 4 below.
Some areas were less popular destinations
than expected (cold spots, in shades of blue).
Four of these regions stood out in terms of size:
Port Adelaide, Smithfield, the region between
Modbury and Main North Road, and in the
south the area between Noarlunga and Old
Reynella. While Campbelltown and Parafield
Gardens generated destinations in all
directions, residents of Aberfoyle Park showed
a distinct tendency to go north rather than east
or south. If this was limited to public transport
travel, this could make sense.
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Figure 4 Destination hotspots

First and last mile connectivity issues

This survey found that people were walking 15
to 30 minutes to public transport services,
particularly rail. However, these journeys were

Aberfoyle park
Bowden

Brookiyn Park
Campbeiliown
Parafield Gardens
Tusmore
Hazelwood Park

= Freeway I coid Spot - 59% Confidence

—Highway I cold Spot - 85% Confidence

— Arterial Cold Spot - 60% Confisence
——— Sub-Arterial Nol Significant

0-Bann Hot Spot - 90% Confdence
== Rallway I ot Spot - 85% Confidence

I +ot Spot - 99% Confidence

often made out of necessity rather than a
choice, by those captive to public transport.
People are keen to use high-frequency public
transport (PT) and are wiling to pay an
additional amount ($2.5) to reach those nearby
PT interchanges (Figure 5).
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would you use public transport if you could get
a taxi/uber to the nearest station/interchange
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Figure 5 People who are willing to pay an additional amount to reach nearest high-frequency PT interchange

Weather and travel choice

Our respondents said that they avoided both
cycling and walking in hot or rainy weather. As
these are the most common access and egress
methods, the result is that they avoid public
transport, preferring to drive. The weather has
less impact on those who park-and-ride, so
increasing these facilities may keep public
transport ridership high through periods of
uncomfortable  weather. This  solution,
however, has disadvantages to public health as
it promotes sedentary behaviour, and
traditional active modes should still be
encouraged.

Car sharing

Some companies allow cars to be shared
among a population, offering short-term rentals
of cars parked on the side of the road. Goget is
such a company, with cars currently based in
Adelaide City and Bowden. Bowden residents’
surveys contained questions relating to their
knowledge and use of such car-sharing
initiatives. Interestingly, while they showed high
knowledge about Goget, due to local pushes by
Renewal SA, their usage was still low.Renewal
SA, provides an integrated approach to urban
development on behalf of the government of
South Australia. Use of Uber was also
investigated, and no correlation was found
between those using Goget and those using
Uber, although the target populations are the
same. Perhaps this reflects how people see the

services: both aim to reduce private vehicle
ownership, but Uber offers a cheaper a variant
of the existing taxi service (a cheaper taxi)
while Goget represents something different.

Electric vehicles

Shifting to electrical power is often seen as a
way to move towards sustainability; and so it
can be as long as the source is sustainable and
there is enough power to go around. The
guestion is storage: how can we store the
electricity required to drive? Today’s large-
scale vehicles do not; trains, trams and
trolleybuses use a transmission system to use
electricity generated live, which curtails
flexibility as they must remain connected to
their supply cables, usually overhead. Not only
is this a concern for route flexibility and
infrastructure provision: it creates other issues,
including visual pollution and energy security.
During a state-wide blackout in 2016 s well as
other instances of power failure (The Advertiser
2016), the Seaford trains ground to a halt very
quickly while the diesel units on other lines
continued to provide a service. .

Autonomous vehicles

Autonomous vehicles are the talk of the
industry right now. It is generally considered
that they will use renewable energy
technologies and not contribute to pollution as
their hydrocarbon ancestors do. However,
there is some dispute over who will own such
vehicles, and what impact they will have on the
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network. In one extreme scenario, the nation’s
vehicles will be owned by a transport agency
(not necessarily the government) and shared
by the population, maximising carpooling for
parallel trips and reducing the number of
vehicles on the road. At the other extreme, if
they are owned by individuals as today’s cars
are, the increased ease of travel will encourage
many more trips and increase traffic congestion
dramatically. The reality is likely to be
somewhere between these extremes.
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Smartcard Data Analysis

As public transport agencies increasingly adopt
automatic data collection systems, a significant
amount of boarding data becomes available,
providing an excellent opportunity for transit
planners to access spatial-temporal data
(Rahbar, Hickman & Tavassoli 2017; Tao
2018) which can be used for a better
understanding of human mobility and the
performance of a transit system (Mahrsi et al.
2017). Smart card data can be used to examine
a whole network regularly, and to make
practical estimates of OD patterns, and is a
great asset in understanding issues of public
transport reliability. Knowledge of demand for
public transport that is reliable will facilitate the
design of appropriate routes and increase
efficiency, which will in turn enhance
patronage. The data used in this research was
provided by the Department of Planning
Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) in Adelaide
for the month of May 2017. A methodology was
developed using SQL software and based on
the trip chain model to create an OD matrix for
Adelaide’s bus users, and from it to estimate
demand for the system. Adelaide was chosen
for this study because it is unique in having
commuters scan their smart card on boarding
but not on alighting. This allows the algorithm

Table 6. Individual MetroCard information

to be generic and
elsewhere.

therefore applicable

Data structure

The primary function of the smart card is to
collect a fare, but it can also be used to find
passengers’ travel patterns. Usually, smart
card data does not directly provide the
information required for planners (Kurauchi &
Schmocker 2016) as the flat fare policy, and
some zonal fare policies, require commuters to
tap once after boarding, recording only a single
transaction. In some cities an exit reader is
available as well if the fare is based on distance
or zones. In such a system, each trip generates
records for both boarding and for alighting
(Kurauchi & Schmocker 2016). In Adelaide,
where a flat fare policy operates, commuters
validate their cards when they board but not
when they alight. Three modes of transport are
available: bus, train and tram. The information
for each smart card transaction contains card
identification, time, date, transport mode used,
fare type, stop code, stop label, route code and
validation type (see Table 6). When
passengers swipe their card and pay an initial
transaction, the fare is valid for two hours, and
passengers can use any public transport within
this time at a single cost.

Media code | Faretype | Transport | Date & time Stop | Latitude Longitude Route code | Direction
mode code

807***CB SV 4 2017-05-01 09:49:35 | 8089 | -34.979759 138.525912 | Tram 1

94E***FB TICKETS | 1 2017-05-01 10:39:15 3351 | -34.924343 138.598468 | 251 1

11C***89 28DAY 1 2017-05-05 10:46:32 3285 | -34.920343 138.607313 | 271 1

707***27 OTHER 1 2017-05-01 11:04:05 2072 | -34.870071 138.638452 | H22 1

584***97 SV 5 2017-05-08 11:06:36 | 1852 | -34.860916 138.650472 | GWC 1

Note: Transport mode: 1 = Bus, 3 = Station, 4 = Tram, 5 = Train

There are some deviations from the one-swipe
rule: railway stations in Adelaide operate under

a closed system and swiping is required for
both boarding and alighting; and various
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systemic and user issues mean that transfers
between the train and other modes cannot be
estimated directly from the MetroCard. In
addition, there is a free tram zone in the city
where passengers do not need to swipe their
cards; this means that the tram boarding point
is not available. Given these limitations, this
study focuses on bus users.

Estimation of origin and destination matrices

Knowledge of transit demand plays a decisive
role in plans to improve the performance of a
public transport system. A common method
for estimating the destination is the trip chain
model. As mentioned previously, each smart
card can provide the boarding location and
time of each bus trip but not the alighting
location, so the trip chain model assumes the
alighting stop is located within acceptable
walking distance of the next stop. Some
assumptions considered in this algorithm are:

e The initial boarding location of a trip leg is
the ‘origin’.

e A passenger’s alighting point is assumed to
be within walking distance of the next
boarding stop.

e Passengers return to the place where they
first boarded that day, or to some other
nearby station.

e Commuters take the first available service
after arriving at a boarding place.

e Each smart card is used by a single
commuter and not by multiple passengers.

e Commuters who use the public transport
system do not use any other mode of
transport that day.

Origin and destination analysis

One of the critical considerations when
planning transit services is estimating the
demand for each route, to determine the
frequency and capacity of the vehicles
(Tamblay, Mufioz & Ortazar 2018). An OD
matrix provides critical information for transit
planners by estimating the number of journeys
between different zones, information which can
be used in planning, design and management.
After analysing the data based on the trip chain
model, bus users’ origins and destination
counts during the morning peak were derived
for each suburb (Figure 6). Most trips
originated from the suburbs of Paradise,
Modbury, Adelaide CBD, and Klemzig;
Adelaide, Bedford and Modbury were the
destinations of most journeys during the day.
Suburbs with the highest origins and
destinations were shortlisted and analysed,
and the data validated using other sources
from the Department of Transport and a limited
survey.
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Figure 6 Origin and Destination Counts for Each Suburb (Bus Users)

The OD analysis showed that bus movements
were radial, and that most trips during the
morning peak ended in the CBD. These
movements were further explored to rationalise
the existing routes. The information from an OD
analysis was used to identify new bus routes
that would optimise existing routes and reduce
congestion within the CBD of Adelaide.
Examples of suggested new routes are given
below:

Modbury—Bedford Park: the OD analysis
showed high demand from Modbury to Flinders
University during the morning peak, but just
one route (G40) runs between the suburbs,
passing through the CBD. The results indicate
that providing direct routes from Modbury
interchange to Bedford Park will reduce overall
travel time to passengers and also reduce
congestion in the Adelaide CBD.

Paradise-Bedford Park: there are two bus
routes between these two suburbs and both
pass through the CBD. It is worth exploring the
option of a direct route from Paradise to
Flinders University that avoids congested city
links.

Modbury—North  Adelaide: bus routes
between these two suburbs run through the
CBD. As before, introducing direct routes
between these two suburbs will reduce
congestion in the city centre.

The OD analysis helped us understand the
mode transfers and the role played by the key
interchanges. The results indicate that all the
transfer points are the same for both weekdays
and weekends, although destinations may
change. Most transfers on weekdays occurred
in Adelaide CBD, Paradise, and Modbury; and
as expected, most passengers travelled to
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Adelaide during the morning peak to start a interchanges, and it is evident that most
daily activity (see Figure 7). Modbury and commuters use these locations for transfer.
Paradise are identified as the busiest

Legend

Trasfer AMpeak Weekday
Count_

.75

u'4¢}»r-' L woavury

S

Prospect (SA) Klemzig

Torrensville

Oaklands Park

Badford Park

Figure 7 Suburbs with a High Number of Transfers (Weekday Morning Peak)

As presented in Figure 8 the comparison of

higher than on the weekend. This can be

weekday and weekends illustrates that bus-to- related to the reliability of trains in comparison

bus and train-to-train transfers are most
popular. On the weekend most, commuters
transferred from bus to bus (51%), but on
weekdays this decreased to 39.76%, which
means that the number of passengers who
transfer from train to train on weekdays is

with buses, given traffic congestion and travel
time, so people prefer to use the more reliable
system on weekdays to access their
destination. Travel patterns using bus-to-train
transfers and vice versa is the same on
weekdays and weekends.
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Weekday

Figure 8 Transfer Type during Weekends and Weekdays.

(B =bus, T = train, TM = tram, CP = car park)

On-time performance of bus services using
smartcard data

Throughout the world the reliability of public
transport systems is constantly under review.
In recent years the widespread prevalence of
privately-owned motor vehicles and the
quickening pace of life has increased the
importance of having a reliable public transport
service that delivers passengers on time. This
presents a problem, as buses share road space
with a growing number of other vehicles. In
Adelaide, the capital city of South Australia, the
public transport system has been plagued by
complaints of unreliable services (Kelton
2012a). The South Australian community is
encouraged by the government to use public
transport, especially for regular trips such as
the daily commute; but many commuters avoid
this, reducing the number of commuters using
public transport (Kelton 2012b). South
Australia’s initial boardings for the metropolitan
public transport rose each year incrementally
between 2000 and 2009, reaching 52.4 million
in the 2009-2010 financial year (DPTI, 2011).
However, DPTI's annual report for 2010-2011

Weekend

states that in 2010-2011, initial boardings
reduced by 2.2% to 51.25 million. One reason
for this reduction is the perceived unreliability
of services (Nankervis 2016). Often buses do
not meet advertised service times, and many
services run a quarter or even half an hour
late—or, in some cases, do not arrive at all
(Kelton 2012a). South Australia’'s public
transport system is operating well below its
potential. According to the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (2009), 14.4% of adults across
Australia were using public transport for their
trip to work or study in 2006, while in Adelaide
this figure was less than 10%. The use of public
transport between 1996 and 2006 increased
by only 18% in Adelaide, dwarfed by
increases of 35% in Melbourne and 22% in
Brisbane (Australian Bureau of Statistics
2009). According to the Adelaide Metro website
(2012), the quality of South Australian public
transport needs minor improvement. DPTI
monitors the performance of bus contractors to
make sure that the quality of service (on-time
running and reliability) meets community needs
and demands. DPTI considers service ‘on-time’
and ‘reliable’ if the vehicle departs no more than
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59 seconds before and no more than 4 minutes
59 seconds after the time published in the
timetable (Adelaide Metro 2012). Not all stops
appear on these timetables; and at these
locations estimated times are provided to the
travelling public. Even with this six minutes’
flexibility, a large proportion of services fail to
meet targets; and this lack of reliability is a
significant concern. In the past, several
attempts have been made to improve the
reliability of bus services in Adelaide, including
fining contractors when they fail to meet targets
(Bray & Wallis 2008); continually changing and
reviewing timetables to suit changing road
conditions; fitting buses with global positioning
devices; and auditing buses to determine which
routes require attention. Automated vehicle
location systems help public transport agencies
everywhere to improve performance, but there
is a difference between performance at vehicle
level and what passengers experience, often at
the bus stop level (Chen et al. 2009), so it is
important to collect and interpret data with this
in mind. This study seeks to investigate travel
time reliability as seen by passengers, using
automatically collected data.

Assessing bus arrival time reliability

Using boarding data to assess travel time has
the advantage that these records directly relate
to passenger experiences. In Adelaide,
boarding data is recorded at stops, as is
timetable data, eliminating the need to process
and compare the datasets geographically. We
separated bus services from other route

services offered by Adelaide Metro for analysis
primarily because they form the bulk of the
network and are most affected by variable
travel times. In the Adelaide network, the bus
driver is also the ticket salesperson, and must
wait until no further passengers need to buy a
ticket before driving on. In comparison, the rail
services offer onboard vending machines that
can collect fares while a train is in transit. Time
spent selling bus tickets is generally taken as
dwell time, and this shaped our approach: that
the last recorded passenger boarding also
indicated bus departure time. An expected, the
similarity was observed when our estimations
of departure time and boarding data were
compared to those obtained from automatic
vehicle location records.

Data processing

Each bus’s true departure time was estimated
from the last validation at a particular stop. This
was deemed valid for assessing lateness as
there is only one boarding door at the front of
the bus and the driver’s presence helps enforce
fare payment. For example, the records in
Table 7 below are those showing the progress
of bus 1125 along route 503. Those records
highlighted in the darkest grey will be retained
for further processing. The raw data shown in
Table 7 has three distinct sections of
information: identifying information specific to
each record in the form of an ID and a
timestamp; geographical information
identifying the boarding location; and service
information relating to the vehicle’s operation.
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Table 7 Initial Boarding Data Structure

1 VALIDATION_ID VALICATION Time STOP_CODE STOP_LABEL
196078 1609919983 8:26:36 6931 Zone A Klemzig Interchange
196079 __1@_‘3?19935 8:26:30
1609920004 51300

1217 Zone A Tea Tree Plaza Intercha

156340 Valnt R4
163% 34 Valisnt Ad

1762 341

106039 1610698084 15:33:03
1960400 1610698086 15:33:05

7735 School Urrbrae College Cross R
7735 School Urrbrae College Cross R

Analysis of bus arrival time reliability

The data was first aggregated by route, and
while there was some inconsistency in average
lateness across the three days individually,
there is a clear trend towards consistency
across days. On a scatter plot all the routes and
their average likenesses were plotted for each
day separately. Each route was treated equally
spaced one unit apart along the X-axis.
Regardless of the order of the routes presented
the trend lines for the two days are in high
agreement, showing little to no variance
(Figure 9). Statistically, the routes on
Wednesday and Thursday have an almost

STOP_LATITUDE STOP_LONGITUDE ROUTE_CODE TRIP_DIRECTION Vehicle_NUMBER

34886524 138.630269 C1 2 1125
6931 Zone A Klemzig nterchange 3488654 138639269 C1 ! 1z
3480135 138694308 503 é us

-34.964703 138.625472 950 1 1125
-34.964703 138625472 80 1 1125

standard distribution of lateness with mean and
median values within 20 seconds. Their
average lateness was within 21 seconds,
although the variance as measured by
standard deviation was almost 40 seconds
higher on Thursday. As might be expected bus
services showed less variability on Saturday,
with average lateness of 55 seconds and a
standard deviation of fewer than two minutes
(Table 8). Figure 10 depicts this difference
between route lateness distributions on a
weekday vs a weekend. Because there were
no routes in every time category, a moving
average has been used to smooth the
distribution curve.
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Figure 9 Comparison of Weekday and Weekend Route Lateness Frequency Distribution.

Table 8 Descriptive Statistics of Route Groupings

ed

(Time: hh:mm:ss)

(Time: hh:mm:ss)

Sat

(Time: hh:mm:ss)

Average 0:01:40 0:01:22 0:00:55
St dev 0:02:27 0:03:05 0:01:53
Median 0:01:21 0:01:10 0:00:30

The average observed lateness was calculated
as well as the percentage of boarding locations
where the service exceeded the five-minute
tolerance for lateness. Route 747 stood out as
being, on average, 7.5 to 9.25 minutes late
across both days. Buses at 17% of boarding
locations were reported as late by the Adelaide
metro i.e. standard of arrival 5 minutes or more
after the published time. Route 747 is a feeder
service linking the Seaford and Noarlunga

interchanges in Adelaide’s far south, in a
clockwise loop. Interestingly, the 745 route
which follows the same streets but in an
anticlockwise direction showed much more
variability with average lateness, approaching
12 minutes on Wednesday but only 3.5 minutes
on Thursday. Perhaps this is due to a
disproportionate number of unsignalled right
turns required across traffic for the 745
services.
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Figure 10 The Distribution of Lateness at Boarding Stops

Table 9 Statistics for Passenger Observation Data

WAA A

0:01:00 0:03:00  0:05:00 0:07:00 0:09:00 0:11:00 0:13:00 0:15:00

Sat Lateness proportion

THURSDAY SATURDAY
AVERAGE HR:MIN:SEC 0:00:36 0:02:13
MEDIAN HR:MIN:SEC 0:01:03 0:01:12
ST DEV HR:MIN:SEC 0:13:03 0:08:26
% ONTIME 56.332% 75.451%

The services on Thursday performed
considerably poorly with a standard deviation
of 13 minutes (Table 9). This higher spread
means the buses were within the acceptable
limits of +1 and -5 minutes for only 56% of
observations, compared with 75.5% of those
on Saturday. Where there were multiple
boardings of bus service at the same stop, the
time between boardings could be found. A
Metrocard, boarding took place on average 12
seconds after the previous boarding, whereas
boarding with a magnetic ticket (an individual
ticket bought from the drive took twice as long
as 24 seconds. It was also found that magnetic
ticket boardings were over-represented in the
database of final boardings at each stop.
Across a typical week, single-trip tickets
makeup 8% of all boardings, and are the final

boarding at a stop 17% of the time. This
confirms the assumption that sales and
validation prolong the time that buses stand at
some stops. When this effect was investigated
at a network level, no relationship was found
between the percentage of departures where
the last recorded boarding was with a paper
ticket and how late the buses became,
indicating that the sale of tickets is at most a
minor cause of travel time unreliability. The
presence of extra time taken by paper ticket
purchase having no effect on reliability
indicates that the distribution of such events,
either spatially or temporarily, is captured in the
timetable. This implies that there are travel time
savings, if not reliability, improvements to be
gained through off-board ticket sales or
prepaid-only services such as those used in
Sydney (Byatt, Oscuro & Rookes 2008).
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Discussion and Recommendations

The increased time taken to travel on public
services compared to car options is a
significant barrier to shifting large proportions
of travellers to public modes. Travel time,
however, is not the most significant barrier,
because flexibility and perceived cost have a
larger impact. The personal car is very flexible,
offering on-demand departure and options to
re-route to avoid congestion. The biggest
motivation to use this mode, however, is the
hidden nature of its costs: fuel is the most
obvious cost of driving, and in the public mind
represents the total cost of a journey,
equivalent to a public transport fare.

From the hypothetical choices offered to
respondents in this study, total travel time was
found to be the most important attribute when
users were choosing a transport mode, with
cost coming a close second.

Overall, public transport coverage is good in
Adelaide’s metropolitan area. As well as good
frequency, it also offers services to
passengers’ most common destinations,
including strong cross-suburban linkages,
public transport service span (hours of
operation in a day) and first/last mile
connectivity. Adelaide Metro trialled initiatives
termed ‘roam zones’' where evening buses
dropped passengers off at their door rather
than at a bus stop. This was not, however,
successful because of the increased travel
times incurred by the circuitous routes
generated. Nonetheless, there is much more
that could be done: for instance, there is an app
(Metromate) that tracks a bus, and perhaps this
could be made more interactive so that a user
could request a ride to a local hub from the
nearest bus, like the service Uber provides.
This would allow multi-modal trips to be made
without requiring car parking facilities. Over half
of our respondents said they would be happy
making multi-model trips and 40% said they
would use PT if they could be driven to the
station/interchange with a taxi/Uber for under
$2.50; an additional 15% said they would use

such a service if it was free (for instance,
included as a transfer on their
MetroCard/ticket).

Earlier studies have shown that smart mobility
and the proper use of transport infrastructure
contribute to a more accessible city.
Interchanges constitute an important element
of urban public transport and play a vital role
offered connections. Well-planned
interchanges facilitate the integration of
different modes of transport, allow passengers
to shorten their travelling time, and reduce the
effort required to change their means of
transport. These lead to the public transport
system being used more. The biggest hurdle to
improving patronage at public transport
interchanges is the poor connections to
adjoining suburbs, as transport authorities
have little or no knowledge of the influence or
catchment areas around public transport
interchanges. One measure to increase
patronage at interchanges is to connect them
with adjoining suburbs using high quality and
high-frequency feeder services. Here an on-
demand bus stem could be trialled.

Hotspot analysis of the inner suburbs’ preferred
destinations produced significant cold spots in
the outer suburbs, particularly in the north.
People in the inner suburbs travel shorter
distances and tend not to visit outer suburbs.
For example, we found that people living in
Aberfoyle Park have two distinct destination
hotspots: the centre of Adelaide and a region
covering Marion Shopping Centre plus the
Tonsley and Bedford Park campuses of
Flinders University. For significant respondents
from Aberfoyle Park, suburb itself emerged as
a destination, indicating an expected tendency
to travel locally.

This survey found that people were walking
further than the expected 15 minutes, up to 30
minutes, to public transport services,
particularly rail. However, these journeys were
often made out of necessity rather than a
choice by those captives to public transport.
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Another measure to improve public transport
use at the interchanges is a more effective
implementation of the park and ride system
currently in place at the Tea Tree Plaza
carpark. Here drivers pay a nominal fee ($2.00)
to park to catch public transport.

If bicycles are to be used in conjunction with
public transport, then cycling conditions need
to be generally improved. The most popular
facility is the quiet back street alternative route
instead of arterial roads, as cyclists find it
challenging to negotiate intersections on major
routes. Recreational cycling needs to be
promoted to encourage this mode’s use for
day-to-day transport tasks.

Cars are not the solution to the whole transport
problem, although if they can be integrated into
the realm of public transport, they could be the
solution to the first and last mile problem they
created. The idea of sharing a car is not new,
but there is some resistance to sharing space
with strangers. It is expected that the concept
of mobility as a service will become popular,
offering travellers mobility solutions based on
individual travel needs. Public transport
providers are well positioned to become part of
this, rather than lagging behind as they did in
the automobile era.

The public transport OD matrix is a useful
prerequisite for planners to optimise public
transport systems. The reliability of the system
is an important criterion to encourage people to
leave their vehicles at home and take public
transport instead. An accurate estimation of
public transport OD will be a significant help to
public agencies involved in route
rationalisation, which will lead to higher public
transport patronage Adelaide’s bus services
and show less variability of lateness on the
weekends although there is a lower percentage
of prepaid tickets used. Ticket sales within the
bus are increasing the travel time of Adelaide’s
public transport bus services although they do
not contribute to travel time unreliability.
Removing cash ticket sales from the bus

network will not improve reliability, but savings
in travel time could be achieved.

Our research found that safety was a key
current and future concern for passengers. A
bus that is too crowded or too empty is deemed
unsafe. Further research is needed to
determine the ideal number of passengers to
enhance the sense of security and comfort.
Where train services are concerned, it was
found women feel unsafe due to only a limited
presence of available staff during both day and
night hours.

Adelaide offers an excellent opportunity to
consider environmental issues within the
context of improving public transport and
making it attractive and practical for a large
number of its inhabitants. Such matters as
providing many options for combined-mode
travel, reliable service, minimal transfer times,
and solutions for first and last-mile problems
will give Adelaide a system that caters for all
people in all suburbs in all weathers and offer a
model that can be emulated by other cities to
reduce GHG reduction in urban transport.
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Appendix 1 NGene code for Stated preference survey design.

Ngene

Design

;alts = Drive,Cpool,Bus,Train
srows = 12

;eff = (nnl,s)

;cond:
if(Drive.CostP = 0,CPool.CostPp = 0),
if(Drive.CostP = 8,CPool.CostPp = [0,5]),

if(Train.DriveA=0, Train.TFare = Bus.fare),

if(Train.DriveA>0, Train.TFare = 1+Bus.fare)

? 0 drive acccess for train options given to respondent as 12 mins walk.

;model :

U(Drive) = CostD[-0.56657]*CostF[9.2,6.9,4.6]+CostD*CostP[0,8,16,24]+EGR[-
0.101]*Egress[0,5,10,15]+ TT[-0.10]*IVTC[25,30,35]/

U(CPool) = PPool[-0.77557]*Persons[2,3,4]+ CostP[-
0.25901]*CostPp[0,5,10,15]+CostP*CostFp[4.6,3.5,2.3]+EGR*Egress+TT*I1VTP[30,35,40]/

U(Bus)= CostT[-0.33608]*Fare[4,6,7.25,11]+EGR*Egress+TT*I1VTB[35,40,45]+HW[ -
0.03473]*HeadW[5,10,15,20]+ACSW[-0.11]*WalkA[4,8,12] +Fac[0.48243]*FacB[0,1]/

U(Train)=

CostT*TFare[4,6,7.25,11,5,7,8.25,12]+EGR*Egress+TT*IVTT[15, 20, 25, 30, 35]+HW*HeadW+A
CSD[-0.1]*DriveA[0,5,10]+Fac*Facl[1,2,3,4]

? train fare 8 options, 4 bus fare options 4 bus fare +1

;FormatTitle = "Scenario <scenarionumber>"

;formatTableDimensions = 5, 10

;formatTable:
1,1 =+ /
1,2 = "persons” /
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1,3 =
1,4 =
1,5 =
1,6 =
1,7 =
1,8 =

"cost 1° /

“cost 2° /

"One way Door to door travel time" /
"Flexibility of Departure time® /

"Access to your primary transport mode® /

"Transit facilities

(available all hours ) " /

1,9 = "egress distance

(Distance from main mode to destination)” /

1,10 = "Choice question&:* /

2,1 =
2,2

2,3

2,4
2,5

2,6

2,7 =
2,8 =
2,9 =
2,10
3,1 =
3,2 =
3.3 =
3,4 =
3,5 =
3,6 =
3,7 =
3,8 =
3,9 =
3,10

4,1

4,2
4,3 =

“bus® /

"any members of the public® /

"<bus.fare>" /

.y

"<bus.ivtb> minutes® /

"<bus.headw> minutes between scheduled services® /
"<bus.walka> minutes walk to a bus stop " /
"<bus.facb>" /

"<bus.egress> minute walk" /

oy

“train® /

"any members of the public® /

"<train.tfare>" /

-y

"<train.ivtt> minutes” /

"<train.headw> minutes between scheduled services® /
"<train.drivea> minutes Drive to an interchange or station® /
"<train.faci>" /

"<train.egress> minute walk® /

.y

"drive® /

*Just You " /

"<drive.costf>" /
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4,4 = "<drive.costp>" /

4,5 = "<drive.ivtc> minutes®/

4,6 = "you choose time of departure® /

4,7 = "Your car is parked at home® /

4,8 = "N&/A" /

4,9 = "<drive.egress> minute walk® /

4,10 = ** /

5,1 = "cpool” /

5,2 = "<cpool.persons> including yourself® /
5,3 = "<cpool.costfp>" /

5,4 = “<cpool.costpp>" /

5,5 = “<cpool.ivtp> minutes® /

5,6 = "Pre-arranged semi flexible meeting time" /
5,7 = "You will leave from your house® /

5,8 = "N&/AT /

5,9 = "<cpool.egress> minutes walk® /
5,10 = =~

;FformatTableStyle:

1,1 = "default” /

1,2 = "headingattribute”
1,3 = "headingattribute*
1,4 = "headingattribute”
1,5 = "headingattribute”
1,6 = "headingattribute*
1,7 = "headingattribute”

1,8 = "headingattribute”

NN N N N N NN

1,9 = "headingattribute*

N

1,10 = "headingattribute*

2,1 = “headingl® /
2,2 = “bodyl® /
2,3 = "bodyl® /
2,4 = "bodyl® /

2,5 = "bodyl® /
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2,6 = "bodyl®™ /
2,7 = “bodyl® /
2,8 = “bodyl® /
2,9 = "bodyl” /
2,10 = "choicel” /

3,1 = "heading2" /
3,2 = 'bOdyz. /

3,3 = "body2" /
3,4 = “body2" /
3,5 = "body2" /
3,6 = “body2" /
3,7 = “body2" /
3,8 = "body2" /

3,9 = "body2" /

3,10 = "choice2” /

4,1 = "heading3" /
4,2 = “body3" /
4,3 = "body3" /
4,4 = "body3" /
4,5 = “body3" /
4,6 = “body3" /
4,7 = "body3" /
4,8 = "body3" /
4,9 = “body3" /

4,10 = “choice3" /

5,1 = “heading4” /
5,2 = "body4" /

5,3 = "body4" /

5,4 = "body4"
5,5 = "body4*
5,6 = "body4~
5,7 = "body4*

NN N N N

5,8 = "body4-

CRC
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5,9 = "body4* /

5,10 = "choice4*

;FformatStyleSheet = Red hot.css

; FormatAttributes:

drive_costf(9.2=#_##, 6.9=#_##, 4.6=#_##) /
drive.costp(O=#.##, 10=#_##, 20=t#.##, 30=t.##) /
drive_egress(0=#, 5=#, 10=#, 15=#) /

cpool .persons(2=#, 3=#, 4=#) /

cpool .costpp(O=#_##, S=#_##, 10=#.##, 15=#_.##) /
cpool.costfp(4.6=#.##, 3.5=H_##, 2.3=H#_##) /
cpool .egress(0=#, 5=#, 10=#, 15=#) /
cpool.cprat(33=#, 39=#, 45=#) /

bus.fare(4=#.##, 6=#_##, 7.25=#_##, 11=#_##) /
bus.egress(0=#, 5=#, 10=#, 15=#) /
bus_brat(39=#, 45=#, 51=#, 60=#) /
bus._headw(5=#, 10=#, 15=#, 20=#) /
bus.walka(4=#, 8=#, 12=#) /

bus.facb(0=#, 1=#) /

train.tfare(4=#.##, G=#.##, 7.25=#_##, 11=H.##, S=H.##, T=#_##, 8.25=#_##,
12=#_##) /

train.egress(0=#, 5=#, 10=#, 15=#) /
train.trat(27=#, 33=#, 39=#, 45=#) /
train.headw(5=#, 10=#, 15=#, 20=#) /
train.drivea(O=#, 5=#, 10=#) /
train.faci(1=#, 2=#, 3=#, 4=#)

$
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Appendix 2: Nlogit code & output for SP analysis
NLogit
;hs=chore
Lhores=Bus,Tran,Drive,Pool
eTect L osFar®Wospar®yostlie VM Tin e ®Egress®HHeadway®)
pwt
Modek

U@us)=CosB*CosFar+ TTB*TTine + HW AYB*Headway + ACSW B*AccessN + FAC LB*Amenite +
Egregress + hcB*HH NC + G endB*G ender/

U({ran)= Costi*CosEar+ CosE*CosEue + TTT*TTin e + HW AY*Headway + ACSD*AccessD +
FAC L*Am enite + Egregress + hcT*HH NC + GendT*G ender/

U QO nrie)=CosE*CosFue + CosP*CosPar+ Egregress + YearsD*Age + TTD*TTine/

U@oobd= CosE*CosEue + CosP*CosPar+ TTP*TTin e + PPoolPersons + Egregress + Years*Age
Tree = pubkE T Bus,Tran),CanD rie Poob
$

+ 4

IV ARN NG : Bad observatbnswere Hund in te sampk. |
Found 704 bad observatbnsamong 2022 ndivduak. |

[Vou can use £heckDat © geta Etoftese pont. |

+ o+

Hessin B notdefhie atcunentvalies.
Swiching bBFGS @radentbased)m ethod.

(N ota flure.Justboking Bra beteraborihm )
lerative procedure has converged

Nom alexikt 26 eratbns.Sttus=0,F= 1582292D+04

D Bcret choce @ ulinom Blbgi)m odel
D ependentvariabk Choke
Log kkehhood finctbn 1582 29222

Estinatbn based onN = 1318,K = 22
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hfCrALC = 32086 ACAN = 2434

Log kkehhood R -sqrd R2Adj
Constants only 18003507 1211 1158
No€:R-sqrd = 1 - bgLAogkconstants)

W aming: M odeldoes notcontain a Tl
setofASCs.R-sqrd B probEmatc.Use
m odelsetup wiih RHS=one  getLogLO.

Response dat B gien as nd.chobes

Num berofobs= 2022 ,skipped 704 obs

-+

| Standad Prob. 95% Confoence
CHOLCE]Coeficent Enor z kpzZ* heral

-+

COSTB|] -18611** 02768 672 0000 -24036 -13186
TTB] 4194520 ... (FkedParamet€n)....

HW AYB] 05679** 00602 944 0000 04500 06858

ACSW B| -10051*= 01147 -877 0000 -12299 -07804

FACLB] 65706 01086 6052 0000 63578 67833
EGR| -03473** 00090 -3879 0000 -03649 -03298
NCB|] 00037 00669 06 9559 -01274 01348

GENDB| 14419 01082 1333 0000 12299 16539

COSTT| -02054 ... kedParame€n).....

COSTF| -10145* 00782 -1297 0000 -11677 -08612
TTT] 220547** 06033 3656 0000 232372 208722
HW AY|] -00455 ... (FkedParame€r).....

ACSD|] -00837 ... kedParame€n).....

FACL] -02538 ...(FkedParame€r)....
NCT] 00053 ...(FkedParame€r).....

GENDT|] 02974 ... kedParame®r).....

COSTP| -08422 __.(Fiked Parame®r).....
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YEARSD| 07988 ... iked Pamame€n.....
TTD| 174549 5770702 -03 9759 11484917 11135818
TTP] 192226 9700192 -02 9842 -192.04253 18819801
PPOOL] -04720 ... kedParame€n).....
YEARS| -06885 2318814 00 9976 -4551676 4537906

-+

Joek sk *==> Spnifcance at1% ,5% ,10% Evel
F ked param eter ... B constraned b equalte valie or
had a nonpositire stenorbecause ofan earierprobkem .

M odellwas estin ated on Jun 12,2018 at04 3430 PM

lkerative procedure has converged

Nom alexit 51 Eeratbns.Stus=0,F= 1578399D+04

FML Nestd M ulinom mlLogitM odel

D ependentvareb kb CHOLE

Log ke hhood finctbn 1578 39922
Restced bg kehhood -1827 13597
Chisguared [24P= 000) 497 47349
Sgnifcance kvel 00000

M cFadden Pseudo R-squared 1361348
Estin atbn based onN = 1318,K = 24
hfCrAC = 32048ACAN = 2432

Log kkelhood R sqrd R2Adj
No coeficient -1827 1360 1361 1309
Constants only 18003507 1233 1179
Atstartvalies <1582 2922 0025-0036
Not:R-sq = 1 - bgLAogkconstnt)

W aming: M odeldoes notcontain a Tl
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setofASCs.R-sqrd B probEm atc.Use
m odelsetup wiih RHS=one  getLogLO.

R esponse dat E given as hd.chokes

BHHH estin abrused Hrasym p.varance
The modelhas 2 EveE.Modelbm :RU1
Num berofobs= 2022 ,skipped 704 obs

-+

| Standad Prob. 95% Confience

CHOLE]Coeficent Enor z kpzZ* hemal

-+

R trbutes n te U tily Functbns Get). oo

COSTB| -13262** 01989 667 0000 -17161 -09363

TTB| -128600 3276746 00 1.0000
HW AYB| 04809** 01321 364 0003 02220 07397

-07754** 01710 453 0000 -11105 -04402

ACSW B
FACLB| 67789%* 18043 376 0002 32425 103153
EGR| -03210%* 00494 -650 0000 -D4178 -0D2242

NCB | 62866D -04 00012 52 6032 -17415D-03 29988D-03

10567 09996 106 2904 -09024 30158
85 3929 -01121 02853

GENDB]

COSTT| 00866 01014
COSTF] -04570 04020 114 2557 -12450 03310

TTT] 150169 3276746 00 1.0000
HW AY] 00897 00843 106 2873 -00755 02550
ACSD| -00376 01163 -32 7463 -02656 01904
FACL|] -02897 03788 -76 4444 -10321 04527
00023** 9023D-04 255 0108 00005 00041
-37 7123 -17295 11818
-06118

NCT|
GENDT|] -02739 07427
COSTP| -08459%* 01194 708 D000 -10800

YEARSD|] 10718** 03886 2.6 0058 03102 18334

TTD] 480411  1237D+07 00 1.0000

TTP| 498271  1237D+07 00 1.0000
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PPOOL] 03720 06943 54 5921 -09888 17327
YEARS| -05512 03911 141 1587 -13176 02153
[V param eters RUL), tu@lDsom a@)phiD)-eeceeececeneeee
PUBLLCT| 253849%* 56962 446 0000 142206 365492
CAR| 67252** 17057 394 0001 33821 100684

-+

nNNNN D >xx orD+xx=>m uliply by 10 © XX or+xx.
ek ke *—=> Sipnifcance atl% ,5% ,10% Evel
M odelwas estin ated on Jun 12,2018 at043449 PM

Nestd bgitrandom utiity nom alzatbn

No nom alzatbn was in posed a prorii Qefaukbm BRUL)

V param eters BrRU1 m odelare Tau@rm b),S gm alLm b[rmk)
Prob@Ejpr=B ,lh b=L amk=T)=exppX_JBLTF5um MNL)
Probr=b [hb=Lnk=T) =expRY_bLT+taub]R*VBLT)}5um

E bstrily wrtchange ofX n row choce on Probfcolim n choce]

-+

COSTFAR | BUS TRAN DRWE POOL

-+

BUS| -7792 0058 3980 4098
TRAN] -0005 0703 -0450 -0579

E bstrily wrtchange ofX n row choce on Probfcolim n choce]

-+

COSTPAR | BUS TRAN DRWE POOL

DRWVE] 1630 1437 -5514 3411
POOL|] 0490 0417 0619 -2268
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E Bstity w rtchange ofX in row choice on ProbfcoLlim n choce]

4

COSTFUE | BUS TRAN DRWE POOL

4

TRAN] 0021 -0304 0219 0189
DRWVE] 0428 0513 -1712 1040
POOL|] 0159 0195 0342 -1045

E bstrily wrtchange ofX n row choce on Probfcolim n choce]

-+

TTME | BUS TRAN DRWE POOL

-+

BUS|23355 -0261 13089 11359
TRAN] -0418 27689 19690 20703
DRWVE] 14712 13784 53306 34497

POOL|] 9083 10312 24544 65638

E Bstrity w rtchange ofX n row choice on ProbfcoLim n choce]

4

EGRESS | BUS TRAN DRWNE POOL

-+

BUS| -1641 -0088 0884 0973
TRAN]| 0211 -2134 1322 1568
DRNVE|] 0267 0309 -1059 0657

POOL] 0179 0195 0433 -1205

E bstity w rtchange ofX in row choice on ProbfcoLim n choce]

-+
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HEADW AY | BUS TRAN DRWE

-+

BUS|] 5378 -0193 -2836 -2429
TRAN] -0024 1191 -0796 -0910

POOL
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Appendix 3 - RP and SP Survey forms

Individual form
If you need another please contact Callum at:

Or on: 8302 5163 during office

hours
Respondent #

Please note that these are individual questions
What is your

1. region of birth
O Australia or NZ O Africa

O Europe O USA and Canada
includes Russia & UK O South America

O China, Japan, Korea including Mexico

O South East Asia OR 0 Other country
Indian Subcontinent

O Middle East

2. Which gender do you identify with

O Male O Female O Other
3. Please indicate which of these age brackets you fit within
18-24 2529 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65+

O O O O O O O O O O

4. From the following Please choose the option which best describes your status
Conventional Shift work Casual/parttime  Full time study Unemployed
employment work or study or Retired

Predominately day For example you

8 hr work blocks time activity of attend campus 3-

For example scheduled at any

Mon-Eri 9-5 time day night or shorter_duratlon, 5 times a week
may involve for at least 3 hr
weekend . .
working weekends sessions
O O O O O

O Other work arrangements For example a FIFO (fly in fly out) work schedule

L LOW CARBON LIVING ”
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5. Is your most transport requirement for employment (paid or volunteer), education purposes or
for another reason

O Employment O Education O Other

6. Name of your most regular destination, eg workplace or
campus
OR
Suburb Street Name

O No fixed destination
7. Please select all of the transport modes used in your most common regular journey

Walk Cycle Car Bus (on Train/Tram/O-Bahn
street)
O O O O O
How long does this most common Journey take (Door to door) ?

8. Do you have No skip to Yes (Car class Yes

a Drivers 14 C) Other

licence?

O O O

9. How often do you drive a road vehicle

Every Day 5-6 days a 3-4 days a 2-3 days a 1 day a week
week week week or less
a O
O O O

10. Roughly how much do you spend a week on fuel?

$20 or $20-30 $30-40 $40-50 $50-60 $60-70 $70-80 80+
less
O O O O O O O O
11. How much does parking cost at or near your most regular destination
$0 (Free) Max hrs OR $/hr Max hrs OR $ Daily
O

Cars of the Future
12. Would you be comfortable sharing a driverless car with other people?

0 Yes I_am hgppy to share my O Yes
ride with others

) LOW CARBON LIVING .
"<"° CRC



As long as | was alone for

: O No
my trip. (Afterwards, the | want to own my own
car can pick up other vehicle

passengers)

13. Alternative fuels
a. Where available do you purchase use Biofuel blends when you buy fuel

10%
] Yes E85 O YesE10 Ethanol)
(85% Ethanol) (94
octane O No,

b. If you were to buy a new car today, would you consider buying an electric or hydrogen
fuelled vehicle? (Given your chosen type, sedan 4WD efc, is available at the same
price as a conventionally fuelled vehicle.)

O Electric O Hydrogen O Neither
i. If you didn’t select a particular car type please give a brief reason why
O Range concerns O Fuel availability

(distance between charges)

O Fuel storage concern
O Other

O Battery life
O Other

L LOW CARBON LIVING *
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“Now we have some questions about your public transport use”

14. Which type of public transport stop(s) would you consider there are within a comfortable
walking distance of this address

OO0 Bus stop O Station/Interchange OO None
15. Please define your comfortable walking distance minutes OR
metres

16. Do you own a MetroCard (registered or otherwise)

O Yes O Yes O Yes seniors/ O No
full fare 2 Section concession
a. Do you ever take advantage of day trip tickets or 28 day passes
(you may select more than one option if needed)

O Yes, Day tickets O Yes, 28day pass O No
17. How often do you catch public transport
6-7 days a 4-5 days a Weekly Monthly Never
week week
(go to 19) (go to 19)
O O O O O
18. If you don’t catch public transport for a regular journey, what is the reason
Increased travel time Unreliability of transfers Requirement to make stops on
route
eg to drop a child at school
O O O
O Other

19. Please rank the following changes from 1 - 10 where 1 would most entice you to catch public
transport more often and 10 would make little to difference

Frequency improvements

Improved safety

Reduced Fares

Cleaner/more attractive vehicles and stops
Stops closer to your home or destination

Shorter travel time

I T I I I B
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Improved reliability of travel time
increased parking costs at destination

A reduction/elimination of required transfers

O O O

Other
[]

20. During Daylight hours:
a. Do you feel safe accessing public transport stops (walking around your
neighbourhood)?

O Yes

O No, Why? -

b. Do you feel safe at public transport stops?
O Yes

O No, Why? -

c. Do you feel safe on public transport vehicles?
O Yes

O No, Why? -

21. During the night
a. Do you feel safe accessing public transport stops (walking around your
neighbourhood)?

O Yes

O No, Why?

b. Do you feel safe at public transport stops?

O Yes
O No, Why? -

c. Do you feel safe on public transport vehicles?
O Yes

O No, Why? -

22. Would you consider combining cycling with a Public transport trip:
a. If secure bicycle parking was provided at your local station/interchange

L LOW CARBON LIVING 7
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O Yes O No
a. If your local bus could carry your bicycle to your destination for use

O No oy
e
S

23. Would you use public transport if you could get a taxi/Uber to/from the local interchange or
train station?
b. If that meant paying a small surcharge (for example $2.50)?

O Yes O No
c. If this short taxi trip was included as a transfer in the MetroCard fare?

O Yes
O No

QL\ LOW CARBON LIVING v
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Part 2: Please chose a preferred transport mode for the 12 scenarios presented

NOTES;
*#(Carpooling 1s sharing a dniven joumey with at least 1 member of your family, friends or colleagues.

Please make a choice for each of the 12 scenarios

These scenarios roughly represent hypothetical travel
from this suburb to the Adelaide CBD, the conditions are
as shown regardless of what you may have experienced.

*#*All options are o be considered
for example, where driving to the interchange 1s given as an option it 15 assumed this is practical
Eather there 1s access to a carpark for your car or you can be dropped off by someone else.
Assumptions:

+ 40 kilometres daily travel

* (CBD parking costs

+ 50c for fuelto drive to a station/interchange

Example Ouestion

please select one of the following mode choices for your regular commute (your regular travel to
work or education) given the hypothetical conditions below

Attribut . Driv C 1
route EPublu: Transport H ﬁ e a arpoo The facilities are described

Persons ‘I J members of the public 1 2 with the following levels

b 9_20 @ $3.50 Current conditions
Cost e $7.00 $8.00 - .
_ at an interchange this is
]3330_00 $15.00 i
- — : : - _ equivalent to a sheltered
One way Door to door travel time J 39 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes | 36 mimtes bus stop

For example if it regularly takes 30 minutes for you to drive to work/study then in this scenario there are public transport options public toilet

available that would take the same time or 6 minutes longer while it would take 36 minutes to carpool with another person.

These travel times account for a one way journey from home to work/education or vice versa including all time taken to access your
selected mode and then finally your destination broken down below.

I"d choose one of the public transport options above because it 1s by far the cheapest option with comparable travel times.

I don’t mind sharing my nide with members of the public

of the automated variety

A transit office
a staff presence who can
assist with transport and

< CRC

] .- . .- you choose | Pre-arranged local information and
Flexibility of Departure time @ 10 munutes between | 20 mumles bMWD | yimeof | semi flexible | | intervene in case of
' ' departure | meeting time emergencies day or night
15 minute 10 mi . Your caris | Youwill
Access to your primary transport modn: "bus stop walk to a ‘nterchans irsl:az;m parked at leave from A café
ﬁ fop g home vour house a transit office along with
Current conditions + | (/NI SRS the provision of food and
Transit facilities - Road side bus stop * Clean toilet N/A N/A drink for purchase.
(available all hours ) - no shelter » Transit office |~ '

3 5 = EE— » Cafe _ i Of these remaining options I'd
gress distance us stop directly — . 10 munute 3 munute h the b te due to it
(Dhstance to destination) j‘ % outside destination “ouinue walk walk walk (:‘ oose the bus route cue to 1ts

higher frequency and
v Your Choice, Please tick w/ = . d proximity to my destination
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Scenario 1

Please select one of the following mode choices for your regular commute
[your regular travel to a place of work or education] given the conditions below

Attribute Public Transport Private transport
Drri Ca |
E Bus a Trzin/Obahn ﬁ rve a oo
Personz h J‘ any members of the public Just You 3
: _E_ & minute walk to 3 5 minute Drive to an car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode . - —
ﬁ bus stop intzrchange/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 45 minutes 20 minutes 25 minutes 40 minutes
Walking tire from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_m 15 minutes Statiom at Destination | 15 minutes 10 minutes
One way Total Door to Door travel time J‘ B8 minutes 25 minutes 40 minutes 50 minutes
Fre-arranged
Any time 5

How often is the zervice gvailable @

every 10 minutes

every 15 minutes

you choose

semi flaxible
mesting time

Coetae 5725

m 5460

Daily Cost to you -3 T
o - - 51.00 Free SFree
575 0] P [P
TOTAL 58.25 59.20 5460
. . —— . Current conditions +
Public transport facilities | ﬁ | Road side bus stop *  Public toilet /A NfA
(avsilable all howrs | — Mo shelter
*  Cafe
"'/thur Choice, Flegse tick O [ [m| O
Scenario 2
Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Drri Ca |
E Bus | a Trzin/Obahn H rve a oo
Parsans h J‘ any members of the public Just You 2
Arcess to vour primary transpart mode __ﬂ_ 4 minuie walk to 3 10 minute Drive to an | car parked leave from
yaure W . a bus stop interchange,station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 40 minutes 25 minutes 25 minutes 30 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ S minutes Stztiom at Destination | 5 minutes 15 minutes
DOne way Total Door to Door travel time " 49 minutes 35 minutes 30 minutes 45 minutes
. Pre-arranged
. - . . . Any time . -
How often is the service gvailable every 20 minutes ewvery 5 minutes h semi flexible
you choose Jmesting time

£11.00

L% 24 50

Daily Cost to you ¢ - 51.00 Eﬁ:m.m
511.00
TOTAL 512.00 52520 51460
Public .transpurt facilities = Road side bus stop Current conditions N/ N
[available all hours | Mo shelter
V/mu; Choice, Flease tick O O | O
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Scenario 3

Flease select one of the following mode choices for your regular commute

[your regular travel to work or education) given the conditions below

Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Diri Ca |
E Bus | E Train/Obahn ﬂ rive a TRod
Persons ﬁ J any members of the public Just you 2
: i L8 minute walk to a 12 minute Walk to an | car parked leave from
Access to your primary tramsport mode - = . =
ﬁ bus stop interchange/station gt home your house
In wehicle Travel time 40 minutes 20 minutes 25 minutes 35 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ h E minutes Station at Destination | 15 minutes E minutes
Dre way Total Door to Door travel time J' 53 minutes 32 minutes 50 minutas | 20 minutes
i Pre-arranged
. - . . . Any time . h
How often is the service gvailable every 10 minutes every 10 minutes semi flexible
E— you choose

meeting time

- o

(5] 5520

53.50
Fres

Daily Cost to you » cllS ol
24.00
S11.00 ES
TOTAL 333.20 53.50
Publi Faciliti T Road side b Current conditions +
u[ ic .tlratrl':spcilrt acilities | ﬁ | fa] N5| ﬁ h:us stop s Public Toilst NJA NJjA
available all howrs o o shelter
*  Transit Office
I""/"l's::lll.lr Choice, Blease tick O O (] O
Scenario 4
Attribute Public Transport Private transport
Diri Ca |
E Bus | H Trzin/Obahn ﬂ rive a "poo
Personz ﬁ J any members of the public Just You 4
: T i 12 minute walk to a 10 minute Drive to an | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode |5 T = ) =
ﬁ bus stop interchange,/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 35 minutes 35 minutes 20 minutes 30 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ 15 minutes 5 minutes 10 minutes Parking at
destination
% Total Door to Door travel time 62 minutes 50 minutes 40 minutes 30 minutes
i Pre-arranged
. . Any time . h
Howe often is the service gyailable every 5 minutes every 20 minutes semi flexible
you choose

meeting time

-3 5400 5230
Daily Cost to you e il 51.00 515.00
54.00
ToTAL 55.00 $25.20 517.30
Public transport facilities Road side bus stop Current conditions +
: . N /A MR
[avzilable all hours | -t With shelter *  Public toilets
"/ Your Choice, Please tick O O | O
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Scenario 5

Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Diri Ca |
EEus | ﬁ Train/Obahn H e a i
Persons g J any members of the public Just You 2
_ e i 12 minute walk toa | 10 minuts Drive toan | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode | ; —_ ——— ) e
ﬁ bus stop interchange,/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 35 minutes 35 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ & 15 minutes E minutes 10 minutes Parking at
destination
One way Total Door to Door travel time J- 62 minutes 50 minutes 40 minutes 30 minutes
: Pre-arranged
. . . . . Any time R .
How often is the service available every 5 minutes every 20 minutes semi flexible
e you choose ) .
mesting time
= ! S6.00 56.90 54.60
Daily Cost to you % e 51.00 24.00 =1 510.00
5600
7.00 30.50 14.60
TOTAL 5 3 >
Public t Faciliti —— Road side bus st Current conditions +
ublic transport facilities | ﬁ | ozd side bus stop s Public toilats /A NJA
available all e With shelter
[ hours ) *  Transit office
Il""r’('f'r::lw.lr Choice, Flease tick O O (] O
Scenario 6
Attribute Public Transport Private transport
Dori Ca |
E Bus | E Trzin/Obahn H e a "pod
Persons h J any meambers of the public Just You 4
. -’.#. E i 4 minute walk to a3 10 minute Drive toan | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode | - - = . e
ﬁ bus stop interchange,/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 45 minutes 15 minutes 30 minutes 35 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destinaticn _ﬁ_ h stop at destination 15 minutes 5 minutes 15 minutes
One way Total Door to Door travel time " 43 minutes 40 minutes 45 minutes 50 minutes
. Pre-arranged
. - . . . Any time . .
How often is the service gvailable every 5 minutes every 20 minutes semi flexibla
— you choose ) .
_mesting time
- 57.25 8| 5230
Daily Cost to you i e 51.00 55.00
57.25
825 2060 7.30
TOTAL 5 3 5
Public .transpclrt facilities | ﬁ | Road .su:le bus stop Current conditions NyA NjA
[avzilable 21l hours } — With shelter
v/,mur Choice, Flegse tick i O O O
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Scenario 7

Please select one of the following mode choices for your regular commute
[your regular travel to work or education) given the conditions below

Attribute Public Transport Private transport
D Ca |
E Bus | a Train/Obahn H rve & "poa
Persons h J any members of the public Just You 4
Actess to vour orimary transport mode A LU B minute walk to a 12 minute Walk to an | car parked leave from
¥ P il P ﬁ bus stop interchange/station gt haome your houss
In wehicle Travel time 40 minutes 25 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ 10 minutes 10 minutes 5 minutes [fasr:iniat
estination
Dns way Total Door to Door travel time J 58 minutes 47 minutes 25 minutes 30 minutes
: Pre-arranged
. ; . . . Any time . -
How often is the service gvailable every 10 minutes every 10 minutes h semi flexible
you choose mesting time
£4.50 52.30
Daily Cost to you T il 16.00 Fres
s11.00
20.60 2.30
TOTAL » ®
Public transport facilitiez | ﬁ | Rozd side bus stop Current conditions + /A NiA
[avzilable all hours | - Mo shelter Public Toilet
"’/"mur Choice, Flease tick O O | O
Scenario 8
Attribute Public Transport Private transport
Diri Ca |
E Bus | E Train/Obahn H e a rpoo
Persons L J zany members of the public Just You 4
4 to . . it 4 ‘.’,#. 2 i 2 minute walk to a B mipute Drive to 2n car parked leave from
cCess our primary transport mode |- — — =
¥ P ¥ P ﬁ bus stop interchange/station at home your houss
In wehicle Travel time 45 minutes 15 minutes 25 minutes 40 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ h 10 minutes 10 minutes ::;:;:;‘gti:ltn 5 minutes
Dne way Total Door to Door travel time B4 minutes 30 minutes 25 minutes 45 minutes
: Pre-arranged
. . Any time . h
How often is the zervice gyzilable every 15 minutes every b minutes h semi flexible
you chonse mesting time
511.00 L8] 5330
Daily Cost to you L il 51.00 Fres
S11.00
12.00 12.60 2.30
TOTAL > > 5
Public transport facilities | ﬁ Rozd side bus stop .
available all hours | -— MO shelter Current conditions N/A N/A
[
"/'ﬁ:lur Choice, Flease tick [ O ] O
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Scenario 9

Please select ane of the following mode choices for your regular commute

[your regular travel to wark or education) given the conditions below

Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Drive Carpool
EBus | a Trzin/Obahn ﬁ a P
Persanz ; J‘ any members of the public Just You 2
) -’.#' | i 12 minute walktoa | 12 minute Walk to an | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transpart mode — = . —
ﬁ bus stop interchange/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 35 minutes 20 minutes 35 minutes 30 minutes
Walking time from wehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ 5 minutes 15 minutes 10 minutes Parking at
Destination
M Total Door to Door travel time J- 52 minutes 47 minutes 45 minutes 30 minutes
. Pre-arranged
. - . . . Any time . -
How often is the service gvailable every 10 minutes every 10 minutes semi flaxible
— you choose

meeting time

Daily Cost to you

26.90
- 524.00

54 60
55.00

Howe often is the zervice gyzilable @

every 20 minutes

every 15 minutes

54.00
— 530.30 59.60
Public t ot faciliti —— Road side bus st Current conditions +
ublic transport facilities | ﬁ | oad side bus stop s Public Toilet NJA NJA
available all - With shelter
[ hours ) ®*  Transit office
v/"l'ﬂ!.ll Choice, Flease tick O O | O
Scenario 10
Attribute Public Transport Private transport
Dri Ca 1
E Bus | a Train/Obahn H e a fpoo
Persons h J any members of the public Just You 3
R .’,#. 2 ﬁ 12 minute walk to a 5 mipute Drive to an car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode |©- = . _—
bus stop interchange,/station at home your house
In wehicle Travel time 35 minutes 35 minutes 25 minutes 40 minutes
. . - . Parking at
Walking time from wehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ stop at Destination 10 minutes = _mg. 15 minutes
Destination
One way Total Door to Door travel time 47 minutes 50 minutes 25 minutes 55 minutes
P d
Any time re-arrange

you choose

semi flaxible
mesting time

il 54.00 5690 53.50
Daily Cost to you % il 51.00 58.00 =8 5500
S4.00
TOTAL 55.00 $14.50 58.50
Public transport facilities | ﬁ | Road side bus stop Current conditions + N/A NJA
[avzilable all howrs | - MO shelter Public toilet
Il"/‘1’-::|'|.|r Choice, Flegse tick O O ] O
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Scenario 11
Fleasze select one of the following mode choices for your regular commute
[your regular travel to work or education) given the conditions below

Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Dirii Ca |
E Bus | a Train/Obahn H e a i
Persons ﬁ J any members of the public Just You 3
; o g i 4 minute walk to a 10 minute Drive to an | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport mode |5 - S ) —
ﬁ bus stop interchange,/station at homne your house
In wehicle Trawvel time 35 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes 40 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ & Stop at Destination 15 minutes 10 minutes | 10 minutes
Dne way Total Door to Door travel time 39 minutes 55 minutes 40 minutes 50 minutes
. Pre-arranged
. . Any time . .
How often is the service avsilable every 20 minutes every 5 minutes semi flexible
you choose . .
mesting time
-y 56.00 54.60 %] _54.60
Daily Cost to you ¢ i 51.00 524.00 =1 515.00
S6.00
7.00 2860 15.60
TOTAL 5 > >
Public t Faciliti Road side bus st Current conditions +
ublic transport facilities = oad side bus stop s Public Toilet N/A N/A
available all MO shelter
( haurs | . Cafi
v/"l'cll.lr Choice, Flease tick O O m] O
Scenario 12
Artribute Public Transport Private transport
Dirii Ca |
E Bus | a Trzin/Obahn ﬁ rive a "poo
Persons h J any members of the public Just You 3
) -’.#' - i 12 minute walk toa | 12 minute Walk to an | car parked leave from
Access to your primary transport maode |©- — = ] -
ﬁ bus stop interchange,/station at home your house
In vehicle Travel time 45 minutes 15 minutes 35 minutes 35 minutes
Walking time from vehicle to destination _ﬁ_ ﬁ 15 minutes 5 minutes Parking =t 10 Minutes
Destination
% Total Door to Door travel time J 72 minutes 32 minutes 35 minutes 45 minutes
: Pre-arranged
. - . . . Any time . h
How often is the service gvailable every 15 minutes every 15 minutes semi flexible
E— you choose L
_mesting time

55.20  [LW] 5350
Daily Caost to you 3 e Eres *1 Free

57.25
TOTAL 59.20 53.50
Public t t faciliti —— Road side bus sb Currant conditions +
ublic transport facilities | ﬁ | ozad side bus stop s Public Tailet NJA N/A
avzilable all hours - MO shelter .
[ *  [zfa
"(/TCIUI Choice, Flease tick O O a O
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Please rank these travel attributes from 5 least important to 1, most important when you made
your decisions in the final part (section 2) of the gquestionnaire.

Travel time cost Facilities AccessfEgress flexibility

[ [ [ ] [

Thank you very much for your time.
Please use the enclosed prepaid envelope to return this survey to us.

Any further comments?

L LOW CARBON LIVING
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Adelaide Household Travel Survey

A Survey of Commuting Behaviour In Confidence

Read
this
first

Household Form

A household is all people who usually live at this address. For office use only
Suburb . Cluster No ##

1. Please fill in this Household Form first. 3. Please read the instructions on the back page of this form_
2. Then fill in the inside of this form for every person who usually lives here 4. All responses will be treated as strictly confidential.

A household can be just one person.

Please answer all questions on this page

How many people aged over 18, including vourself usually live in this
e ol How many vehicles owned or used by members of
How many people aged between 12 and 18, usually live in this household this household are garaged or parked at or near this
dwelling
How many years have yvou lived in vour current home?
Where 1s this household located
Street
Suburb
Please identify the nearest public transport stop to this residence Eoadworthy Bicycles
Train Station I:' Bus Stop I:' Eoad or street Name Stop Number Motorised Passenger Vehicles
Name Other Vehicles

Please answer all questions on the inside of

this form




Please fill in for: Everyone who normally lives at this address (including people who don’t commute)
(wi;ife;tP:?r:;daﬂ Second Person Third Person Fourth Person Fifth Person Sixth Person

Less than 15 ] Less than 15 [_| Less than 15 || Less than 15 ] Less than 15 [_| Less than 15 ]

1524 ] 1524 ] 1524 ] 15-24 ] 15-24 ] 1524 ]

2534 ] 2534 ] 2534 ] 2534 ] 25-34 ] 2534 ]

3544 ] 35.44 ] 35.44 ] 35.44 [ ] 35.44 ] 3544 ]

4554 ] 4554 ] 4554 [ ] 4554 ] 4554 ] 4554 ]

55-64 ] 55-64 ] 55-64 ] 55-64 ] 55-64 ] 5564 ]

65-74 L] 65-74 L] 65-74 ] 6574 ] 65-74 L] 6574 ]

T3 and above I:' 75 and above I:' 75 and above I:' 75 and above I:' 75 and above I:' T3 and above I:'

Male[ | Femate [ ] Mate[ | Femate [ | Mate[ | Femate [ | Mate[ ] Femate [ ] Mate[ | Femate [ | Male[ |  Femate [ |

Other [ undisclosed [ ] Other[ ] undisclosed [ | Other [ Jundisclosed [ ]  Other [ ] undisclosed [ ]  Other [ ] undisclozea [ ] Other || undisclosed [_]

3. Area of Birth Australiz or NZ [ Australia or NZ [ Australia or NZ [ Australia or NZ [ Australia or NZ [ Australia or NZ [

Europe jng Fuszia & UKI:' Europe, including RussiaD Europe, including RussiaD Europe, mcluding RnssiaD Europe, including RussiaD Europe, including Russialj

China, Japan, KnrenD China, Japan, KnrenD China, Japan, Knr&nD China, Japan, KureaD China, Japan, KnrenD China, Japan Km‘ealj

South East Asial | South East Asial | South East Asial_| South East Asial | South East Asial | South East Asial_|

el | e | B e e | e B | it [l el |

Middle Eastl_| Middle Eastl_] Middle Eastl_| Middle Eastl_| Middle Eastl_| Middle Eastl_|

A_ﬁimD A:EmmD F&:Em:aD A_t'm:aD AﬁlmD _.‘-"|.f|:1'|:a|:|

USA and Canaga[ | USA and Canada [ | USA and Canaga [ | USA and Canada [ | USA and Canada [ | USA and Canada [ |

South America South Amenica South America South America South America South America .

including Mexico I:' ncluding Mexico I:' mcluding Mexico |:| inchuding Mexico |:| including Mexico I:' including Mexico |:|

Other ommtr'l.-lj Other mu.nt}-‘lj Other mu.ntr}-'lj Other ::m.mhj‘lj Other mu.utr}-'lj Other EUU.I:I‘.II}’D

4. Employment Fulltime, Coevertional| |~ Fulltime Convertional[ | Fullfime Conventional| | Full ime, Conventional| | Full time, Conventionat [ | Full time, Cornvertional | |
status Full fime, Shift workc| | Fulltime_ Shift workc| | Full time Shift workc|_| Full ime. Shiftwoedc [ Full time Shift work[ | Full fime Shift workc| |
Where part time Camilorpattimewod| |  Camilorpattmewok| |  Camalorparttimewodd| | Camsalorpattimeworc| | Conmal orporttime work[ ] Canesl or pert me wore ||
study is selected Full time study | Ful time study | Full time study || Full time study | Ful time study | Full time study ||

please also select
another status. Pattime study || Pattime stody || Parttime stody || Parttime study || Pattime study || Parttime study ||
Unemployedorretied| |~ Unemployedorretied| | Unemgloyed or retired [ | Unemployedorretied | Unemployed orsetired [ Unesnployed or retired ||
dipto] driptn’] skipto 7 iptn? akiptn 7 diiptn7




Under$400 [ Under$400[_] Under $400_] Under$400 ] Under$400[_] Under$400[_]

Under$800[_] Under $800[_| Under $800_| Under$800 [_] Under$800[_| Under$800_|
Under$1250 ] Under$1250[_] Under$1250[_] Under$1250 ] Under $1250[_| Under$1250[_]
Under $2000 ] Under $2000[_] Under $2000[_] Under $2000 ] Under $2000[_| Under $2000[_]
m{IDKHD E’.ID]{IDT.HD $2000 EIDT.HD ‘EEII]]{IDT.HD m::ﬂverlj E’.IIZI]{IDT.HD
. Primary Strest Strest Strest Strest Strest Strest
Employer Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb
Or OR  FacilityName OR  FacilityName OR  FacilityName OR  FacilityName OR  FaciliyName OR.  FacilityName
Educational
institution
- E_““‘“’“:t Walk [ Walk [] Walk [] Walk [ Walk [] Walk []
ANSPO
modes Cycle [] Cycle [] Cycle [] Cycle [] Cycle [] Cycle []
Pleaze mark all Car as driver |_] Car as driver || Car as driver || Car as driver [] Car as driver ] Car as driver ]
odes ¥ f
;:“e:l{,:::;::n Car as passenger D Car as passenger D Car as passenger D Car as passenger D Car as passenger D Car as passenger D
eekly retu
;:Im:;;::uﬁng On street bus D Omn street bus D On street bus D On street bus D On street bus D Omn street bus D
:'i:gle Pmpmr“ Tram/ Train/'Obahn [ | Tram/ Train'O-bahn [ |  Tram/ Train'O-bahn [ | Tram/ Train'O-bahn [ | Tram/ Train/O-babn[ | Tramy Train/O-bahn [ ]
8. Most Strest Strest Strest Streat Streat Sirest
common Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb Suburb
other journey NN Farility Name OR  FacilityName OR  FacilityName OR  FacilityName OR  FaciliyName OR.  FacilityName
destination
Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres

[Q"@ LOW CARBON LIVING
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10. Meirocard
Ownership

Registered or otherwizse
Please tick all that apply

11. public transport
access/egress
11.1. Distance

11.2.

Footpath
Quality

11.3. Cycling
would you
combine
cycling with a
public transit
trip if busses
could carry
bikes

12. Driverless Cars

Would you be
comfortable sharing a
driverless car with
other people?

First Person
Full Fare [_]
2 Section D
Conceszsion I:'
Student| ]
Seniors card I:'

None D
Good [
ﬁdequatelj
PGUII:'
Good I:'

Adegu atelj
Pom'lj

Yes |:|

NDD

I'd consider itD

Yes D

I am happy to share my
ride with others

YESD

As long as [ was alone
for my trip.

Afterwards, the car can
pick up other passengers

NDD

I want to own my own
vehicle

Second Person
Full Fare [_]
2 Section []
Concession I:l
Student| |
Seniors card |:|
None D
Good [
Adequaielj

PD-I]i'l:l

Good [
ﬂdequaielj

Po-nrlj
Yes |:|

NcrI:l

I'd consider itlj

Yes D

I am happy to share my
ride with others

YEED

As long as [ was alone
for my trip.

Afterwardz, the car can
pick up other passengers

Ncll:l

I want to own my own
wvehicle

Third Person
Full Fare [_]
2 Section [_]
Concession I:'
student| |
Seniors card I:'
None D
Good [
Adequatelj

PD-DII:'

Good [
Adequatelj

PD-DII:‘
Yes I:'

NDI:‘

I'd consider itJ:‘

YEE-I:‘

I am happy to share my
ride with others

Yeslj

As long as [ was alone
for my trip.

Afterwards, the car can
pick up other passengers

ND-I:‘

I want to own my own
vehicle

Fourth Person
Full Fare [_]
2 Section [_]
Concession D
Stadent |
Seniors card |:|
None D
Good [
Adequatelj

PD-DID

Good L]
ﬁdequatelj

PD-DID
Yes I:'

NDI:‘

I'd consider itJ:‘

Yeslj

I am happy to share my
ride with others

YE:SI:'

As long as [ was alone
for my trip.

Afterwards, the car can
pick up other passengers

NDI:‘

I want to own my own
vehicle

Fifth Person
Full Fare [_]
2 Section [_]
Concession I:l
Student| ]
Seniors card |:|
None D
Good []
Adequaielj

PD-I]Il:l

Good [
ﬂdequaielj

PD-DID
Yes |:|

NDI:‘

I'd consider itJ:‘

Yes D

I am happy to share my
ride with others

YESD

Aslong as I was alone
for my trip.

Afterwards, the car can
pick up other passengers

NDD

I want to own my own
vehicle

Sixth Person
Full Fare [
2 Section [_]
Conceszion I:l
Student|_]
Seniors card [_|
None D
Good []
ﬂ.dequatt:l:l
Praor'l:l
Good [

E.dequatelj

Pr::orlj
Yes |:|

NDI:'

I'd consider itJ:l

Yes D

I am happy to share my
ride with others

YesD

Aslong as [ was alone
for my trip.

Afterwards, the car can
pick up other passengers

Ncrl:l

I want to own my own
vehicle



you drive a
personal
vehicle?

15. Car sharing
options
Please mark the box if you've
heard of the following
initiatives
16. Have yvoun ever
used a shared
car scheme?
(eg. Golet)
16.1. How
often do you
use such a
service

17. Have you ever
used Uber?

18. with whom
have vou shared
a ride in the last
week

First Person Second Person Third Person Fourth Person Fifth Person Sixth Person

Mo Current Licence |:| No Current Licence I:' Mo Current Licence I:' Mo Current Licence D No Current Licence D No Current Licence I:'
Skip to 14 Skip to 14 Skip to 14 Skip to 14 Skip to 14 Skip to 14

Car Licence (ing. F) |:| Car Licence (inc. P) |:| Car Licence (inc. P |:| Car Licence (inc. P |:| Car Licence (inc. P |:| Car Licence (ing, P) I:'
Motorbike Licence I:l Motorbike Licence I:' Motorbike Licence I:' Motorbike Licence D Motorbike Licence D Motorbike Licence I:'
Other License I:l Other License I:' Other Licensze I:' Other Licenze D Other Licenze D Other License I:'
Every Day |:| Every Day |:| Every Day |:| Every Day D Every Day D Every Day |:|
5-6 Days a Week || 5.6 Days a Week ] 5.6 Days a Week [_] 5-6 Days a Week [_] 5-6 Days a Week || 5.6 Days a Week ||
3-4 Days a Week || 3-4 Days a Weelk [_] 3-4 Days a Week [ 3-4 Days a Week [_] 3-4 Days a Week || 3-4 Days a Week ||
2 days a Week [_] 2 days a Week [_] 2 days a Week [ 2 days 2 Week [_] 2 days a Week [_] 2 days a Week [ ]
1 day a Week [] 1 day a Weekc [_] 1 day a Week [_] 1 day a Weelc [_] 1 day a Weel [ 1 day a Weel [_]
On occasion |:| On occasion |:| On occasion |:| On occasion |:| On occasion |:| On occasion I:'
GoGet cars I:l GoGet cars I:' GoGet cars I:' GoGet cars D GoGet cars D GoGet cars I:'
Carpooling services |:| Carpooling services |:| Carpooling services |:| Carpooling services |:| Carpooling services |:| Carpooling services I:'
Ridesharing apps I:l Ridesharing apps I:' Ridesharing apps I:' Ridesharing apps D Ridesharing apps D Ridesharing apps I:'

No, Skip to 17[_]

Yes I:l
Daily |:|
Weekty [

Monthly |:|

Yes |:|

No |:|

Nobody [_]
Family/Housemates |:|
Friends [_]

Colleagues D
Meamber= of ouhlic |_|

No, Skipto 16 [

Yes I:'
Daily |:|
Weekly [

Monthly |:|

Yes |:|

No |:|

Nobody [_]
Family/Housemates |:|
Friends [_]

Colleagues D
Memhers of pahlic | |

No, Skip to 16 ]

Yes I:'
Daily |:|
Weekty [

Monthly |:|

Yes |:|

No |:|

Nobody [_]
Family/Housemates |:|
Friends [_]

Colleagues D
Merthers af oahlic ||

No, Skip to 16

Yes I:‘
Daily I:'
Weekly [

Monthly I:'

Yes I:'

No I:‘

Nobody [_]
Family/Housemates |:|
Friends [_]

Colleagues D
Members afoahlic ||

No, Skip to 16 [_|

Yes I:‘
Draily I:'
Weekdy [_]

Monthly I:'

Yes I:'

No I:‘

Nobody [_]
Family/Housemates |:|
Friends [_]

Colleagues D
Members afoablic ||

No, Skip to 16

Yes I:‘
Daily I:'
Weekty [

Monthly I:'

Yes I:'

No I:‘

Nobody [
FamilyHouzemates I:'
Friends I:'

Colleagues D
MMeamber: of nublic |_|



First Person Second Person Third Person Fourth Person Fifth Person Sixth Person
19. Wallkang access Good [_] Good [ Good [_] Good [_] Good [_] Good [
19? L] ;’}hi:tgr;:me Adequate[‘ Mequate[‘ Adequate[‘ Adequate[‘ ﬂdequate[‘ Adequatelj
Pc:u:u'lj PD-DII:‘ PDDTI:‘ an’lj an’lj PDD[I:‘
Good [_] Good [_] Good [_] Good [_] Good [_] Good []
19:2. FS:E;;P A.dequatel] A.dequatel] Adequatelj Adequatel] Adequatel] Adequatel]
Pr::u:rrlj PD-DII:‘ Pnurlj Pm:nrlj Pm:nrlj Panrlj
20. Do you ever feel EEREINENS [] Yes, always [] Yes, always Yes, always [] Yes,_ always [] Yes,_ always []
like it would be Why? Why? Why?
unsafe walking [ — B B
’“_""“1 BRI Yes, at night L] Yes, at night L] Yes, at night Yes, at night [] Yes, at night [] Yes, at night []
neighbourhood? e Why? Why? Why? Why? Why?
No, Never [] No, Never [] No, Never No. Never [] No, Never [] No, Never []
21. Do you walk Yes, For leisure [] Yes, Forleisure [ Yes, Forleisure [] Yes, Forleisure [] Yes, Forleisure [] Yes, Forleisure [ ]
regularly ; ; ;
Yes. For shoppi [] Yes, Forshopping Yes For shopping [] Yes, For shopping [] Yes_ For shopping Yes_For shopping
at least 10 minutes
e Yes aspartofa [| Yes aspartofa [| Yes aspartofa [ | Yes aspartofa [ | Yes aspartofa [ | Yes aspartofa [ ]
public transport trip public transport tnip public transport trip public transport trip ~ public transport trip  public transport trip
Ves Other Yes Other Yes Other Yes Other
Yes Other D D Yes Other D |:| |:| |:|
Purpose itraes Purpose Purpose Purpose Purpose
No [ No [ No [ No [ No [ No [l
Why? Why? Why? Why? Why? Why?

AL LOW CARBON LIVING
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First Person Second Person Third Person Fourth Person Fifth Person Sixth Person

22 H"‘“" Al Yes, every week[ | Yes, every weekl_| Yes, every week[ | Yes, every weekl | Yes, every weekl_| Yes, every week[ |

ﬁ::ﬂi: ;f;:ﬁlt;;n Yes, occasionally [] Yes, occasionally L] Yes, occasionally [] Yes, occasionally L] Yes, occasionally L] Yes, occasionally []
No, [] No, [ ] No, [ ] No, [ ] No, [ ] No, [ ]

Why Why Why Why Why Why
23. How . Pleasant/relaxing L] Pleasant/relaxing L] Pleasant/relaxing L] Pleasant/relaxing L] Pleasant/relaxing L] Pleasant/relaxing []
would you describe Safel ] Safel ] Safel ] Safel ] Safel ] Safel ]
cycling your most
frequent journey Neutr:alD NeutralD NeutralD NeutralD NeutralD Neutr:alD
under current Unsafelj UnsafeD Unsafelj UnsafeD UnsafeD Unsafelj

conditions?

24, If Cycle
facilities Yes Definitely L]~ Yes Definitely L] Yes Definitely L] Yes Definitely L]  Yes Definitely (]  Yes Definitely L]

Quite DangerousD Quite Dan.gerousD Quite DangerousD Quite DangerousD Quite DangerousD Quite DangerousD

eg showers and
secure parking
were located
at/mear your
destination

=4 et 5 etz 5 M il etz 5 M = et 5 M il etz S M =4 et 5

would you be
more likely to Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [] Probably not [l
cycle?

Would
you hif a bike Yes Definitely L]~ Yes Definitely L]~ Yes Definitely [ ]~ Yes Definitely [ ] Yes Definitely L]~ Yes Definitety []

or a short

journey if there
was a stand
nearby and you
had the
flexibihity to
return it at your Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [l Probably not [] Probably not [

destination?

=4l et ) I el el 5 I It | = el 5 I il el 5 I =4l et ) I

Please Turn Over



26. Cycle Facilities

pleaze rank
from 1 most preferred
to 4 least preferred

27. Dangers of cycling

please rank
from 1 most frustrating
to 7 least frmstrating

k LOW CARBON LIVING

Quiet backstreet cycle routes

On road cycle lanes

Shared use paths
(fully separated but no traffic

priority)
Foadside footpaths
Parked cars

Busses stopping on left of road
Unnecessary waiting at traffic hights
Aggressive motor vehicle drivers
Difficulties Negotiating intersections

Other

Person 1

Person 2

Person 3

Person 4

Person 5

Person 6
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Executive Summary

Suburban transport is a significant contributor to
greenhouse gas emissions in Australian cities.
Therefore, in transitioning to a low carbon future that
mitigates the potential impacts of human-induced climate
change there is the need to increase the adoption of low
carbon transport modes, such as public transit and
active transport modes, in the suburban context.
Suburban transport is currently heavily car-dependent
which, in addition to greenhouse gas emissions,
contributes to traffic congestion, poor local air quality,
social inequity, and health impacts due to lack of
physical activity. Suburban development was partially
enabled by increased car ownership, which allowed for
mobility in areas not serviced by transit and/or distant
from employment locations. The ongoing predominance
of car use in suburban areas can be attributed to a lack
of planning and investment in transit systems that meet
service levels required by the travelling population, and
induced demand for car travel from extensive
development of highways and arterial roads. In order to
reduce car dependence, and associated carbon
emissions in Australian suburbs, there is the need to
identify effective interventions that will enable a greater
proportion of trips to be taken by sustainable transport
modes.

This research, which was part of the larger RP2021-
Greening Suburban Transport, was mostly focussed on
understanding the behavioural drivers that are likely to
impede or encourage shift to low carbon transport
modes, and developing a tool to analyse different
interventions designed to increase the uptake of low
carbon transport modes, and resulting impacts on
greenhouse gas emissions.

The project involved the following activities:

e Review of international best practice and trends for
enabling public transport and active transport that
addresses the mobility challenges facing suburban
communities;

e Investigation (through travel surveys and literature
review) the factors that influence travel mode choice
and the determinants of shifts in travel behaviour
from private vehicles to public transport and active
transport choice;

e Development of an Agent-based Model (ABM) that
represents travel data, demographics, urban
infrastructure, and travellers’ behaviour and
response to investment in low carbon transport
infrastructure; and,

e ABM tool applied to a suburban employment
precinct (Monash National Employment and
Innovation Cluster).

The literature review found that the uptake of low carbon
transport modes is largely influenced by the utility (time
and cost) of different modes, but also by a range of
intrinsic preferences and values that influence travellers’
behaviour. This suggests that when considering
investment strategies to increase the use of low carbon
transport modes there is the need to consider how
receptive different segments of the travelling population
are likely to be.

The analysis of travel surveys, undertaken for this
project, highlighted the following insights on factors that
influence the choice for low carbon transport modes:

e Interdependencies between active (walking and
cycling) and public transit modes, which is reflected
in the increased likelihood of public transit use in
areas serviced by active transport infrastructure.

e There is a strong unfulfilled demand for active
transport for people who can access their
destination by safe cycling and walking paths. The
choice for active transport was also influenced by
their underlying values for factors such as health
and the environment.

e The probability of active transport increases for
destinations that can be accessed in less than 30
minutes by walking or cycling, which highlights the
need for investment in active transport infrastructure
around activity centres and transit nodes.

Incorporating the decision making profiles, from the
survey analysis, within an agent-based modelling
provided a flexible, bottom-up approach for simulating
transport mode choice. The human behavioural model
can complement more traditional transport planning and
modelling approaches, as it can help policymakers who
want to reduce uncertainty around how commuters’
mode choice is likely to be influenced by investment
decisions or policy actions. The approach is able to
model the behavioural complexities of transport mode
choice in response to specific interventions (such as
dedicated bus lane with associated walking/cycling
path).
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Introduction

Suburban growth in countries like the United States and
Australia has been characterised by low-density
development, which has been enabled by the mobility
provided by private cars and highway network 1.
However, this car-dependent urban sprawl has been
implicated in increasing the environmental impact of
cities through pollutant emissions, such as carbon
dioxide 2:3. The reliance on car-based transportation is a
major contributor to global warming 4. Greenhouse gas
emissions related to private transport contribute
significantly to the overall carbon footprint of Australian
cities. In 2014, road transport accounted for 15% of
Australia’s total Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions 5.
Cars were responsible for approximately 80% of these
road transport emissions. There is the need to reduce
the contribution of suburban travel to global emissions,
and reducing these emissions requires improvements in
not only transport technology and planning, but also in
better understanding the factors that influence people’s
transport behaviour . Natalini and Bravo 7 identified two
issues in developing policies to reduce transport-related
emissions, which are: new modelling approaches to
assess the likely performance of different policies, and
based on modelling insights, the design of more effective
policies.

Suburban precincts in Australian cities are under
pressure to accommodate a growing population while
also reducing environmental impacts. Continued
population growth and policies designed to limit sprawl
has seen a shift from growth occurring primarily at the
urban fringe of Australian cities to the renewal of
suburban precincts through infill and brownfield
development. This has resulted in increased population
density and employment opportunities in these suburban
precincts. However, these suburban precincts are often
poorly serviced by the infrastructure for active transport
and public transit, which as meant that cars are still used
for the majority of trips with resulting increases in
congestion and greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore,
there is a need for targeted interventions that can
improve the accessibility in suburban precincts and
support the transition to low carbon transport modes. A
barrier to improving accessibility infrastructure is
understanding the different behavioural responses of
travellers to interventions that improve the accessibility
of low carbon transport modes. The Agent-based Model
for Transport Mode Choice (ABM-TMC), described in

this report, had the purpose of modelling the uptake of
low carbon transport modes in a suburban precinct
under different scenarios in a way that considers realistic
models for commuter behaviour, and their responses to
supply interventions that improved accessibility by active
and public transport.

Project context

This report is for a component of the project entitled
“RP2021 Greening Suburban Transport” which is a
collaboration between the CSIRO, Swinburne University,
University of South Australia and the University of
Melbourne under the CRC for Low Carbon Living. This
report primarily describes the CSIRO work packages.

The modelling approach described in this project builds
on the work undertaken in related CRC for Low Carbon
Living projects, In particular, RP3035 Modelling the
uptake of water conservation and efficiency measures in
Sydney” and “A “virtual market” for analysing the uptake
of energy efficiency measures in residential and
commercial sectors” RP3028. These projects used core
Diffusion uptake algorithms developed over a number of
years.

Activities of the CSIRO component RP2021 project have
involved:

e Review of international best practice and trends for
enabling public transport and active transport that
addresses the mobility challenges facing suburban
communities;

e Investigation (through travel surveys) the factors
that influence travel mode choice and the
determinants of shifts in travel behaviour from
private vehicles to public transport and active
transport choice;

o Development of an Agent-based Model (ABM) that
represents travel data, demographics, urban
infrastructure, and travellers’ behaviour and
response to investment in low carbon transport
infrastructure; and,

e ABM tool applied to a suburban employment
precinct (Monash National Employment and
Innovation Cluster).
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Literature review

Understanding approaches and policies for
encouraging low carbon mode choice

This section reviews some of the approaches and policy
responses to increase the number of trips taken by
sustainable transport modes. The section also identifies
the barriers for realising a more sustainable transport
mix in the suburban milieu.

Vergragt and Brown 8 argued that there is a need to
urgently address the societal dilemma, where individuals
choose to travel by car to maximise personal utility at the
expense of global sustainability. Mees, et al. ¢ highlighted
that current policy settings at state and federal
government levels are supporting growth in car travel and
associated GHG emissions. In particular, the authors
maintained that there is a need to shift transport
investment  priorites away from building road
infrastructure to investing in sustainable transport modes.

Market instruments

The shift to more sustainable transport modes requires an
integrated response, which should include technological
innovation, changes in the physical infrastructure and
land use, and social, cultural, and institutional changes 8.
These changes need to consider the regulations,
incentives and subsidies that may present market failures
and barriers that impede the adoption of more sustainable
transport modes. Brown 10 highlighted market failures
and barriers that can impede clean energy policies, which
can be adapted to the sustainable transport context. The
examples provided by Brown 10 are included below, with
the examples adapted to the transport context:

e Misplaced incentives — this is often called the
“principal agent problem” in economics and
refers to when an agent has the authority to act
on behalf of users but does not always reflect the
user’'s best interests. For example, transport
planning engineers may first seek to minimise
upfront costs, which determines the transport
infrastructure  available to the broader
community. The dominant influence of these
planning decisions may not be representative of
the needs of the travelling public.

e Distortionary fiscal and regulatory policies - An
example of a distortionary fiscal policy could be
the government funding available for highway
infrastructure relative to public transit, which
may prevent markets from operating efficiently
and subdue incentives for investing in
sustainable transport modes.

e Unpriced costs and public goods — A range of
negative impacts are associated with the use of
fossil fuels for private vehicles. It could be
argued the cost of fossil fuels for transport does
not take full account of the social costs
associated with their use, such as impacts on air
quality and traffic  congestion.  Policy

interventions can help ensure market choices
reflect the full costs and benefits of options.

e Insufficient and incorrect information — the
effective operation of markets, such as transport
mode choice, assumes free and perfect
information. If a person is not knowledgeable on
the features and economics of different transport
modes it may present a barrier to considering a
shift to more sustainable modes.

Review of variables that influence transport
mode choice

The following identifies variables that may be used to
simulate travel mode choice, and the likely factors that
may influence a shift to low carbon transport modes.
While there are many factors that drive the potential for
an individual to change travel behaviour the primary
drivers of travel behaviour are structural variables such
as trip distance, time, cost, urban density, road network
quality and availability of public transit 11. However,
travel behaviour is also influenced by individual variables
such as the purpose of the trip, time constraints,
environmental ethics, age, income, gender, attitudes and
lifestyle 1. Gardner and Abraham 12 applied grounded
theory analysis to understand the main motives that
sustain high levels of car use. The top motives for car
use were: minimising journey time, minimising the
physical and psychological effort of the trip, minimising
cost, creating personal space and maintaining control
over the travel experience 12.

Key factors that influence the demand for different
transport modes are discussed in the following sections.

Journey time and distance

Clark, et al. 13 used a longitudinal dataset to explore the
relationship between changes in residential location and
employment location. This demonstrated how sensitive
households were to the length of commute. The study
showed when commute distance was greater than 13
kilometres a household is more likely to try to reduce
commute time when relocating homes. The study
indicated that commute distance does matter to
households, and households are aware of the trade-offs
between commute distance and residential location.
These spatial complexities increase for dual-income
households, where two people are both trying to
optimise their residential location with potentially
different commute destinations.

Ahmed and Stopher 14 reviewed studies of Travel Time
Budget (TTB). TTB differs from Travel-Time Expenditure
(TTE), as the latter can be measured based on actual
travel time while the former refers to the maximum
amount of time a person would be willing to travel per
day and therefore is not directly observable 14. This
review found that at the aggregate level TTB are
remarkably stable despite the highly variable nature of
individual travel. The margin between TTB and TTE
indicates the additional time that might be spent on
travelling. This has implications when considering mode
shift, as people will try to stay within their TTB. Morris 15

L LOW CARBON LIVING
A the

RP 2021 CSIRO Final Report 10




found that when controlling for relevant demographic,
socio-economic and temporal covariates that travel time
per day is significantly and positively correlated with life
satisfaction.

Kingham, et al. 16 surveyed workers at two large
companies in England, where more than 85%
employees travelled to work by car, to understand what
factors might influence a shift to sustainable transport
modes. This study found that even if cycling
infrastructure and end-of-ride facilities were improved
there would likely be little increase in cycling to work due
to the distance that most employees need to travel to
work. Therefore, policies to improve cycling
infrastructure are likely to only have an impact where a
significant number of employees live close to work 16,
Badland et al. 17 found that for people who lived 5
kilometres or less from their place of work there was a
disconnect between their intent to travel by active modes
and their actual behaviour. The World Health
Organisation (WHO) advocates distances of upto 5
kilometres are realistic for active based transport. It has
been demonstrated that people who live 5 kilometres or
less from their place of work are more likely to ride or
walk to work, with this likelihood decreasing as the
commute distance increases 17.

Trip complexity and purpose

The purpose and complexity of a planned trip can
influence mode selection. Trip purpose can be broadly
categorised as commuting or non-commuting travel 18.
Commuting covers travel to work or education, and is
generally much more predictable in terms of destination
and behaviour than non-commuting travel. Studies have
often focused on travel behaviour associated with
commuting in part due to the fact that better data is
available to characterise these trips 1°.

Trips can also be categorised as simple or complex,
where a simple trip is defined as a trip to a destination
and then returning to home

Mode quality and accessibility

Paulley, et al. 20 noted that mode quality can be defined
by a wide range of attributes, which include those that
can be easily observed and included in models, such as
access and egress time, service intervals and in-vehicle
time. There is also a range of other mode quality factors,
such as quality and comfort of rolling stock, the
interchange between modes, availability of information.
The valuations of these attributes are often derived from
stated preference models 20.

Kingham, Dickinson and Copsey 16 reported on a survey
that asked respondents what factors would encourage
them to shift from the car to public transit. The main
factors identified were: frequency, reliability, better
connections and discounted fares. Frequency,
accessibility and connectivity can be used to assess the
quality of public transit 2*. However, Gaymer 22 found
that commute choice by car can be extremely resilient to
significant changes in mode quality. For example,
Gaymer 22 found that travel times for car drivers could
get 40% worse and there would be minimal defection to
other modes, with the exception of those travellers who

had stated a preference for public transit use. Gaymer 22
also found improved train service reliability (less chance
of delay) substantially increases demand for train
services, even from segments of the travelling
population that who preferred car use. However, this did
not hold for bus travel — with those people who preferred
car use likely to continue to reject bus travel despite any
improvements in service quality 22. This suggested a
problem with the perceptions of bus travel.

Actual and perceived safety of transport modes can
influence the adoption of active and public transport.
Woodcock, et al. 23 found that for some cities, as rates of
cycling increased, there was a decrease in the rate of
fatalities and serious injuries for cyclists. While this might
indicate there is some effect from safety in numbers, it is
also likely to be a result of improved cycling
infrastructure that encouraged the increase in cycling for
transport.

Economic factors

The selection of modes requires a traveller to consider
trade-offs across different levels of attributes for each
travel mode: time, monetary cost, reliability, comfort,
convenience, safety, and so forth24. A traveller has to
consider the relative importance and value of each
attribute, and based on that, evaluate modes to identify
the one that provides the greatest utility. Walker 24 noted
that the most important behavioural trade-off in
transportation is between the time cost and monetary
cost, where the value of a traveller’s value of time can be
based on traveller’'s hourly wage rate and it represents
the amount of money that one is willing to spend to save
a certain amount of time.

Wardman 25 described the value of travel time as the
ratio of the marginal utilities of time and money, while the
marginal utility of time is the opportunity cost (wage rate)
of time spent travelling and disutility of that time. The
value of time will vary across modes, due in part to the
comfort and conditions of different modes that influences
how travel time can be spent 25, This study suggested
that time spent walking or waiting as part of a commute
was around twice the value of in-car time. Wardman 25
suggested this justifies investment in providing high
service frequency bus services that connect core areas.

An analysis by Litman 26 found that transit elasticities are
influenced by the trip type and user type. Elasticities for
off-peak and leisure travel were found to be double
those of trips taken during peak and for commuting
purposes. It was also found that transit price elasticities
are lower for transit-dependent riders (those without
access to a car) than for discretionary riders, who can
choose to drive a car. This analysis showed that
commonly used elasticity values often understate the
potential for transit fare reductions and service
improvements to address issues such as traffic
congestion and GHG emissions 26,

Gaymer 22 explored the factors that drove the more rapid
than expected growth in public transport use. The
analysis found that three factors had the greatest
influence on higher than modelled growth in public
transit patronage, which were: population growth, CBD
jobs growth and petrol price increases. The actual
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elasticities of the Melbourne market were higher than
those used in the demand model, which meant
increased petrol prices had a larger impact than
anticipated. The interactive effect of these factors (petrol
price increase, improved public transit service services
and increased travel congestion) were greater than the
sum of the parts.

Built environment

Previously, this review discussed the relationship
between urban density and mode share, which
suggested a complex relationship between urban density
and an increased proportion of trip by sustainable
transport modes. Particularly, unless increased urban
density is supported by integrated and efficient multi-
model transport system, it may not have a significant
influence on reducing car use. There are many
examples in the literature that argues urban form is an
important component of reducing transport-related
emissions 27-33, Cervero 34 pointed out that while the
literature contains numerous empirical observations that
link more compact and diverse developments with an
increased share of sustainable transport modes, often
the relationship between urban form and mode share is
not adequately specified.

There is an association between older neighbourhoods
that have more granular, gridded networks with smaller
lot sizes. In contrast, newer developments have cul-de-
sacs and curvilinear road networks, which can impede
connectivity for active transport modes 17.

Randall and Baetz 35 argued that to reduce the energy
consumption and sustainability of suburban areas there
is the need for retrofitting suburbs to enable people to
walk to meet some of their needs and connect to the
regional transit system. Pedestrian connectivity in
suburban location is impeded by circuitous street
layouts, lack of footpaths and long travel distance to
intended destinations.

Badland, Schofield and Garrett 17 found that the
disconnect between intention to use active modes and
actual active commuting was seven times greater for
those residents who lived in neighbourhoods with poor
street connectivity compared to those living in
neighbourhoods with good street connectivity. The
relationships between active commuting and other urban
design variables, population density and a mix of land
uses, were not as strong as for street connectivity 17.
However, one possible explanation for this lack of a
relationship was that this study focussed on commuting
only, where many of the active transport for short trips
may be for purposes other than accessing employment
or school.

Mixed land use, residential density, street connectivity
and commute distance have been found to influence
levels of physical-based commuting 1. Badlands et al. 17
suggested that increased adoption of physical-based
transport can reduce traffic congestion, CO» emissions
and traffic pollution, as well as providing health benefits.
Low-density, single land use and car-centric
neighbourhoods have reduced the opportunities for
active transport 7. Although commute distance may be
the dominant driver for the adoption of low carbon

transport, other urban features also influence active
commuting, which are residential density, mixed land
use and street connectivity 17.

Behavioural and social factors

A range of studies have demonstrated the strong
habitual nature of daily travel mode choice 36-40,
Bamberg et al. 37 posed the following question: is the
reported habitual nature of mode choice based on
causal relationships or more likely deliberative
justifications based on strongly established behavioural
habits. The results showed that including past behaviour
strongly improved the predictive power of the model.
With the exception of two constructs (feelings of guilt
and awareness of consequences), all other constructs
listed above were significantly associated with past
behaviour. Bamberg, Hunecke and Bl6baum 37
compared two case studies with differing population
segments. The study showed that socio-normative
factors had a significant impact on people’s intention to
use Public transit (PT), which justifies the importance of
public awareness campaigns that aim to create a
receptive public. Developing public awareness may be
an important pre-requisite for the effectiveness of
measures targeting individual mode shift 37. Gardner
and Abraham 41 undertook a meta-analysis into
potentially modifiable correlates of car use and intentions
to drive. Programs that target behavioural change are
typically more acceptable to the community and less
expensive than infrastructure modifications. The
importance of attitudinal data has long been established
in transportation research, where it has been suggested
that it can improve prediction of mode choice 42.

Kléckner and Matthies ¢ explored how habits can be
integrated into a model of normative decision-making.
Understanding individual decisions to use a car is
important as it provides a starting point to consider the
possible interventions that will reduce private car use
and associated emissions. The choice of travel mode is
a repeated daily action, particularly for habitual travel
such as commuting. Therefore, the potential for a habit
to influence travel mode choice is significant . Possible
habit indicators could include: the number of public
transit trips in a given time period; distance to the
regularly chosen location; the most frequent occurring
departure time; past use and vehicle ownership; and
past and current ownership of ‘season tickets’ for public
transport 43. An event such as moving house or
changing jobs may prompt a re-evaluation of travel
habits.

Carrus, et al. 44 examined the role that anticipated
emotions and past behaviour have in influencing
intentions for the use of public transport, which found
that past behaviour is the best indicator of future
intentions. Also, Rasouli and Timmermans 45 argued that
most models of transport behaviour assume individuals
choose between alternatives under conditions of
certainty. However, in reality, there can be considerable
uncertainty in the likely performance of a chosen transit
mode.

Anable 46 argued that studies have also shown that
habit influences mode choice, as a trip is not always
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preceded by deliberation of alternatives. There are
broadly two approaches to segmenting a population of
travellers, which are: groups that are defined based on a
known characteristic (e.g. socio-demographic
characteristics), or groupings that can be identified using
multivariate statistical analysis. Therefore, in the latter,
the segments are determined by the data and not the
researcher (beyond the selection of the variables). Often
socio-demographic characteristics are used to segment
populations for travel behaviour and intention to shift
mode. However, Anable 46 demonstrated that socio-
economic variables did not influence behaviour but was
related more to attitudes and beliefs around benefits and
impediments to mode shift.

Summary

The uptake of sustainable transport modes is influenced
by a range of observable and latent variables. Latent
variables refer to unobservable factors that influence
mode choice, such as preferences and values that drive
travel behaviour. Vredin Johansson, et al. 47 explored
the influence of latent variables on mode choice, in
addition to observable modal time and cost. This study
found that commuters’ preferences for travel flexibility
and comfort, as well their pro-environmental values,
influenced commuters’ mode choice. Beirdo and
Sarsfield Cabral 48 undertook a qualitative study to better
understand attributes to public transit attitudes towards
transport and to explore perceptions of public transport
service quality. The key finding was that to increase
public transport patronage the services should be
planned to meet the levels of services required by the
customer. In addition, they determined that mode choice
is influenced by a number of other factors, which include:

“Individual characteristics and lifestyle, the type of
journey, the perceived service performance of each
transport mode and situational variables 48.”

This suggests that when designing policies and
strategies to increase the use of sustainable transport
modes there is a need for softer interventions, such as
education or awareness programs, that should be

targeted at segments of the travelling population most
likely to be receptive.

Figure 1 depicts both the observable and latent variables
that influence utility and mode choice. This section has
highlighted that while the utility (time and cost) function
of relative modes is the main influence on travel mode
choice, there is a range of behavioural aspects that can
influence the decision to shift to sustainable transport
modes. Therefore, it is proposed to identify modelling
approaches that can simulate the mode choice of
different segments of the travelling population given
constraints and changes in the supply of sustainable
transport services and infrastructure.

Key learnings from the review

e The World Health Organisation (WHO)
advocates distances of up to 5 kilometres are
realistic for active based transport.

e Travel time for car drivers could get 40% worse
and there would be minimal defection to other
modes, with the exception of those travellers
who had stated a preference for public transit
use.

e Three factors had the greatest influence on
higher than modelled growth in public transit
patronage, which were: population growth, CBD
jobs growth and petrol price increases.

e Disconnect between intention to use active
modes and actual active commuting was seven
times greater for those residents who lived in
neighbourhoods with poor street connectivity
compared to those living in neighbourhoods with
good street connectivity.

e Past behaviour is the best indicator of future
intentions.

e Socio-economic variables did not influence
behaviour but was related more to attitudes and
beliefs around benefits and impediments to
mode shift.
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Figure 1: Latent and observable values that influence utility and mode choice

Agent-based Modelling

Agent-Based Models (ABMs) as an approach to
modelling transport mode choice is explored in this
section. Ziemke, et al. 4° argued that traditional
integrated land-use and transportation models are not
able to represent the complexity and dynamic nature of
modern cities, which influences how individuals make
transport decisions. ABM is an approach that has
emerged out of Artificial Intelligence and Cellular
Automatons and allow for software representations of
agents’ behaviours and decision making in interaction
with each other and with their environment 0. ABM has
been used in a diverse number of areas, including
archaeology, biological sciences, economics, ecology,
electricity market analysis, financial analysis, social
science, transport systems, water management, and
many others 51-56, ABM is well suited to modelling
situations where the interaction between agents results
in behaviour that is complex and non-linear due to being
shaped by learning and adaption 57. ABM provides a
flexible, bottom-up approach for simulating emergent
phenomenon. Simple rules that govern behaviour agents
at a local level can result in the emergence of complex
system behaviours 57.

There are two main approaches to modelling travellers’
behaviour: equation-based modelling and ABM.
Equation-based modelling uses approaches such as the
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Logit model, which applies a utility function to aggregate
and evaluate system variables 3. Mao et al. 58 compared
equation-based modelling and ABM in simulating
travellers’ behaviour using data from a joint stated
preference survey and web-based travel behaviour
survey. This showed that when access to data is
adequate, ABM has a similar predictive capacity for
modelling transport behaviour as equation-based
diffusion modelling but with greater flexibility in the
assumptions and issues that can be explored 8.
Ultimately, ABM has the same limitations as any model
in that any prediction is subject to conditional prediction,
i.e. prediction only under the circumstances set out in
the model %°. A challenge in implementing ABM is that
the patterns of emergent behaviour are inherently
unpredictable and that ABM with human agents may
need to account for irrational behaviour, subjective
choices and complex psychology 57. This can make
validation of ABM problematic as it can be difficult to
measure, quantify, calibrate and justify all factors.

Consumat Decision Framework

The Consumat framework is a generic conceptual
framework that can be used to guide the development of
ABMs as it provides an approach to simulate different
human needs and decision strategies . The Consumat
framework has been applied to simulate the decision
process associated with the adoption of more
sustainable behaviours, including how travellers make a
choice to adopt a sustainable transport mode or persist
with their existing transport mode 61-63,
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The fundamental drivers of behaviour in the Consumat
framework are related to needs and if these needs are
fulfilled 69, A distinction is made between the types of
human needs: existential needs and social needs.
Existential need relates to criteria that guide transport
mode choices which can be observed or revealed, such
as trip time, cost, reliability, comfort, safety, and trip
purpose. Social needs relate to how decisions are
influenced by interactions with others 0. These social
needs can relate to the need to conform or be different
when comparing behaviour to those who might influence
the agent, such as friends, family, peer groups, etc. The
Consumat framework also considers the ‘uncertainty’ in
the existential and social needs being satisfied.
Uncertainty might reflect individual perceptions (such as
public transit safety). Uncertainty can also refer to lack of
confidence in trip outcomes, such as public transit
disruption or traffic congestion. Figure 2 outlines the
decision modes that are used in the Consumat approach

&%

Repetition: ) =z

TGN (. Coriin satisied
behaviour as

before

Imitation:
copy common
behaviour ‘
amongst peers

sssssssan

Uncertain & satisfied

Figure 2: Consumat Decision Framework

Agent faced with a choice

L TERTE

Checks needs
satisfaction &
uncertainty

based on needs fulfilment and uncertainty. The decision
modes are as follows:

Repetition: High level of needs satisfaction and certain.
The repetition decision mode involves repeating the
behaviour of the past.

Imitation: High level of needs satisfaction, as well as
uncertain. The imitation decision process is normative
and involves copying the behaviour of a connection in
the agent’s social network.

Optimisation: Low levels of needs satisfaction and
certain, will mean an agent is motivated to invest effort in
improving their level of satisfaction.

Enquiry: Low level of needs satisfaction, but uncertain.
The inquiry decision mode involves evaluating the
behaviour of others, and copying when expected
satisfaction increases.

Optimise:

Certain & unsatisfied consider all

'a..t..t' OPII_OI'IS")
maximise needs

satisfaction

Enquiry:
seek further
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recommendations
to influence
choice

Uncertain & unsatisfied
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Travel Surveys

Overview

Two surveys were undertaken on travel behaviour. The
first survey collected responses from 270 commuters
travelling into the Monash National Employment and
Innovation Cluster (NEIC). This survey based on self-
reported travel behaviour and perceptions of modes was
able to discern variables that were statistically significant
predictors of active transport. However, limitations of the
survey included the fact the sample was not
representative (over-sampled for males and highly
educated workers), which meant that more information
was needed to determine decision triggers for mode shift
to active transport across the commuting population.
Therefore, another travel behaviour survey of 547
households was undertaken outside of the case study as
part of a larger survey undertaken for RP3035.

Monash NEIC Travel Survey

Survey design and Implementation

Table 1 outlines the survey sections that were designed
to elicit information on current travel behaviour and the
main factors that influence their choice of transport
mode.

Table 1: Monash NEIC survey structure

The survey was implemented using an online survey
platform (Sawtooth Software). The survey received
ethical clearance from CSIRO’s Human Research Ethics
committee (Approval Reference “Greening Suburban
Transport — Research Proposal on Low Carbon Mobility”
024/16). Informed consent was obtained from the
participants prior to the study.

Participants in the survey were recruited by email, with
invitations targeted to people who travel to Monash
NEIC for work and study. This included anchor tenants
for the cluster: Monash Health, Monash University,
CSIRO Clayton, and a limited sample from smaller
employers in the cluster.

The survey was designed to develop an initial
understanding of travel behaviour in the case study and
on the variables that influence travel behaviour to enable
an exploration in more detail in a subsequent study.
Some limitations of this survey were: only 267 valid
responses, with those responses, skewed to
respondents with relatively high income and highly
educated. Therefore, a travel survey was also included
in a subsequent survey for a related project within the
CRC for Low Carbon Living (RP3035) to better
understand behavioural characteristics that might shape
receptivity to the adoption of low carbon transport modes

Survey Section Information collected

Background information
and work address

Age, education level achieved, income, employment status, household structure, home

Trip behaviour

Mode frequency, trip time and complexity, delays experienced

Private Vehicles
travel

Access to car and parking, perceived benefits, and disadvantages of private vehicle

Public transport

disadvantages of transit

Service accessibility from home and work, service frequency and number of
connections, perceived quality of different transit modes, perceived benefits and

Active Transport

transport

Access to end of ride facilities and secure bike parking, perceptions of quality by mode,
and rating of mode quality and perceived influence of different infrastructure
improvements in changing behaviour, perceived benefits and disadvantages of active

Factors that influence
mode choice

Three most important factors when selecting mode choice (ranked), the most important
information source used when considering mode choice

Pro-environmental

attitudes behaviour.

Based Psychological construct to reveal pro-environmental intentions and compare with
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https://www.sawtoothsoftware.com/

Demographics Self-reported behaviours

Figure 3 depicts that the 267 respondents were biased Figure 5 shows that three-quarters of the survey
towards middle-aged males with a lack of female respondents most frequently travelled to work in the
respondents. The respondents predominately travelled Monash NEIC by driving a car. This is mostly consistent
into the Monash NEIC from surrounding postcodes, with with the ABS census where it was found that around
only a limited number of respondents starting their 80% of workers were driving to work in the Monash
journey outside of south-east Melbourne. The NEIC. Figure 6 shows the average commute time of
respondents were a highly educated cohort, with more respondents was 38 minutes. Active transport modes
than 75% of respondents having a university were most frequently used when their place of work
undergraduate degree or higher. In comparison, the could be accessed in less than 40 minutes. However,
2016 ABS census showed that of all workers travelling to public transit use was more frequently reported for

the Monash NEIC around 39% had an undergraduate commuters taking more than 40 minutes to get to work.
degree or higher. This could be indicative of levels of service, as it was

found that for around 70% of respondents it would take

at least two connections to travel between their place of
5 work and home (Figure 8). However, most respondents
were able to walk to their nearest transit stop in less than
15 minutes (Figure 7).
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Figure 3: Age and gender profile of survey respondents
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Figure 6: Travel time by mode
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Figure 4: Origin postcode of respondents travelling to Monash NEIC
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Walking time to public transport
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Figure 7: Walking to a nearest public transit stop (work/home)

If you use, or were to use, public transport — how
many connections does it take to get from your
home to place of work/study?
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Figure 8: Transit connections between work and home

Traveller priorities

Figure 9 highlights the reported travel priorities of survey
respondents. This shows that the first order priority is
overwhelmingly the travel time, with flexibility and safety
the next most commonly identified first order priorities.
The second most important priority varied more amongst
respondents, with flexibility, reliability and comfort being
€COMmMmOon responses.

Emvironmental impact .
s [
ser [—
Comfort b
Trip cost h
Health -
o 20 40 &0 &80 100 120 140 160 180
{ Survey Respondent Count)

® 1st order priority ™ 2nd order priority @ 3rd order priority

Figure 9: Traveller priorities

Supplementary travel survey

The survey was primarily designed to understand the
relationship between residents and their complex
responses to set of interventions implemented by
Sydney Water to promote the uptake of water
conservation behaviours and technologies. This survey
was used as an opportunity to better understand
variables that explained households’ travel behaviour
and their stated preferences for different modes. The
survey also explored attitudinal and behavioural
variables, such as pro-environmental attitudes, which
could then be explored in relation to stated travel
behaviour.

A total of 547 respondents completed the survey, which
was approved by the CSIRO Human Research Ethics
committee (Approval Reference 120/17). Informed
consent was obtained from the participants prior to the
study.

Figure 10 shows the age and gender breakdown of
respondents. Overall, males and females were evenly
represented in survey respondents. However, there was
skew toward females in younger respondents and males
in older respondents. Figure 11 depicts that younger
respondents were more likely to use active transport and
public transit modes.
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Figure 10: Age and gender breakdown
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Figure 11: Age of traveller by mode
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Figure 12 depicts that respondents most frequently used
a car to commute (66%), followed by public transit use
(25%), with only 9% of respondents reporting that they
regularly used active transport modes for commuting.
Figure 13 shows that amongst respondents public transit
use was most common in the 30 to 75-minute range,
which might indicate that people located at a commute
time of 30 minutes or less are dissuaded by the average
service frequency of 20 minutes. The stated use of
active transport modes is highest where people are able
to access their place of work in 15 minutes.

Most frequently used mode

® Active transport Car = Public transit

Figure 12: Breakdown of most frequent stated mode

Commute time by mode

100 . .
i I I
60

i .
0 - == || =
<15mins  1530mins 31-45mins 4660 mins  61-75mins > 75 mins
B Active transport Car B Public transt

Figure 13: Commute time by mode

Figure 14 depicts how the respondents rated transport
modes by different benefit categories. This shows that
while active transport was most often considered to be
the most environmentally friendly and healthy mode,
these modes are not likely to be foremost priorities
making travel mode choice (Figure 9). Car was more
often considered by respondents to be the quickest,
most flexible and most comfortable relative to active
transport and public transport modes.

Perceived benefits by mode
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Perceived most flexible mode
Perceived most healthy mode
Perceived most comfortable mode
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Perceived cheapest mode
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o 200 400 GO0
Respondent count
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Figure 14: Perceived benefits of travel mode by stated travel mode

Figure 15 and Figure 16 show that for respondents who
prioritise their health and the environment were more
likely to state that they used active transport modes
frequently.
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Figure 15: Environment priority by mode
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Statistical Adoption Modelling

Based on the survey data described previously a
Multinomial Logit (MNL) model was developed to
determine the factors that were most significant in
determining the probability of traveller using public
transit and active transport modes (Table 2). The MNL
model was used to describe travellers’ behaviour and
decision making in the Monash NEIC, and potential
response to policy interventions that included:

1. Upgrading of off-road active transport paths
connecting origins and destinations (including transit
nodes).

2. Improved public transit services that reduced the
number of connections and frequency of services
between origin and destination points.

3. Combination of both upgrading of off-road paths and
improved transit services.

Multinomial regression models were fitted to the data to
describe the likelihood of ‘stated intention’ to switch to
low carbon transport modes. We have adopted a
standard multinomial regression model described by the
following equation.

eX,j,8+Z,§J

Fy= : ©)
i J X,-kﬁ+Z,5k
2;;:1"3

i refers to the commuter, and j refers to the mode. Each
traveller has a set of priorities and circumstances
embedded into the vector X(i,j), and trip attributes
embedded into the vector Z. a are the intercept
parameters of the model, fitted through statistical
estimation. The statistical estimation algorithm, using the
R statistical software, establishes the a and B
parameters. As part of the statistical estimation of
parameters, a very large number of covariates were
explored. The variables that remain statistically
significant in explaining the adoption of low carbon
transport modes were the following:

e Travel time,

e Number of public transit connections between home
and work,

e Public transit convenience (frequency of service and
distance to stop),

e Access to suitable bike / footpaths,
e Availability of end of ride facilities,

e Car practicality (based on access to car and parking
availability at work), and

e Intrinsic priorities (combined metric indicating stated
importance of comfort, health, environment and
flexibility).

Table 2 shows the outputs of the MNL regression
analysis, which depicts the coefficient of the explanatory
variables for both the adoption of active transport and
public transit.

Not surprisingly, the likelihood of adopting public transit
is heavily influenced by the convenience of the services
available for the commute (walking time to stop, and the
frequency of service). In contrast, car impracticality (due
to no access to a car or parking limitations) influenced
the choice to use either active or public transit modes.

Importantly, it was found that the intrinsic priorities of
travellers were highly influential in explaining higher
likelihoods of choosing public transport and active
transport as travel modes. These intrinsic priorities (or
values) related to the stated importance of natural
environment, health, comfort and flexibility.

These results demonstrate that while observable trip
characteristics, such as public transit and connectivity of
off-road bike paths, can partially explain the likelihood of
a traveller selecting low carbon transport modes, the
choice of individuals will also be influenced by their
underlying values for factors such as health and the
environment.
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Table 2: Explanatory variables for mode choice

Variables

Description

AT Coefficients

PT Coefficients

Travel time

Trip times

1.06 (Less than 30 mins)
-1.20 (more than 60 mins)

-1.12 (Less than 30 mins)
0.40 (more than 60 mins)

PT connections

Number of PT connections
between work/home

-0.59 (2 connections)
-0.28 (3 connections)

-0.66 (> 3 connections)

0.13 (2 connections)
- 0.85 (3 connections)

- 2.02 (> 3 connections)

PT convenience

A parameter indicating
walking time (<10 mins) to
transit node from
work/home, and frequency
of service (<20 mins) at
transit node.

-0.786

2.583

No suitable active transit
path

The absence of suitable
active transport path linking
origin and destination with

-1.556

-0.392

End of ride facilities

Availability of end-of-ride
facilities — secure bike
storage, showers, etc.

1.12

0.546

Car practicality

Parameter-based on
access to a car, parking
availability at work/home

-2.591

-2.783

Intrinsic priorities

Parameter-based on
commuter responses
indicating the importance
of comfort, health,
environment and flexibility

2.296

2.116

CRC
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Agent-Based Model for Mode Choice

Purpose

The ABM for Transport Mode Choice (TMC) was
developed to describe the uptake of low carbon transport
modes in a suburban precinct under different scenarios
in a way that considers realistic models for commuter
behaviour, and their responses to supply interventions
that improved accessibility by active and public
transport.

Implementation

The ABM was implemented using an agent-based model
(ABM) within the NetLogo (Version 5.3.1) environment 64
that applied a Consumat approach to simulating
travellers’ mode choice 3. The Consumat theory, a
meta-theory of human decision making, was used to
simulate for each time-step travellers’ decision-making
based on satisfaction of travel needs in the previous
step, and the perceived level of uncertainty. Based on
criteria relating to uncertainty and needs satisfaction,
four decision modes were simulated: repetition (satisfied
and certain), imitation (satisfied and uncertain),
optimisation (unsatisfied and certain) and enquiry
(unsatisfied and uncertain).

The decision making profile was modelled for the
population that are travelling into the Monash NEIC
using characteristics from the origin-destination
matrices. This was then validated against actual travel
behaviour using ABS census (2016) data.

Design concepts

A schematic flowchart for the design of the ABM-TMC is
depicted in Figure 17. The key elements in the
development of the ABM tool included:

e Travel Survey — used to segment the travelling
population and identify key attributes in choice
modelling (described previously). The survey also
provides a baseline of travel behaviour specific to
the case study.

e Scenario development — scenarios were developed
based on discussions with key planning
stakeholders within the case study precinct, and
review of existing strategies.

e Decision-making profiles — the decision-making
processes within ABM-TMC apply the ‘Consumat
Approach’.

e  Spatial network analysis — analysis of accessibility
by modes was undertaken within the ArcGIS
environment and was used to highlight origins and
destinations of trips to work on a daily time-step.
The accessibility index was based on travel
impedance (travel time) between activity nodes and
node attractiveness (number of jobs and residents
relative to a metropolitan area), where accessibility
is defined as 30-minute isochrones. The transport
demand modelling was undertaken at the macro-
level, which considers impedance of movement
between different origins and destinations, and
changes in the resident population and employment
density of different nodes within the case study.

e  Scenario outputs — the scenario outputs visualise
changes in mode share over time, highlighting the
adoption of active and transit. The net reduction in

CO2 emissions from increased adoption of low
carbon transport modes is calculated based on the
greenhouse gas intensities of different modes.

Input Data

Table 3 shows the main data inputs used to develop the
ABM, with a more detailed description of the data in the
following case study section.

Table 3: Input data

Data type Description Source
Traveller Traveller decision | Online survey
survey making profiles within the
precinct
Residential Change in Victoria In
population residential Future
population by
surrounding local
government
areas.
Employment Changes in Victorian
projections employment Planning
(attraction) in Authority
planning zones
ABS Census Trip production Australian
data and attraction by Bureau of
zone Statistics
Primary land Used to assign ABS Mesh
use resident and Blocks
employment-
population to
zones within
LGA.
Transport The configuration | Victorian
network of transport Government
network servicing | Data Portal
the case study
area precinct

Running the ABM-TMC
Initialising the model involves creating a number of
software agents that represent the travelling population,
where individual commuter’s attributes are assigned on
the basis of survey responses (from the survey
previously described in this report).

There is an algorithm for assigning attributes to agents
which in order to maintain correlations in the data,
assigns commuter attributes from individual rather than
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aggregated survey responses. Further description of the
process is found in related papers 65. 66,

To run the model, the user selects a commuter file,
which can segment the travelling population to be
modelled into age and gender cohorts (e.g. commuters
under 25 years, women, commuters over 65 years, etc.).

The user can also adjust the Uncertainty Parameter
which represents the level of uncertainty for commuting
agents around their needs (on a scale of -1 to 0 where -1
is absolutely certain and 0 is absolutely uncertain).

The user then selects to intervention scenarios to model
and can adjust parameters such as emissions intensity
of each travel mode. 18 provides an overview of the
ABM-TMC interface.

Outputs

Table 4 depicts some of the key outputs for the ABM-
TMC. Changes in mode share and per capita emissions
were the main measures. The mode share was
displayed for both trips less than 30 minutes and those
30 minutes or greater, an analysis of the survey results
indicated that the choice for active transport modes is
more likely where the destination can be reached in 30
minutes.

Table 4: ABM-TMC key outputs

Key Outputs Performance Unit
measure
Change in Increase in % of trips by

share of trips
by low carbon
modes

share of trips by
active and
public transit.

each mode

Average COz-e Tonnes of CO2-
annual per emissions per elyear
capita commuter each
emissions year
Mode split by A number of Trips
journey time trips by each
mode split by
trips (<30
minutes and
>30 minutes.
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Figure 17: Process overview ABM-TMC
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Application of model: Monash National
Employment and Innovation Cluster

Background

The model was applied to the Monash NEIC The
Monash NEIC is one of six National Employment
Clusters that have been identified as areas in Victoria
that have significant potential to provide for future growth
in employment and housing densities associated with
good transport connections 7. However, improved local
access and transport connections were the most
important components of planning for the future of the
Monash NEIC 67.

The Monash NEIC was historically an area that
specialised in manufacturing and logistics employment.
However, the Monash NEIC is now a hub for the growth
of job in the health, education, technology and research
sectors. Anchor tenants include Monash University,
CSIRO, Monash Medical Centre and the Australian
Synchrotron. These anchor tenants are providing the
environment to attract a range of commercial and
advanced manufacturing businesses 7.

The Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) is developing a
Framework Plan to guide future land use, development
and infrastructure planning to support job growth in the
Monash NEIC over the next 30 years. This growth is
being planned around 11 precincts, with the projected
growth of jobs and residential population by 2051 by
precinct is shown in Figure 19. To accommodate the
increased residential and working population there is a
significant emphasis on planning for improved
transportation connections both within and outside the
Monash NEIC. A survey of Monash NEIC stakeholders
identified that improved local access and transport
connections were the most important components of
planning for the future of the Monash NEIC ¢7.

Baseline travel patterns

The Monash NEIC is serviced by a number of major
arterial roads. This includes the Monash Freeway and
Princes Highway, as well as the following major arterial
roads: Westall Road/Blackburn Road, Huntingdale
Road, Clayton Road, Centre Road Wellington Road,
Ferntree Gully Road and Springvale Road. The Monash
NEIC has 3 stations on the Dandenong railway line,
which operate 15 services in the AM peak (in-bound to
the city) and 15 services in the PM peak (outbound) ©8.
There are 25 bus routes servicing areas with the
Monash NEIC, with many of these services routed
through Monash University interchange. Bus services
include a shuttle bus between Huntingdale station and
Monash University, which runs every 4 minutes during
peak times and carries 6,000 passengers per day 6°.
This makes it the busiest bus route in Victoria. The
pedestrian and bicycle network has limited connectivity
and integration with other modes across the Monash

NEIC. Specific issues with active transport include gaps
in network, missing connections, lack of signage and
route information and safety concerns 68,
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Figure 19: Projected growth in population and jobs for Monash NEIC
by precinct

Source: Phillip Boyle and Associates (2014)

Figure 20 shows the origin of workers travelling into the
Monash NEIC based on the 2016 ABS census. This
shows that most trips to the Monash NEIC originate from
the surrounding area. Figure 21 depicts the mode of trips
by destination zone. Active transport trips to the Monash
NEIC are most common for trips that originate from the
Clayton suburb with the destination of Monash
University. Overall travel to the Monash NEIC is heavily
car dependent with around 81% of all trips being made
by a private vehicle.

Major transport issues for the Monash NEIC include ©8:

e Increasing traffic congestion on the arterial road
network;

e Lack of viable public transport alternatives to
access employment across the cluster;

e Poor connectivity of active transport modes
within the cluster; and,

e  Current reliance on cars.
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Figure 21: Mode by destination zone in Monash NEIC
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Data

Table 5 depicts for each origin-destination (O-D) pair the

fields calculated.

This section describes case-specific data inputs. Origin
and destination matrices were developed using ArcGIS’s
Network Analyst extension. Origins were represented by
surrounding 28 suburbs (ABS State Suburbs), where
predominately Monash NEIC workers’ trip originates.
Destinations were represented by 10 employment nodes
in the Monash NEIC (aggregation of ABS Destination

Zones) (see Figure 22).

Table 5: Origin-destination matrices

O-D matrices

Description

Unit

Trip time by mode

Trip time between each O-D by each mode (car,
public transit, cycling & walking)

Minutes

Public transport
connections

Number of connections for O-D (AM peak)

Connections/trip

Public transit service The frequency of transit service at the origin (AM Services/hour
frequency peak)
Active transport path Rating by researcher of active transport route Rating from:

connectivity

directly linking O-Ds based on % trip off-road and
barriers (e.g. freeways, highways, etc.)

0 (poor) to 1 (good)

Greenhouse gas emissions
by mode

Greenhouse gas emission factors (CO2z-e
/passenger-km)

kg CO, —eftrip

Trips per O-D

Baseline travelling population from ABS Census,
with projected growth from Victoria in Future and
employment projections from Victorian Planning
Authority.

Trips
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Figure 22: Monash NEIC modelled origins and destinations

Results
The following scenarios were modelled for the Monash

NEIC:
Upgrading of off-road active transport paths

1.
connecting origins and destinations (including
transit nodes).

2. Improved public transit services that reduced

the number of connections and frequency of
services between origin and destination points.

Table 6: Summary of scenario results for the Monash NEIC

Combination of both upgrading of off-road
paths and improved transit services.

The scenarios were simulated over the period 2018 to
2028, with a summary of results shown in Table 6.

3.

Scenario Annual avg. CO;,- | Low Carbon modes Net CO»-e reduction
e per commuter adoption rate in 2028 | (A)
(tonnes)
AT % PT%
Baseline (no intervention) 1 5 22 -
Improved connectivity of off-road | 0.89 15 30 -11%
active transit paths between
origins and destinations
Improved public transit services 0.95 7 26 -5%
Combination of both upgrading 0.91 12 38 -9%
of off-road paths and improved
transit services.
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Insights

The Monash NEIC is projected to grow rapidly over the
next ten years, both in the resident population and
number of workers. A current impediment to growth is
the dependence on private vehicles for most trips, which
is leading to increased congestion and higher levels of
greenhouse gas emissions. The modelling process has
provided the following insights:

e There is a strong latent demand for active transport
for people who can access their destination by safe
cycling and walking paths. However, at present in
the Monash NEIC, there is poor active transport
accessibility. The probability of active transport
increases for destinations that can be accessed in
less than 30 minutes by walking or cycling, which
highlights the need for investment in active transport
infrastructure around activity centres and transit
nodes.

e The model considered primary transport modes
only, but the MNL revealed the strong
interdependencies between active and public transit
modes, which is reflected in the increased likelihood

of public transit use in areas serviced by active
transport infrastructure. This highlights the potential
for investment in improved transit services to be
complemented by upgrades of active transit paths
that provide last mile connectivity to link transit
nodes with employment activity centres.

e The strong influence of commuters’ intrinsic
priorities for health, safety, flexibility and the
environment on the adoption of active and public
transit modes. This highlights the need for building
awareness of the benefits of active transport modes
where a decision to shift to active transport can be
triggered in receptive people through investment in
bike/walking path infrastructure.

Planning for the sustainable growth of suburban
employment precincts, such as the Monash NEIC,
requires a shift to a more sustainable transport mix. In
the Monash NEIC, there is the need to consider active
transport in combination with upgrades to transit
services in order to maximise increased accessibility in
the catchment surrounding transit nodes.
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Reflections

The suburbs are often envisaged as sprawling areas of

low-density residential development around the city core.

However, analysis of employment locations in Australian
cities, such as Melbourne, shows that while the greatest
density of jobs occur in the core of the city that the vast
majority of jobs are located in the suburbs. This
decentralisation of jobs is not supported by current
transit infrastructure, especially rail, which is designed
around getting people in and out of the city core. The
reliance on cars for transport in Australia’s suburbs
presents challenges for reducing transport emissions in
our cities, and also the future liveability of suburban
precincts due to increased congestion.

The Monash NEIC is situated in the suburban heartland
of southeastern Melbourne, and typical of areas that
developed in the post-war period, the transport
infrastructure supports the majority of trips being made
by private vehicles. It has been identified that a major
constraint to the growth of this employment cluster is car
dependence and associated traffic congestion. The
Monash NEIC provided an opportunity to model and
evaluate interventions in the suburban context that have
the purpose of increasing the uptake of low carbon
transport modes.

The analysis of travel surveys demonstrated that
transport mode choice is mostly driven by a traveller
selecting the mode that maximises their utility in terms of
travel cost and time. However, it was also shown that an
individual’s attitudes and values influence their
receptivity to changes in transport modes. This included
their intrinsic values around the environment and health,
as well as comfort and flexibility. Therefore, in
developing a tool to evaluate the effectiveness of
interventions in increasing the adoption of low carbon
transport modes there was the need to consider different
decision making profiles of the travelling population, and
how they might react to improvements in public transit
and active transport.

Incorporating the decision making profiles, from the
survey analysis, within an agent-based modelling
provided a flexible, bottom-up approach for simulating
how simple rules that govern transport mode choice at a
local level can result in the emergence of complex
system behaviours at a precinct scale.

The human behavioural model, demonstrated by the
ABM-TMC, can complement more traditional transport
planning and modelling approaches. Whilst it is
recognised that there is significant merit in traditional
approaches to transport demand modelling that is

focussed on identifying the most efficient mode on the
basis of ‘rational behaviour theory, these models may
not reflect that a traveller’'s behaviour is shaped by
previous experiences, cognition and attitudes, and
therefore there may be a role for a model that simulates
the impacts of these factors on mode shift behaviour.
The approach outlined in this report can help
policymakers who want to reduce uncertainty around
how commuters’ mode choice is likely to be influenced
by investment decisions or policy actions. The approach
is able to reflect the complexities around commuter
decision making.

Ongoing activities: Where to next?

The case study analysis and ABM-TMC outputs were
presented to a Transport for Victoria transport planning
team, who were engaged in previous workshops for this
project. The feedback indicated the model’s capacity to
incorporate human decision making profiles would
potentially be of value in evaluating likely behavioural
responses in transport demand for specific interventions
(such as dedicated bus lane with associated
walking/cycling path). Also, the approach might help to
support the integrated assessment of transport projects
that includes the understanding the role of active
transport at the local scale around activity centre and
transit nodes under their Movement and Places
framework.

Related projects
RP3028 - Mapping the adoption processes of energy
efficient products in the residential sector

RP 3035 - Modelling Uptake of Water Conservation and
Efficiency Measures in Sydney

These projects will be showcased on the following
website www.ned-abm.com.au/ which includes the
following information:

. Lite web-hosted versions of the models, with
associated user guides

° Background on the modelling approach, with links
to associated reports and papers

. Case studies

. Contact details for more information
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Final report on Greening Suburban Travel (Work Package 2: Travel supply analysis

— University of Melbourne)

The University of Melbourne’s contribution to this work
package was chiefly through investigation of the
potential for the use of a recently developed tool for
modelling the impact of changes in suburban public
transport network quality on accessibility to employment.

We also contributed to understandings of the current
situation regarding opportunities for reducing the carbon
footprint of suburban transport through disruptive
technologies, shared car ownership and on-demand
access to public transport and mobility options

The major project was MPhil research conducted by
Jana Perkovic under the supervision of Dr John Stone
and Dr Jan Scheurer. This project revealed some of the
limits to achieving low-carbon access to suburban
employment centres under current planning regimes in
Australian cites.

Short summaries of these projects are found below.

1. Using SNAMUTS to Plan for Change: The Place
for Accessibility Modelling in Strategic Planning
Processes for Urban Transitions

Visualisations of the impact of possible planning
interventions are an important tool in planning
processes, particularly for engagement with decision
makers and the wider public. This research tested the
use of maps and other visualisations produced with
SNAMUTS - a supply-side public transport accessibility
model — to explore the changes required in land-use and
public transport supply to achieve significant shift to ‘low
carbon’ modes for travel.

The case study explored the relationship between
technical-rational planning practice (exemplified by
discursive use of the SNAMUTS model developed by
Curtis and Scheurer—-www.snamuts.com) and the current
opaque and politicised planning practice in Victoria.

It did this by:

e  Analysing outputs of existing planning
processes with a case study for the Monash
National Employment and Innovation Cluster
(NEIC). NEICs are areas of Melbourne
designated by the State Government as
locations for future investment to support
growth in jobs and services.

e |dentifying scenarios for possible planning
interventions to achieve a shift to low-carbon
modes (this included changes in demographics,
land-use and supply of opportunities for lower-
carbon travel).

e  Production of maps and other visualisations to
illustrate changes in accessibility

e Using these visualisations in workshops led by
developers of the model to address the
objectives listed above

e Evaluating the usefulness of the tool to support
and improve planning practice.

This tool is useful at the precinct or metropolitan scale
and was applied here at the precinct level in Melbourne’s
south-east. It can be used either as means to evaluate
accessibility changes from current proposals, or as a
method of testing what types of change in transport
supply and land-use are required to achieve a desired
level of accessibility for a precinct such as the Monash
NEIC.

The Monash NEIC does not have a direct connection to
the suburban rail system. The principal link to the CBD is
via a frequent shuttle bus from Huntingdale Station
(~3km to the centre of the NEIC). Other public transport
is provided by buses on major arterials at low
frequencies and hours of service.

The SNAMUTS tool (described graphically in Figure 1)
provides indicators of:

1. relative ease of movement to and from a node
in the public transport network (speed and
frequency of service);

2. average minimum numbers of transfers
required to reach all other nodes in the network;

3. “movement energy’: the number of transit
journeys passing through each node;

4. jobs and residents within 30-minute travel time
by any combination of public transport modes
(expressed as percentage of the metropolitan
total accessible from each node);

5. potential for transit-oriented development
(‘connectivity’ measured by the number of lines
and services at each node);

6. latent demand: potential mismatch between
actual service levels and number of lines
passing through a node;

7. efficiency change: geographical distribution of
changes in accessibility resulting from any
proposed changes in public transport provision;

8. A legible composite index of public transport
performance.
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Outputs, findings and implications

e Modelling the existing public transport network
showed that the Monash NEIC was one the most
poorly connected nodes in Melbourne. This
emphasised the difficulty of attracting employees of
the Monash NEIC to public transport.

e SNAMUTS modelling was used to compare the
changes in connectivity at the centre of the Monash
NEIC achieved through two scenarios for public
transport improvement:

1. Upgrading bus services linking the NEIC to
multiple stations on the Dandenong, Glen
Waverley and Ringwood lines in a grid- pattern
at 10-min frequencies;

2. A new light-rail from Caulfield to Nunawading
(on the Ringwood line (via Chadstone Shopping
Centre and the Monash NEIC).

e The analysis showed that the bus option improved
connectivity for the Monash NEIC to around the
mean for Melbourne. The tram option performed
only half as well.

SNAMUTS is a supply-side model and so does not
estimate the ridership of a re-structured network.
However, a shift of 20 percent of car travel to the
Monash NEIC to public transport powered by
renewably generated electricity would avoid around
0.32 MT COz-e per annum in 2027 on conservative
projections for growth of the NEIC.

e Planners found the SNAMUTS modelling of various
scenarios useful. Particularly, they felt that the
visual representations of the network impacts of
various scenarios for new bus and light-rail services
into the NEIC would be valuable for communication
with politicians and the public. These scenarios
were suggested by the project team and by
representatives of major employers in the NEIC but,
as discussed below, were not included as options in
the formal planning processes.

e A strong limiting factor in the planning process for
improved public transport to the Monash NEIC was
revealed in interviews with participants. These
planners revealed that politicians do not allow transit
proposals to be considered even in semi-public
planning processes such as those conducted for the
NEIC. This is to avoid any community ‘expectations’
that investment will take place. The result is that
planning processes cannot properly investigate the
potential for enhancing public transport to meet
desired objectives.

Jana Perkovic’'s MPhil dissertation was completed in late
2018 and received an H1 grade. It will be published in
April 2019 following minor revisions.

Perkovic, J. (2019). Using SNAMUTS to Plan for
Change: The Place for Accessibility Modelling in
Strategic Planning Processes for Urban Transitions
(MPhil), University of Melbourne, Melbourne.

2. Understanding the potential for shared and
autonomous vehicles to reduce carbon footprint
of suburban passenger travel

The LCL CRC support has allowed Dr John Stone to
continue work with colleagues at University of Melbourne
and Curtin University, Perth to develop a strong research
agenda on this question and to undertake several pilot
projects that have been used to build industry support for
a large ARC Linkage proposal (Planning the Driverless
City) that is now under review.

This project has five key objectives:

1. Co-create understandings of the implications of
emerging pathways to MaaS and AV
deployment with industry and government by
establishing and maintaining a Knowledge Hub.

2. Build scenarios for MaaS and AV deployment in
Melbourne, Perth and Sydney based on
variation in degrees of sharing and integration
with existing transport systems.

3. Identify impact measurements and conduct
assessment of future transport systems in
different urban systems, land use patterns, and
planning contexts under identified scenarios.

4. Develop a planning decision-support tool to
inform  policy, regulatory and planning
interventions.

5. Assist our industry partners to build on the
connections created in the project to develop
new practices to meet the challenges of the
new transport technologies.

Partners include Keolis, Mirvac, Minter Ellison, BMW
Munich, K2 Sweden, and state transport agencies in
Victoria, NSW and WA.

This work has international recognition. (Dr Stone was
one of 8 international invitees to a research symposium
at the 2017 International Transport Forum in Leipzig.)

Outputs include:

Stone, J, Legacy, C, Curtis, C (2019), The Future
Driverless City?, Planning Theory and Practice,
18:5, 753-778

Legacy, C, Ashmore, D, Scheurer, J, Stone, J & Curtis,
C (2019), ‘Planning the Driverless City’,
Transport Reviews, 39:1, 84-102, DOI.
10.1080/01441647.2018.1466835

Stone, J et al. (2018), ‘Planning for disruptive transport
technologies: how prepared are Australian
transport agencies?’, in Marsden, G & Reardon,
L (eds), Governance of Smart Mobilities,
Emerald Publishing, UK.

Stone, J & Kirk, Y. (2017), ‘The “disruption” we really
need: public transport for the urban millennium’
in Dia, H (ed.), Low Carbon Mobility for Future
Cities: Principles and Applications, Institution of
Engineering and Technology, Stevenage, UK.
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Figure 1: Inputs and outputs for the SNAMUTS accessibility tool for public transport planning
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