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Executive summary 

Introduction 

This report summarises information about school travel plans and initiatives collected in a survey of local
authorities in England and Wales undertaken in July 1999 for the Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions •DETR‚. 

A similar survey was first undertaken for DETR by the University of Westminster in Spring 1998 as part
of a review of local authority initiatives aimed at encouraging modal shift away from the private car for
school escort journeys and for journeys to work. Since that survey was undertaken the focus has
broadened from safer routes for those walking and cycling to wider initiatives which cover all modes of
transport. In the questionnaire used this time the term School Travel Plan •STP‚ was used to refer to
comprehensive plans that set out a package of measures. The questionnaire defined these as including
'walking, cycling and public transport initiatives; engineering, educational, travel awareness and school
policy measures; and involvement of parents and pupils.' The term School Travel Initiative •STI‚ was
used for individual measures that on their own do not amount to a School Travel Plan. 

Recent Policy Developments 

Since the previous survey was undertaken 18 months ago there have been a number of important
developments of relevance to school travel. Safe Routes to School was one of the policy initiatives
promoted in the Government's White Paper on the future of transport. This proposed a number of new
initiatives aimed at encouraging more children to come to school other than by car. These included the
setting up of a School Travel Advisory Group •STAG‚ which held its first meeting at the end of 1998.
STAG has produced a research programme, one element of which is the current study. An important
aspect of STAG is that it includes representatives of a wide range of organisations with an interest in
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school travel including three different government departments •Education and Employment,
Environment, Transport and the Regions and Health‚. 

Another important development has been the introduction of Local Transport Plans •LTPs‚. The
'Guidance on Provisional Local Transport Plans' published in April 1999 asked authorities to set out an
integrated transport strategy for reducing car use and improving children's safety on the journey to school,
and to set out how they will work with individual schools to develop school travel plans. 

Other Government Departments are taking an increasing interest in school travel issues. The Healthy
Schools Programme, jointly led by the Department for Education and Employment and the Department of
Health, supports the Safe Routes to School concept. 

The 1998 survey revealed a need for information for local authorities, schools and parents on school travel
initiatives and the Government has been addressing this issue in the past year. A number of different
guides have been produced. The Government itself produced a guide for local authorities on school travel
strategies and plans. The Department for Education and Employment and the Department for
Environment, Transport and the Regions also financed a guide produced by Transport 2000 aimed at
schools, parents and governors. 

Objectives of Study 

Due to the increased attention given to school travel initiatives in the past 18 months there was a need to
update the information collected in 1998 and to assess the current situation. The aim was to gather
up-to-date baseline data against which to monitor the impact of guidance on best practice and other work
on school travel in the future. There is some difficulty in making comparisons with the 1998 survey results
due to the difference in the definitions used but where possible changes since the previous survey have
been noted. In addition, some of the authorities have changed status since the 1998 survey. The final
round of local government reorganisation in April 1998 created several new unitary authorities and
removed other authorities altogether so the number of authorities of different types has changed slightly
between the two surveys. 

The Survey 

The project consisted of a postal survey of all local authorities in England and Wales, largely based on the
previous survey undertaken by Social and Transport Research Services •STRS‚ on behalf of the
University of Westminster in 1998. The overall response rate was 80%, representing 326 of the 410
authorities in England and Wales. However, this includes 103 questionnaires where Shire Districts only
completed some questions and referred us to their County Council who as Highway and Education
authority would be responsible for much of the information requested. As the County Councils appear to
be playing such a crucial role, a particular effort was made to obtain responses from them with the result
that all 34 Counties responded. Overall, almost 90% of authorities with transport and education
responsibilities responded. 

As Shire Districts do not have the same responsibilities for education and transport matters that other
types of authorities have, and many of them referred to the County Council for responses to certain
questions, their responses have been treated separately for much of the analysis. The different types of
authorities are referred to as 'districts' •the Shire Districts‚ and 'non-districts' •the Counties, London
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Boroughs, Metropolitan Boroughs, English Unitaries and Welsh Unitaries‚. 

The Passenger Transport Executives were also sent the questionnaire and asked to contribute if they
wanted to on the basis that they might well be undertaking initiatives of relevance to the study. Responses
were received from two Passenger Transport Executives. These were not included in the main analysis
and are discussed separately. 

The study team would like to express their gratitude to all those who responded to the survey at a time
when many local authorities were busy with final preparations for their LTP. 

Development of School Travel Plans and Initiatives 

Although changes in the terminology used in the questionnaire mean it is difficult to make a direct
comparison with the 1998 responses, it is clear that there is increasing activity among local authorities on
work relating to reducing car use for the journey to school. In 1998, 22% of authorities had not even
considered SRtoS type projects at all and only 10% had implemented schemes on a permanent basis. The
current survey found that almost a quarter of authorities had implemented or started an STP at one or more
schools in their area and 44% had implemented or started STIs at one or more schools. 

There were considerable variations between the different authority types in their responses to the question
about their level of activity on School Travel Initiatives with almost two-thirds of Counties but less than
10% of Shire Districts having implemented at least one STP. The majority of the Shire Districts said that
this was not applicable to them because work was co-ordinated by another body •usually the County
Council‚ but almost two-fifths of the non-districts have implemented at least one STP and a further fifth
are firmly planning one or more. 

A lot of this activity had only begun since the previous survey. A quarter of the authorities said that they
had begun work on STPs in 1998 and almost two-fifths in 1999. Over two-fifths of authorities had only
started implementing any form of STI since the start of 1998. 

The Eastern Region appears to be the most active area as it has the highest proportion of non-district
authorities which have implemented at least one STP and Wales and London are the least active regions as
they have the lowest proportions with at least one STP. However, it is important to recognise that the
amount of activity in an area does not necessarily reflect the effectiveness or quality of those plans. In a
survey of this type it was not possible to examine individual plans in any detail. Only one authority,
Buckinghamshire County Council, had a member of staff who spent 100% of their time on school travel
plans and initiatives. 

Education measures in the Road Safety Officer's programme •e.g. cycle training‚ is the most common
type of STI being implemented by non-District authorities - 88% are implementing this. Eighty-four per
cent of non-districts and around half the districts are participating in national campaigns like 'walk to
school', and traffic management near schools •e.g. calming, junctions‚ is being used by 78% of
non-districts and half of the districts. The least common STI is car-pooling or sharing •being used by
about 9% of non-districts‚ but 21% plan to adopt this initiative in the future. 
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Barriers to Implementation 

As in 1998, the most common behavioural barriers cited were the ones that related to parental attitudes or
willingness to allow their children to use modes other than the car. Parental car dependence, parental fears
for safety of children from traffic and parental fears for security of children from other people were each
cited by over three-quarters of all authorities. The most common practical barrier was lack of time for
local authority staff - chosen by 74% of all authorities. Lack of financial resources and lack of time for
schools were also important practical barriers - each was cited by around 70% of authorities. 

Departments/Organisations Involved 

It seems likely that some of the institutional barriers within authorities which may have existed in the past
are being overcome, as there appears to be a greater tendency now for the Education Department to be
taking an active role in STPs and STIs. The Education Department was involved in almost 80% of the
non-districts whilst the Transport Department was involved in 82% of such authorities. As in 1998, Road
Safety was the local authority department most likely to be involved - it was cited by 92% of non-districts. 

As in 1998, the majority of respondents felt that their own department was the main source of
encouragement for STPs and STIs in their area. The role of pressure groups appears to have diminished -
the percentage of authorities citing them as a source of encouragement had dropped from 29% in 1998 to
16% this year and they are now the least commonly cited source of encouragement. Over two-fifths of
authorities listed Central Government as a source of encouragement •this category was not included in
1998‚, a third listed pupils •up from 16%‚, 30% parents •up from 21%‚ and 31% other local authorities •up
from 20%‚. The increasing involvement of these various groups is encouraging given the emphasis on
partnership in the Integrated Transport White Paper and recent guidance on Local Transport Plans and
School Travel Plans. 

Funding 

The limitations imposed by a lack of financial resources were clear from responses to the questions on
funding. Two-fifths of the non-districts who answered the relevant question said that they had no budget
for STPs in the 1998/99 financial year and a further 38% had budgets of less than Â£50,000. At the other
end of the scale, 10 authorities •up from 5 in 1998‚ had budgets of Â£100,000 or over - the highest being
Â£300,000. 

A fifth of non-districts had no budget for STIs in 1998/99 and a further 52% had budgets of less than
Â£50,000. Only seven non-districts and four districts had budgets of Â£100,000 or over. However, just
over a quarter of the non-districts expected to spend Â£100,000 or more on STIs in 1999/2000. 

As in 1998, the most common source of funding was TPP funding which almost 70% of non-districts had
successfully applied for to fund STPs and STIs. A number of new sources of funding were included in the
questionnaire this time. Of these, only the road safety budget •64%‚ and developer contributions •22%‚
had been used by more than a handful of non-districts. A few authorities had used Health Action Zone or
Health Improvement Plan funding •7% and 3% respectively‚. Very few authorities reported that they had
applied for funding unsuccessfully. 
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Objectives 

Road safety/reducing accidents and sustainability/reducing reliance on the car are the most commonly
cited objectives both for non-districts •96% for each‚ and districts •86% and 94% respectively‚, closely
followed by reducing traffic congestion •95% of non-districts and 82% of districts‚. Health was cited by
85% of non-districts and air quality improvement/target by 77%. 

Monitoring and Targets 

Around two-fifths, or 42 of the 114 authorities with STPs said that they were monitoring their impacts and
56 said that they had not yet done any monitoring but will do in the future. As in 1998, the most common
form of monitoring was questionnaires to pupils which 35 of those monitoring STPs and 42 of those
monitoring STIs were using. Thirty were using questionnaires to parents to monitor STPs and 31 to
monitor STIs •in 1998 only 5 were monitoring SRtoS type projects in this way‚. Twenty-five were
counting traffic around schools and holding regular meetings with schools to monitor STPs. 

Thirty-four of those undertaking monitoring of STPs said that it was too soon to tell whether they had
actually had an effect on the numbers of children travelling to school by car. For the ten authorities that
thought they had had an effect, the estimated percentage reduction in car usage ranged from 5% to 50%.
In 1998, only five authorities said that SRtoS type projects actually had an effect so it would appear that
local authorities are becoming more confident that school travel initiatives can be effective. 

Twenty-nine non-districts and nine districts have set targets for the implementation of STPs. Overall
targets ranged from 2% to 100% of schools. Ten authorities had targets of more than 50% of schools by
the year 2005. 

Details of School Travel Plans 

STPs are currently being implemented at a total of 507 schools •about 2% of the approximately 26,000
schools in the whole of England and Wales‚. The majority of these are primary schools - 380 or 75% of
the total. All but ten of the schools are mainstream local authority schools but STPs are also being
implemented at six private schools and six special schools. 

More detailed information is available for 149 schools. The most common reasons given for implementing
STPs at particular schools were road safety/reducing accidents, reducing traffic congestion and
sustainability/reducing reliance on the car, which were each given for around two-fifths of the STPs. 

As in 1998, the most common type of school for which full details were provided was a local authority
primary school - just over half are in this category. The most common location for schools with STPs was
in medium sized towns with a population of 25,000 to 250,000 - just over half the schools for which
details were provided were in towns of this size. 

The most common type of measure to be introduced were engineering measures which was included in
86% of the STPs. Walking initiatives were included in 82% and educational initiatives in 79%. Although
cycling initiatives were less common they were still included in around three-fifths of the STPs, but public
transport initiatives were only included in a quarter. It was clear that despite the move away from Safer
Routes to School Type projects to broader School Travel Plans, there is still very much an emphasis on
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walking and cycling initiatives. This may be because the majority of plans are at primary schools where
the distances are shorter and so walking and cycling are better options than bus use. 

Only about a fifth of these STPs were being monitored but monitoring was planned for a further 64%. 

The Involvement of PTEs 

The questionnaire was also sent to all the Passenger Transport Executives •PTEs‚ to give them the
opportunity to include any of their initiatives of relevance in the study. Two of them responded. 

One said that they had actively considered STPs and STIs but had not yet firmly planned any. The other
PTE had implemented STIs at one school and was firmly planning work with a further 70. They had
successfully applied for sponsorship and European funding and were planning to work with local bus
operators to improve routes and frequencies and to produce leaflets aimed at parents and other members of
the community. They said that their main sources of encouragement for this work were their own
department and other departments of their local authority. Both of the PTEs were planning national
curriculum work and other classroom activities. 

Both PTEs thought that lack of time both for local authority staff and for schools were two of the main
practical barriers. 

Conclusions 

The results of this survey have shown that local authority activity on initiatives related to reducing car use
for the school journey appears to have increased in the 18 months since the previous survey. It seems that
this is an issue that local authorities are keen to address but many are limited by a lack of funding and staff
time to spend on these initiatives. This was clear from responses to the questionnaire and from comments
made by local authority officers both on the questionnaire itself and on the telephone to survey staff. 

Only one of the authorities who responded, Buckinghamshire, had a full-time member of staff whose sole
responsibility was school travel plans and initiatives, and in many authorities those responsible are able to
spend very little time on this as they have many other commitments. 

The report of the 1998 survey identified two main issues - finance and information - which would need to
be addressed if local authorities are to be encouraged to adopt school travel measures and if such measures
are to be successful. In the past year, DETR has produced or supported a number of guidance documents
for local authorities and schools setting out how to develop a School Travel Plan. It is, as yet, too early to
tell what impact such advice has had. However, to date there still seem to be vast differences in the
budgets available to local authorities to implement STPs with some planning to spend hundreds of
thousands of pounds whilst others have no budget at all. Such differences are likely to increase as those
with funding are able to dedicate more officer time to develop effective schemes that will help them to
gain publicity and more funding. 

Some authorities had set very ambitious targets for the future implementation of STPs. The setting of
targets is a useful way of ensuring that local authorities develop a comprehensive strategy of introducing
STPs across their area. However, it is important that STPs are not simply imposed on schools so that local
authorities can meet their targets. Such STPs will not be as effective as ones that have been developed in a
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partnership between the local authority, the school and other interested parties. Such partnerships may
take time to develop. The three most successful STPs identified in this survey have all been in place for at
least three years. It is important that both local authorities and schools have realistic expectations about
what can be achieved in the short term and are encouraged to make a long term commitment to work on
STPs. 

1. Introduction 
This report summarises information about school travel plans and initiatives collected in a survey of local
authorities in England and Wales undertaken in July 1999 for the Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions •DETR‚. 

A similar survey was first undertaken for DETR by the University of Westminster in Spring 1998 as part
of a review of local authority initiatives aimed at encouraging a modal shift away from the private car for
school escort journeys and for journeys to work. The information collected in that review was used to
create a database which fed into further research commissioned following publication of the Integrated
Transport White Paper 'A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone'. The results from the latest
survey have been used to produce an updated version of the database relating to school travel initiatives.
This report contains an analysis of the new data and a comparison with the information collected in 1998. 

At the time of the latest survey most large authorities in England and Wales were involved in producing
their first Local Transport Plan •LTP‚ due for submission at the end of July 1999. Several authorities
delayed their responses to the questionnaire to allow them to be informed by their final LTP submissions
and many commented that their future work on school travel initiatives was dependent on the outcome of
LTP funding bids. However, the information provided gives a good picture of what is happening prior to
the implementation of Local Transport Plans and what authorities' plans for the future currently are. 

1.1 Definitions 

For the purposes of the 1998 questionnaire 'Full Safer Routes to School Type' •SRtoS‚ projects were
defined as ones which 'involve physical measures to improve safety for those walking and cycling such as
junction improvements and traffic calming, as well as curriculum and general travel awareness measures.'
Of the 241 local authorities who responded to the 1998 survey 51 •21%‚ had started the process of
developing such Safer Routes to School Type Projects •for example by contacting schools‚, 23 authorities
had actually implemented schemes on a permanent basis and a further 43 were implementing trial
projects. 

Since that survey was undertaken the focus has changed from safer routes for those walking and cycling to
wider initiatives which cover all modes of transport. Many different terms are used to describe initiatives
related to reducing car use for school journeys. In the questionnaire used this time the term School Travel
Plan •STP‚ was used to refer to comprehensive plans that set out a package of measures. The
questionnaire suggested that these may include 'walking, cycling and public transport initiatives;
engineering, educational, travel awareness and school policy measures; and involvement of parents and
pupils.' The term School Travel Initiative •STI‚ was used for individual measures that on their own do not
amount to a School Travel Plan. 

- 8 -

Department for Transport - Research into levels of activity relating to school travel initiatives



These definitions caused some confusion with some authorities conceiving of STPs as overall plans •or an
authority wide strategy‚ and that initiatives followed on from this. This problem might have been
overcome by talking about 'site-specific' plans in the definition of STPs. However, this was intentionally
omitted so as not to exclude STPs that covered groups of neighbouring schools. When asked about the
number of schools with STPs and STIs, some authorities gave the same number of schools for each. This
was mainly because the two are not mutually exclusive but also because what might have started as a
series of initiatives have since developed into fully fledged STPs. Some people were more familiar with
the term SRtoS and did not know whether this should be classified as a Plan or an Initiative. 

1.2 Recent Policy Developments 

The report of the 1998 survey summarises the background and development of Safer Routes to School
Type Projects and includes information about the various organisations involved. This section describes
some of the important developments of relevance to school travel that have happened in the last 18
months. 

Safe Routes to School was one of the policy initiatives promoted in the Government's White Paper on the
future of transport1 . This stated that 'policies will help reduce the need for children to be driven to school
by encouraging safer routes for walking and cycling.' There were also a number of other initiatives listed
which aim to encourage more children to get to school other than by car. These include the setting up of a
School Travel Advisory Group •STAG‚ with Government Departments, local authorities and others to
lead dissemination of best practice and contribute to the development of policy. School journeys are also
to be included in broader national awareness campaigns. 

STAG held its first meeting at the end of 1998 and agreed to set up a number of working groups to look at
particular issues. These include the drivers' working group which is looking at ways of giving school
travel greater priority in driver training, for example, including school travel issues in PSV and minibus
training and in the theory test for the ordinary driving test. The walking, cycling and bus use group are
looking at ways of encouraging bus operators to develop concessionary fare schemes for young people
and at giving local authorities some guidance on the setting of targets for modal shift on the school
journey. The parents and teachers working group is looking at ways of involving young people more,
concentrating mainly on what can be done in school. 

STAG approved a research programme in early 1999, one element of which is the current study. There are
five other elements of research, the most important of which is a pilot scheme to test the effectiveness of
providing initial site specific advice to a selection of schools and colleges as a means of encouraging them
to implement effective school travel plans. The STAG research programme also includes work to:
quantify and look for good practice in special education transport needs; increase bus use for the journey
to school by promoting good practice; investigate factors which are leading to increased school journey
lengths and; establish a website and database on classroom materials. There are also plans for a school
travel resource pack and regional seminars to promote school travel plans. 

Another important feature of the White Paper was the introduction of Local Transport Plans •LTPs‚. From
1999 onwards these five year plans will replace the previous Transport Policy and Programmes system for
the allocation of capital funding for local authority transport spending. For the first year of the new
system, local authorities will produce provisional LTPs with the first full five-year plans only being
required in 2000. The 'Guidance on Provisional Local Transport Plans' published in April 1999 asked
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authorities to set out an integrated strategy for reducing car use and improving children's safety on the
journey to school, and to set out how they will work with individual schools to develop school travel
plans. Local authorities are also expected to include separate targets for modal shift on school journeys
and plans for monitoring progress. DETR is letting a contract to review what LTPs say on School Travel
Plans and Initiatives and Green Transport Plans. 

Other Government Departments are taking an increasing interest in school travel issues. 'Saving Lives:
Our Healthier Nation', the Government's White Paper on health set targets for reducing the number of
accidents. It mentions the Safer Travel to School initiative which will encourage more children to walk
and cycle to school and emphasises the importance of providing children with the opportunity to learn
how to make decisions for themselves and to undertake physical activity as part of their daily routine. The
Department for Education and Employment and the Department of Health are both members of STAG.
This cross-sectoral involvement in school travel initiatives is a good example of government departments
working in partnership to address certain issues. 

The Healthy Schools Programme, jointly led by the Department for Education and Employment and the
Department of Health also supports the Safe Routes to School concept. One aspect of the Healthy Schools
Programme is the Safe and Sound Challenge which invites schools to send in proposals for developing
initiatives which encourage safe use of alternative forms of transport to the car. The first round took place
in Spring 1999 when 33 winning entries received up to Â£6000 each to put towards their school travel
initiative. The second round is due to be judged in Spring 2000 when similar prizes will be awarded. The
Healthy Schools Programme is also funding route-mapping and car-sharing databases that it will be
making commercially available to schools. 

The 1998 survey revealed a need for information on school travel initiatives and the Government has been
addressing this issue in the past year. They have produced guidance on school travel plans for local
authorities wishing to introduce such initiatives. This is based on case studies of selected existing
schemes. In addition, DETR and DfEE supported related guidance aimed at schools and parents produced
by Transport 2000. Other bodies such as the Pedestrians' Association and the Local Authority Road
Safety Officers Association have also produced guidance on school travel initiatives recently. There is
therefore a lot more information available to local authorities now than there was 18 months ago when the
first survey was undertaken. However, much of it had only been very recently published when the current
survey was undertaken in July 1999 so it may be too early yet for it to have had much effect. 

1.3 Objectives of Study 

Due to the increased attention given to school travel initiatives in the past 18 months, there was a need to
update the information collected in the database and to assess the current situation. The aim was to gather
up-to-date baseline data against which to monitor the impact of guidance on best practice and other work
on school travel in the future. Although this is a follow-up to the 1998 survey because so much has
changed in between, this has involved in effect 'starting again' so as to be able to provide a new base-line
against which the development of STPs can be measured following the first round of the LTP process. 

There is some difficulty in making comparisons with the 1998 survey results due to the difference in the
definitions used •see section 1.1‚ but where possible changes since the previous survey have been noted. 
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DETR identified a number of objectives for the research which are briefly discussed below. 

Changes since Spring 1998 in levels of 'Safe Routes to School type activities' and related initiatives; 

Where possible, the same questions have been used as for the 1998 survey. However, there has been a
move away from the term 'Safer Routes to School' so new terminology was used this time. The term
School Travel Plan •STP‚ was defined as a comprehensive plan that sets out a package of measures
including walking, cycling and public transport initiatives; engineering, educational, travel awareness and
school policy measures; and involvement of parents. The term School Travel Initiatives •STI‚ was used to
refer to individual measures that on their own do not amount to a School Travel Plan. The wording of
some questions was also revised based on an assessment of the responses to the last survey. However, it is
still possible to draw comparisons between the two surveys. 

Examples of innovative schemes; School Travel Plans; and initiatives whose impact is being
monitored; 

The layout of the questionnaire was changed to give local authorities more space to include details about
individual STPs. They were encouraged to use this space to provide details of any innovative monitoring
strategies and other details about the STP. They were also asked to provide any supporting information
that might be relevant. 

Areas and regions which are most/least active and effective; 

As in the previous survey the study area was broken down into the regions covered by each of the
Government Offices in England and Wales. There are some difficulties with this approach in that the
number of authorities in each region varies considerably. The response rate also varied between the
regions. However, it is felt that this is a useful breakdown. The Government Offices have an important
role in guiding authorities in their area and supporting them in developing their LTPs. Levels of activity
have been estimated by assessing the proportion of authorities actively working on school travel plans in
each area. It was more difficult to assess levels of effectiveness but the report identifies authorities which
have well-developed and effective schemes. 

Types of school and location •e.g. urban, rural, suburban‚ with most/least activity; 

Locations were classified as in the previous survey, that is: large town/city central; large town/city
suburban; medium sized towns; small towns/large villages; and rural. Schools were classified according to
age range •primary, middle, secondary with sixth form, secondary without sixth form‚ and funding source
•private, local authority‚. There was a separate category for special schools. It is therefore possible to
identify the types of school and location most and least likely to be involved in school travel plans. 

Main reasons given by local authorities/schools for becoming involved in school travel activities; 

As in 1998, the survey provides information on the underlying objectives of local authorities for getting
involved in school travel initiatives. This time the questionnaire also asks for the reason or stimulus for
each individual School Travel Plan. 
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Costs; 

The 1998 survey included questions on the current and future budgets for SRtoS type projects. This time
the survey took place just as local authorities were completing their LTP bids and for some future budgets
for school travel initiatives may be dependent on the outcome of these bids. Therefore local authorities
were asked what they spent in 1998/99 and what they anticipated spending in the current year to gain an
indication of the costs involved. 

Sources of support including funding; 

As in the 1998 survey, authorities were asked about the sources from which they had received funding to
finance school travel initiatives. Additional sources were listed this time to reflect the changing policy
agenda, for example local authorities are using new sources of 'non-transport' funding such as health
action zones. Local authorities were asked separately about the sources of sponsorship. 

1.4 Report Structure 

Chapter 2 outlines the methodology used in the survey work carried out for the study. 

Chapter 3 summarises the responses from local authorities with regard to their involvement in school
travel plans and initiatives. 

Chapter 4 presents the conclusions of the study. 

2. Study methodology 

2.1 Introduction 

The project consisted of a postal survey of all local authorities in England and Wales, largely based on the
previous survey undertaken by Social and Transport Research Services •STRS‚ on behalf of the
University of Westminster in 1998. 

In the 1998 survey a response rate of just below 60% was achieved. It was evident that there were two
main reasons for non-response. The first of these was that the local authority was not involved in any
initiatives and/or had insufficient resources for a dedicated member of staff to respond to the
questionnaire. The second category comprised authorities that were very active but had insufficient time
to take part in the survey. 

When planning the 1999 survey, there were some concerns that the problem of the most active authorities
being 'over-researched' may be even greater this time round given the amount of other research into
school travel initiatives taking place. It was therefore decided that respondents should be offered a
personal copy of the recently published DETR guidance document, 'School Travel Strategies and Plans'.
Although their authority may obtain copies anyway, it would no doubt be useful for them to have an
additional copy and would show an appreciation of their efforts in completing the questionnaire. It was
recognised that local authority officers are keen to know what is happening across the country so, as in
1998, authorities were encouraged to respond by offering all respondents a copy of the executive summary
of the report. 
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The methodology for the survey was guided by the lessons learned in 1998 and was designed to achieve as
high a response rate as possible within the time constraints allowed by the project deadline. The new
approach involved five main elements: 

Preliminary telephone calls 
Mailed/faxed or emailed self-completion questionnaire, with options to return by any means 
Initial telephone follow-up •for non-respondents‚ 
Postal reminder •for non-respondents‚ 
Second telephone follow-up •for non-respondents‚ 

Contact details were available from the database created for last year's survey and a preliminary telephone
call was made to every local authority. At an early stage in the process of contacting local authorities it
become clear that in many areas where the two tier system of local government still operates, County
Councils were co-ordinating all the school travel initiatives for the Shire Districts within their area.
However, in some cases Shire Districts were organising their own initiatives in addition to the work of the
County. 

It was therefore agreed that where Shire Districts said they were not undertaking any initiatives other than
the work co-ordinated by the County Council, there was no need for them to complete a questionnaire as
all the necessary information could be obtained from the County Council. These Shire Districts were not
sent a questionnaire. Those Shire Districts which were also adopting their own initiatives were sent a
questionnaire as it was felt that the County Council might not be aware of such initiatives and they might
otherwise be missed. Each County Council was informed of which Shire Districts in their area had been
sent questionnaires. Altogether 41 Shire Districts were not sent questionnaires. 

Research undertaken for the MEST Project •EU DGVII‚ on self-completion travel surveys indicates that
busy respondents are more willing to take part in surveys if they are given different options for
participation. The questionnaire was not amenable to telephone interviewing so respondents were offered
three possible options - mail-out, email, or fax. 

Letters and questionnaires were sent out to 369 authorities •that is, all authorities in England and Wales
excluding the 41 Shire Districts discussed above‚ on 6th  July with a return date of 23rd  July. The majority
of them were posted but 46 authorities opted to receive the questionnaire by email and 37 by fax. Shortly
after the closing date all those who had not yet returned their questionnaires were contacted by telephone
to find out whether they had a problem, required more time or had decided not to take part. To further
enhance the response rate, an allowance was also made for sending out a post card to remind people who
were not readily available on the telephone. It was felt that this might be a particular problem due to the
timing of the survey in the summer as people would be more likely to be on leave or covering for
colleagues who were on leave. Finally there was a second telephone follow-up for those who had still not
responded a month after the original deadline. This concentrated on local authorities that were known to
be very active •and therefore busy‚. 
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2.2 Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire was designed in co-operation with DETR to determine their information requirements.
As far as possible, questions remain the same as in 1998 but have been revised to reflect changes in
terminology and policy since then. The questionnaire was designed as an A4 booklet •stapled at the side‚
with the letter on the front cover and the pre-paid panel on the rear cover. 

The school descriptions were designed with a number of questions asking for information about the type
of school, type of area and activities and a large space for descriptive information. In order to allow a page
for each school, information was requested on only three schools. 

A copy of the questionnaire used and the covering letter is included as Appendix A. 

2.3 Pilot Study 

A small pilot study of 12 authorities was carried out in mid-June. The authorities selected were chosen as
far as possible to represent different parts of the study area, different types of authorities and different
levels of involvement in terms of their responses to the 1998 survey. Nine responses had been received
from pilot authorities by the time the questionnaire needed to be finalised. Pilot respondents were asked to
give their comments on the questionnaires and any suggestions about the way in which the approach could
be improved. 

Following the pilot study a number of minor changes were made to the questionnaire. Many of the
questions asked local authorities to distinguish between STPs and STIs in their answer and the term SRtoS
used in 1998 was not mentioned. This change in emphasis and the distinction between STPs and STIs was
identified as a problem in the pilot. However, as the term School Travel Plan is used in LTP guidance and
it is hoped that it will become better known in future years when the same questionnaire is used, it was left
in. The changes mainly involved revising definitions and categories to ensure that they were
comprehensible and changing the order of questions to ensure the routing worked correctly. 

2.4 Response Rate 

The overall response rate was an impressive 80%. This represents 326 of the 410 authorities in England
and Wales and was much higher than in the previous survey. However, this includes 103 Shire Districts
who said that the County Council would be responsible for much of the information requested and
therefore only completed some of the questions. As the County Councils appeared to be playing such a
crucial role, a particular effort was made to obtain responses from them with the result that all 34 Counties
responded. There were also high response rates from the Metropolitan Boroughs, London Boroughs and
English Unitaries so the overall response rate from those with education and highway responsibilities •i.e.
all those except districts‚ was 87%. The lowest response rate was from the Welsh Unitaries, which at 68%
is still high for a self-completion postal questionnaire. 

Only two local authorities actually refused to take part in the survey. Another three had to decline as they
had no-one in post at the time. When the telephone reminders were undertaken, a substantial number of
the other local authorities who did not return a questionnaire said that they had staff shortages or were too
involved in writing their LTP at the time. 
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Table 2.1: Response rate by type of authority 

Type of Authority No. in England and Wales sent
questionnaires •E&W‚ 

No. responding to survey •% of
E&W total‚ 

County 34 34 •100%‚ 

London Borough 33 28 •85%‚ 

Metropolitan
Borough 

36 34 •94%‚ 

Shire District 197 177 •90%‚1  

English Unitary 47 38 •81%‚ 

Welsh Unitary 22 15 •68%‚ 

Total 369 326 •88%‚1  

Notes: 1. These figures exclude the 41 districts not sent questionnaires. 

As Shire Districts do not have the same responsibilities for education and transport matters as other types
of authorities, and as many of them referred to the County Council for responses to certain questions, their
responses have been treated separately for much of the analysis. The different types of authorities are
referred to as 'districts' •the Shire Districts‚ and 'non-districts' •the Counties, London Boroughs,
Metropolitan Boroughs, English Unitaries and Welsh Unitaries‚. It should be stressed that this distinction
has been used for the sake of simplicity and is not intended to emphasise the role of districts. It is in fact
the non-districts that are of greater interest since not all questions in the questionnaire were directly
applicable to all of the districts. 

Questionnaires were also sent to all the Passenger Transport Executives, two of whom responded. These
questionnaires have not been included in the main analysis and their responses are discussed separately. 

2.5 Potential Bias 

It is likely that the sample is slightly biased towards those actively involved in school travel plans and
initiatives. This is partly due to the decision not to send districts who were not organising their own
initiatives a copy of the questionnaire. Even for those authorities that were sent questionnaires it is
perhaps inevitable that those who are active are more likely to respond as they want others to know what
they are doing whereas those who are doing nothing may feel that there is no point in responding.
However, as one of the main purposes of the survey was to identify authorities involved in these initiatives
it is not considered that the potential bias of the response is really a cause for concern. Also, the response
rate is sufficiently high that any bias should have been minimised. 

It should be noted that there was also a lack of response from some authorities that are active but were too
busy to complete the questionnaire. 
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3. School travel plans and initiatives 

3.1 Development of School Travel Plans 

Level of Activity 

Many different terms are used to describe initiatives related to reducing car use for school journeys. The
term School Travel Plan or STP was used in this questionnaire to refer to comprehensive plans that set out
a package of measures. These were defined as including 'walking, cycling and public transport initiatives;
engineering, educational, travel awareness and school policy measures; and the involvement of parents
and pupils'. 

Authorities were asked to categorise themselves according to their development of School Travel Plans. In
order to try and make the categories mutually exclusive and to gain a clearer picture of how much activity
there really was, the following definitions were used. An authority was only considered to have 'firmly
planned' STPs if 'a committee report has been prepared or an inter-departmental/inter-authority meeting
has been held specifically to discuss this issue' or to have 'actively considered' STPs if there had been 'for
example, meetings held with schools or targets set'. 

Figure 3.1: Authorities' level of involvement in STPs 

Figure 3.1: Authorities' level of involvement in STPs 

Figure 3.1 illustrates authorities' involvement in STPs based on the definitions above. Twenty per cent of
the authorities responding had implemented or started an STP at one or more schools in their area and
only 4% said they had not considered STPs at all. Although the changes in terminology mean it is difficult
to make a direct comparison with the 1998 responses, it is clear that there is increasing activity in this
area. In 1998, 22% of authorities had not considered Safer Routes to School Type projects at all and only
10% had actually implemented a scheme on a permanent basis. 

Table 3.1: Level of Activity •STPs‚ by Type of Authority •No. of Respondents‚ 
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  County London
Borough 

Met.
Borough 

English
Unitary 

Welsh
Unitary 

Total
•Exc.

Districts‚ 

Shire
District 

Total 

Unanswered 2 •6%‚ 5 •18%‚ 4 •12%‚ 4 •11%‚ 4 •27%‚ 19 •13%‚ 12 •6%‚ 31
•8%‚ 

Implemented 21
•62%‚ 

6 •21%‚ 13 •38%‚ 12
•32%‚ 

4 •27%‚ 56 •38%‚ 19 •9%‚ 75
•20%‚ 

Firmly
planned 

5 •15%‚ 7 •25%‚ 5 •15%‚ 12
•32%‚ 

2 •13%‚ 31 •21%‚ 8 •4%‚ 39
•11%‚ 

Actively
considered 

6 •18%‚ 9 •32%‚ 9 •27%‚ 8 •21%‚ 5 •33%‚ 37 •25%‚ 17 •8%‚ 54
•15%‚ 

Considered
but rejected 

0 •0%‚ 1 •4%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 1 •<1%‚ 2 •1%‚ 3 •1%‚ 

Not
considered 

0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 3 •9%‚ 2 •5%‚ 0 •0%‚ 5 •3%‚ 9 •4%‚ 14
•4%‚ 

Not
applicable 

0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 151*
•69%‚ 

151
•41%‚ 

Total 34
•100%‚ 

28
•100%‚ 

34
•100%‚ 

38
•100%‚ 

15
•100%‚ 

149
•100%‚ 

218
•100%‚ 

367
•100%‚ 

Note: * includes 41 Shire Districts who said that everything was co-ordinated at the County level and so
were not sent a questionnaire. 

As Table 3.1 shows, there were considerable variations between the different authority types in terms of
their levels of activity with almost two-thirds of Counties but less than 10% of Shire Districts having
implemented at least one school travel plan. As the majority of the Shire Districts said that this was not
applicable to them because work was co-ordinated by another body •usually the County Council‚ then
their responses have been treated separately for much of the analysis. 

In this case, if districts are excluded, it can be seen that almost two-fifths of the remaining authorities have
implemented at least one school travel plan and a further fifth are firmly planning one or more. Only a
handful of these authorities are not at least actively considering such plans, reflecting the strong emphasis
given to school travel plans in Government guidance on Local Transport Plans. Only 3 authorities in total
admitted to having considered but rejected STPs but 8% of all those responding did not answer this
question at all. The reasons for this are not known but it could possibly be because they felt unable to
classify themselves in the categories given or were reluctant to admit to some of the more negative
categories such as having considered but rejected STPs. 

Table 3.2 attempts to show which regions in England and Wales are most active in terms of the number of
local authorities •excluding districts‚ that have implemented or started at least one STP. In reading this
table it should be noted that the number of non-districts in each region varies considerably with East
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Anglia having only two and London having 33. The response rate also varied between the regions as can
be seen in the table. 

Table 3.2: Level of Activity •STPs‚ by Government Office Region •excluding districts‚ 

Region No. of authorities
•excluding districts‚ 

No. of authorities
responding •%‚ 

No. who have implemented
at least one STP •%‚ 

Eastern 8 8 •100%‚ 5 •63%‚ 

South West 16 16 •100%‚ 8 •50%‚ 

North East 12 12 •100%‚ 6 •50%‚ 

East Anglia 2 2 •100%‚ 1 •50%‚ 

West Midlands 14 14 •100%‚ 6 •43%‚ 

South East 19 14 •74%‚ 7 •37%‚ 

East Midlands 9 7 •78%‚ 3 •33%‚ 

North West 22 20 •91%‚ 7 •32%‚ 

Yorkshire and
Humberside 

15 13 •87%‚ 3 •20%‚ 

London 33 28 •85%‚ 6 •18%‚ 

Wales 22 15 •68%‚ 4 •18%‚ 

Total 174 149 •86%‚ 56 •32%‚ 

Based on this analysis the Eastern Region is the most active area as it has the highest proportion of
authorities which have implemented at least one STP and Wales and London are the least active regions as
they have the lowest proportions with at least one STP. Yorkshire and Humberside region also has a low
proportion of authorities with at least one STP. Other regions where at least half of the authorities have
already implemented STPs are the North East, East Anglia and the South West. However, it is important
to recognise that the amount of activity in an area does not necessarily reflect the effectiveness or quality
of those plans. 

Extent of Activity 

Only one authority, Buckinghamshire County Council, had a member of staff who spent 100% of their
time on school travel plans and initiatives. In 21 other authorities •only two of which were districts‚ the
main person responsible spent over 50% of their time on this work, up from five in 1998. As before, the
majority of authorities •over four-fifths‚ are still able to devote only very little staff time to such initiatives
with the main person responsible spending less than 50% of their time and in over half of authorities less
than 10% of their time on this. Many of those spending less than 10% of their time were districts but even
so two-fifths of non-districts fell into this category. 
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Last year, two other authorities said that they had a member of staff working 100% of their time on Safer
Routes to School. However, it would seem from their responses this time that as their initiatives have
developed they have divided the work between a number of staff and no one officer works full-time on
school travel initiatives. 

There was other evidence of the lack of staff resources available. In around a fifth of the authorities where
the main person spent less than 10% of their time there were no other members of staff working on school
travel plans and initiatives at the time of the survey. Many of these were districts but in 10% of
non-districts there was only one member of staff and they spent less than 10% of their time on this work. 

Figure 3.2: No. of FTE posts per Authority for STP work 

Figure 3.2: No. of FTE posts per Authority for STP work 

Another way of representing this information is in terms of the number of full-time posts the time spent is
equivalent to •or FTE‚, as shown in Figure 3.2. Almost half of the non-districts who answered this
question said that the total amount of time spent on school travel initiatives was less than or equal to 0.5
FTE and only 20% said that it was greater than 1 FTE. Only five authorities had an FTE of 4 or greater -
three Counties, one Metropolitan Borough and one English Unitary. 

The level of involvement also varied significantly between authorities in terms of the number of schools
with school travel plans. Even among those that had started to implement STPs, a quarter had only
implemented them at one school. At the other end of the scale, three authorities said they had more than
30 STPs - Hertfordshire County Council •35‚, Plymouth City Council •37‚ and Surrey County Council
•69‚. There were a further 14 authorities where STPs were being implemented at ten or more schools - 10
Counties, one Metropolitan Borough, two districts and one English Unitary. Surrey County Council said
that they were firmly planning STPs at a further 462 schools but there were only 15 other authorities with
firm plans for STPs at more than 10 schools. 

The level of involvement can perhaps be more accurately indicated by looking at the number of schools
involved as a proportion of the total number of schools in that area. However, it should be noted that this
provides an indicator of the quantity of plans in place but not their quality. Only 60 of the authorities that
had already started implementing STPs provided full information on the number of schools in their area
and so can be included in this analysis. Around a quarter of these authorities had implemented STPs at 1%
or less of the schools in their area. However, a quarter had implemented STPs at 5% or more of the
schools in their area. 

Wiltshire County Council said that they had first implemented or started School Travel Plans in 1989.
Only three other authorities - City of Salford, North Somerset and Leeds City Council said they had
started implementing STPs prior to 1995. Thirteen authorities began in 1996 and 12 in 1997 but it is clear
that most activity is very recent. Over a quarter of those who answered this question •29 out of 111‚ began
work on STPs in 1998 and almost two-fifths in 1999. 

Further details of individual STPs are provided in Section 3.8 below. 
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3.2 Other School Travel Initiatives 

In many local authorities various School Travel Initiatives •STIs‚ are being introduced. In the
questionnaire these were defined as individual measures that on their own do not amount to a School
Travel Plan. Based on this definition, 39% of all authorities and 72% of non-districts said that they had
implemented or started STIs at one or more schools in their area •see Table 3.3‚. Only 1% of non-districts
said that they had not considered STIs at all. As might be expected, levels of activity are lower among the
Shire Districts with only 17% having implemented any STIs compared to 88% of Counties. 

Table 3.3: Level of Activity •STIs‚ by Type of Authority 

  County London
Borough 

Met.
Borough 

English
Unitary 

Welsh
Unitary 

Total
•Exc.

Districts‚ 

Shire
District 

Total 

Unanswered 2 •6%‚ 0 •0%‚ 3 •9%‚ 1 •3%‚ 1 •7%‚ 7 •5%‚ 6 •3%‚ 13
•4%‚ 

Implemented 30
•88%‚ 

17 •61%‚ 23 •68%‚ 30
•79%‚ 

8 •53%‚ 108 •72%‚ 36
•17%‚ 

144
•39%‚ 

Firmly
planned 

2 •6%‚ 5 •18%‚ 5 •15%‚ 3 •8%‚ 2 •13%‚ 17 •11%‚ 11 •5%‚ 28
•8%‚ 

Actively
considered 

0 •0%‚ 6 •21%‚ 2 •6%‚ 3 •8%‚ 3 •20%‚ 14 •9%‚ 16 •7%‚ 30
•8%‚ 

Considered
but rejected 

0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 1 •<1%‚ 1
•<1%‚ 

Not
considered 

0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 1 •3%‚ 1 •3%‚ 0 •0%‚ 2 •1%‚ 6 •3%‚ 8 •2%‚ 

Not
applicable 

0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 1 •7%‚ 1 •<1%‚ 142*
•65%‚ 

143
•39%‚ 

Total 34
•100%‚ 

28
•100%‚ 

34
•100%‚ 

38
•100%‚ 

15
•100%‚ 

149
•100%‚ 

218
•100%‚ 

367
•100%‚ 

Note: * includes 41 Shire Districts who said that everything was co-ordinated at the County level and so
were not sent a questionnaire. 

The level of involvement also varied significantly between authorities in terms of the number of schools
with STIs. Even among those that had started to implement STIs, just over a quarter had only
implemented them at one school. At the other end of the scale, five authorities were implementing STIs at
300 or more schools - North Yorkshire County Council •300‚, Hertfordshire County Council •300‚,
Lincolnshire County Council •384‚, Derbyshire County Council •423‚ and Lancashire County Council
•550‚. There were a further seven authorities where STIs were being implemented at 100 or more schools
- five Counties and two Metropolitan Boroughs. It should be noted that the types of STIs being
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implemented varied a lot and ranged from involvement in national campaigns and road safety officer work
to traffic management. Some authorities may be choosing to concentrate their efforts on a few schools
whilst others may be implementing smaller scale initiatives at a larger number of schools. 

Three authorities - North Yorkshire County Council, Bradford and Manchester Metropolitan Borough
Councils - said that they first implemented STIs as long ago as 1974. Two authorities began in the 1980s
and 13 others prior to 1995 but 70 authorities •over two-fifths of those who answered this question‚ had
only started implementing STIs since the start of 1998. 

All authorities were asked to indicate the types of STIs that they had implemented or firmly planned but
not yet implemented. Their responses are summarised in Tables 3.4 and 3.5. 

Table 3.4: Type of STIs Implemented or Started •No. of respondents‚ 

  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

National campaigns 117 •84%‚ 36 •51%‚ 153 •73%‚ 

Traffic management 109 •78%‚ 36 •50%‚ 145 •69%‚ 

RSO work 123 •88%‚ 20 •28%‚ 143 •68%‚ 

Classroom activities 84 •60%‚ 26 •37%‚ 110 •52%‚ 

Pedestrian and cycle routes 81 •58%‚ 28 •39%‚ 109 •52%‚ 

Leaflets to parents 91 •65%‚ 18 •25%‚ 109 •52%‚ 

Additional ped. Crossings/patrols 71 •51%‚ 19 •27%‚ 90 •43%‚ 

Secure cycle parking 36 •26%‚ 11 •16%‚ 47 •22%‚ 

Walking bus 28 •20%‚ 9 •13%‚ 37 •18%‚ 

Improved bus routes 30 •21%‚ 5 •7%‚ 35 •17%‚ 

Special bus fares 24 •17%‚ 2 •3%‚ 26 •12%‚ 

Car-pooling/sharing 12 •9%‚ 2 •3%‚ 14 •7%‚ 

Other 33 •24%‚ 14 •20%‚ 47 •22%‚ 

Total 140 •100%‚ 71 •100%‚ 211 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. The respondents include 67 authorities who did
not answer 1 to Q6b i.e. they did not say that they had started implementing STIs. However, they still
answered Q7, implying that they were implementing STIs. 
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Education measures in Road Safety Officer's programme •e.g. cycle training‚ is the most common type of
STI being implemented by non-districts - 88% are implementing this. Eighty-four per cent of non-districts
and around half the districts are participating in national campaigns like 'walk to school' and traffic
management near schools •e.g. calming, junctions‚ is being used by 78% of non-districts and half the
districts. The least common STI is car-pooling or sharing being used by only 9% of non-districts but 21%
plan to adopt this initiative in the future. Only a fifth of non-districts are implementing the much
publicised walking bus initiative. The types of measures being used are similar to those in 1998 when
traffic management was the most common type. 

Table 3.5: Type of STIs Firmly Planned but not yet Implemented •No. of respondents‚ 

  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Pedestrian and cycle routes 46 •45%‚ 23 •50%‚ 69 •47%‚ 

Traffic management 40 •39%‚ 23 •50%‚ 63 •43%‚ 

Improved bus routes 34 •33%‚ 8 •17%‚ 42 •28%‚ 

Additional ped. Crossings/patrols 26 •26%‚ 15 •33%‚ 41 •28%‚ 

Walking bus 28 •28%‚ 9 •20%‚ 37 •25%‚ 

Secure cycle parking 26 •26%‚ 11 •24%‚ 37 •25%‚ 

Leaflets to parents 26 •26%‚ 10 •22%‚ 36 •24%‚ 

Classroom activities 25 •25%‚ 10 •22%‚ 35 •24%‚ 

Car-pooling/sharing 21 •21%‚ 6 •13%‚ 27 •18%‚ 

RSO work 17 •17%‚ 6 •13%‚ 23 •16%‚ 

Special bus fares 13 •13%‚ 4 •9%‚ 17 •12%‚ 

National campaigns 13 •13%‚ 4 •9%‚ 17 •12%‚ 

Other 4 •4%‚ 1 •2%‚ 5 •3%‚ 

Total 102 •100%‚ 46 •100%‚ 148 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

The other STIs being implemented include: 

after school activities 
competitions in schools 
development of home-school agreements 
school gate package information campaign 
provision of child cycle helmets to support cycle training 

- 22 -

Department for Transport - Research into levels of activity relating to school travel initiatives



storage lockers for books etc. 
first day absence reporting •telephoning the parents of children who are not at registration - this is
also useful as an anti-truancy measure‚ 
higher police profile for zig-zag markings 
park and walk scheme with a nearby supermarket 
community minibus planned for Pakistani pupils at girls school 
and school safety zones •no parking immediately outside schools‚ 

3.3 Barriers to Implementation 

All authorities were asked what they considered to be the main behavioural and practical barriers to the
implementation of STPs and STIs. Their responses are summarised in Tables 3.6 and 3.7. Figure 3.3
shows the most often cited barriers of either type. 

As in 1998, the most common barriers cited were the ones that related to parental attitudes or willingness
to allow their children to use modes other than the car. Parental car dependence, parental fears for safety
of children from traffic and parental fears for security of children from other people were each cited by
over three-quarters of all authorities. These behavioural barriers seemed to be more important than the
practical barriers. The most common practical barrier was lack of time for local authority staff - chosen by
74% of all authorities. Lack of financial resources and lack of time for schools were also important
practical barriers - each was cited by around 70% of authorities. 

Figure 3.3: Most often cited barriers to the implementation of STPs and STIs 

Figure 3.3: Most often cited barriers to the implementation of STPs and STIs 

Table 3.6: Main behavioural barriers to the implementation of STPs and STIs 

  Total •Exc.
Districts‚ 

Shire
District 

Total 

Parental car dependence 133 •91%‚ 97 •92%‚ 230 •91%‚ 

Parental fears for safety of children from traffic 123 •84%‚ 96 •91%‚ 219 •87%‚ 

Parental fears for security of children from other
people 

115 •79%‚ 79 •75%‚ 194 •77%‚ 

Perceptions of increased journey time 59 •40%‚ 34 •32%‚ 93 •37%‚ 

Children's expectations of car travel 29 •20%‚ 23 •22%‚ 52 •21%‚ 

Other 20 •14%‚ 11 •10%‚ 31 •12%‚ 

Total 146 •100%‚ 106 •100%‚ 252
•100%‚ 
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Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

Some additional barriers were included in the questionnaire this time, based on 'other' barriers listed by
authorities in 1998. Of these, only lack of facilities at schools appeared to be a common problem - cited by
61% of non-districts. Encouragingly, it appears that lack of awareness among local authority staff is not a
major barrier - it was cited by only 14% of authorities, suggesting that the increased publicity given to
STIs is having some effect. 

The other behavioural barriers listed included several which relate to the convenience and time-savings
offered by the car. There were several mentions of the advantages for combining more than one journey
purpose •e.g. chain journeys for parents dropping several children and getting to work‚ and several which
related to the role of schools in encouraging STIs •e.g. headteachers are unwilling to challenge/antagonise
parents by restricting car use‚. The other practical barriers listed included several which related to the cost
of public transport and several relating to parental choice of school resulting in increased catchment areas. 

Authorities were also asked which type of barrier •i.e. behavioural or practical‚ creates the greatest
problem for their local authority. Behavioural barriers appear to outweigh the practical problems with
32% of non-districts selecting this answer compared to 19% who selected practical problems. However,
40% of the non-districts thought that both types of barrier were equal in terms of the problems they
created and 4% said that neither created problems. 

Table 3.7: Main practical barriers to the implementation of STPs and STIs 
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  Total •Exc.
Districts‚ 

Shire
District 

Total 

Lack of time •local authority staff‚ 108 •74%‚ 76 •72%‚ 184 •74%‚ 

Lack of financial resources 101 •70%‚ 75 •71%‚ 176 •70%‚ 

Lack of time •schools‚ 108 •74%‚ 65 •62%‚ 173 •69%‚ 

Lack of facilities at schools 88 •61%‚ 43 •41%‚ 131 •52%‚ 

Inadequate bus services 40 •28%‚ 33 •31%‚ 73 •29%‚ 

Lack of interest from schools 40 •28%‚ 30 •29%‚ 70 •28%‚ 

Lack of awareness •schools‚ 39 •27%‚ 27 •26%‚ 66 •26%‚ 

Reduction in statutory school transport
provision 

28 •19%‚ 25 •24%‚ 53 •21%‚ 

Lack of awareness •local authority staff‚ 17 •12%‚ 17 •16%‚ 34 •14%‚ 

Objections from local residents 14 •10%‚ 5 •5%‚ 19 •8%‚ 

Lack of interest •local authority‚ 11 •8%‚ 5 •5%‚ 16 •6%‚ 

Other 14 •10%‚ 15 •14%‚ 29 •12%‚ 

Total 145 •100%‚ 105 •100%‚ 250
•100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

3.4 Funding 

Authorities were asked how much they spent on •a‚ School Travel Plans and •b‚ School Travel Initiatives
in the 1998/99 financial year. Only around two-thirds of the authorities to whom these questions applied
were able to answer both parts of this question and supply information for both STPs and STIs.
Twenty-three per cent did not know their budget for STPs and/or STIs and 11% left this question blank.
There was also clearly some confusion between STPs and STIs for some authorities so it is not possible to
add the two figures to give an overall budget for work in this area. 

Of those that gave details of how much they spent on STPs in 1998/99: 

Two-fifths of the non-districts said they had no budget. 
A further 38% had budgets of less than Â£50,000. 
Only two districts had a budget for STPs, only one of which was over Â£50,000. 
10 non-districts •up from 5 authorities in 1998‚ said they had budgets of Â£100,000 or over - the
highest being Â£300,000 for Surrey County Council. 
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Of those that gave details of how much they spent on STIs in 1998/99: 

A fifth of non-districts had no budget for STIs. 
A further 52% had budgets of under Â£50,000. 
Seven non-districts had budgets of Â£100,000 or more for STIs, the highest of which was Â£500,000
for the London Borough of Ealing. 
A quarter of the districts had no budget for STIs. 
Twelve had budgets of up to Â£50,000 and only 4 had budgets of Â£100,000 or over. 
The District with the highest budget for STIs was St. Edmundsbury Council in Suffolk with
Â£354,000. 

Authorities were also asked what they anticipated spending on •a‚ School Travel Plans and •b‚ School
Travel Initiatives in the current financial year •1999/2000‚. Again the numbers of authorities answering
this question was low with only two-fifths of the non-districts to whom this question applied answering
part •a‚ and 71% answering part •b‚ - around a fifth said they did not know the answer for each part, the
rest left it blank. 

Of the 50 non-districts who answered part •a‚: 

15 anticipated spending Â£25,000 or less on STPs. 
22 expected to spend Â£100,000 or more. 
The highest anticipated spending was Â£600,000 for Hertfordshire County Council. 

Of the 91 non-districts who answered part •b‚: 

Approximately a third anticipated spending less than Â£25,000 on STIs. 
Just over a quarter expected to spend Â£100,000 or more. 
The London Borough of Ealing stated the highest anticipated spending on STIs at Â£500,000. This is
in addition to the Â£500,000 already spent in 1998/99. They have an extensive programme of Safer
Routes to School Type initiatives - the money is being spent on engineering and educational
measures. 

Only 24 districts answered this question •11 said they did not know the answer‚: 

Only 9 anticipated having any budget for STPs in 1999/2000, the highest of which was Â£125,000
for Runnymede District Council in Surrey. 
Twenty-four anticipated a budget for STIs, five of which were over Â£50,000. 
The highest budget for STIs was Â£205,000 for Basildon District Council in Essex. 

The next question related to the sources of funding for School Travel Plans and Initiatives. Authorities
were asked first which sources they had successfully applied for •Table 3.8‚ and then which they had
unsuccessfully applied for •Table 3.9‚. 

Table 3.8: Sources of funding successfully applied for to fund STPs and STIs 
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  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

TPP funding 86 •69%‚ 17 •45%‚ 103 •64%‚ 

Road Safety budget 80 •64%‚ 14 •37%‚ 94 •58%‚ 

Transport budget 61 •49%‚ 12 •32%‚ 73 •44%‚ 

Developer contributions 27 •22%‚ 7 •18%‚ 34 •21%‚ 

Sponsorships/Partnerships 20 •16%‚ 6 •16%‚ 27 •17%‚ 

Education budget 14 •11%‚ 2 •5%‚ 16 •10%‚ 

Health Action Zones 8 •7%‚ 0 •0%‚ 8 •5%‚ 

Planning budget 4 •3%‚ 3 •8%‚ 7 •4%‚ 

Cycle challenge 6 •5%‚ 0 •0%‚ 6 •4%‚ 

European funding 6 •5%‚ 0 •0%‚ 6 •4%‚ 

Health Improvement Plans 4 •3%‚ 1 •3%‚ 5 •3%‚ 

Millennium fund 3 •2%‚ 0 •0%‚ 3 •2%‚ 

Education Action Zones 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 

Other 39 •32%‚ 13 •34%‚ 52 •32%‚ 

Total 123 •100%‚ 38 •100%‚ 161 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

As in 1998, the most common source of funding was TPP funding, which almost 70% of non-districts had
successfully applied for to fund STPs and STIs. The next most common source was the Road Safety
budget •not included in 1998‚ and the Transport budget - 64% and 49% respectively for non-districts. A
number of other new sources of funding were included in the questionnaire this time. Of these, only
developer contributions •22%‚ had been used by more than a handful of non-districts. A few authorities
had used Health Action Zones or Health Improvement Plans •7% and 3% respectively‚ but none had been
successful in applying for Education Action Zone funding for STPs and STIs. Just over 30% of
non-districts had received funding from sources other than those listed on the questionnaire. These
included several mentions of Capital Challenge, SRB, landfill tax, the Welsh Office Safe Routes to School
Initiative and the Safe and Sound Challenge and individual mentions of environmental action budget,
housing capital receipts, LA21 budget, community services budget, parking places reserve account and
rural bus challenge. 

Table 3.9: Sources of funding unsuccessfully applied for to fund STPs and STIs 
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  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

TPP funding 8 •27%‚ 3 •60%‚ 11 •31%‚ 

Health Action Zones 7 •23%‚ 1 •20%‚ 8 •23%‚ 

Cycle challenge 5 •17%‚ 1 •20%‚ 6 •17%‚ 

Education budget 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Transport budget 0 •0%‚ 3 •60%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Millennium fund 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Sponsorships/Partnerships 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Developer contributions 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

European funding 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Health Improvement Plans 2 •7%‚ 1 •20%‚ 3 •9%‚ 

Planning budget 1 •3%‚ 1 •20%‚ 2 •6%‚ 

Road Safety budget 0 •0%‚ 1 •20%‚ 1 •3%‚ 

Education Action Zones 0 •0%‚ 1 •20%‚ 1 •3%‚ 

Other 1 •3%‚ 1 •20%‚ 2 •6%‚ 

Total 30 •100%‚ 5 •100%‚ 35 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

Very few authorities reported that they had applied for funding unsuccessfully. As in 1998, the most
common source of funding unsuccessfully applied for was TPP funding •31%‚, but this was also the most
common source successfully applied for. None of the other sources listed had been unsuccessfully applied
for by more than a handful of authorities. The numbers are too small to draw any definite conclusions, but
it would seem from a comparison of Tables 3.8 and 3.9 that over 90% of non-districts who applied for
TPP funding for STPs and STIs were successful. Figure 3.4 provides a comparison between the successful
and unsuccessful sources of funding. Although the numbers in some cases are very small it is interesting
to note that for certain sources, such as Health Action Zones, Cycle Challenge and the Millenium Fund
there were as many unsuccessful applications as successful ones. However, it should be recognised that
school travel is only one of a number of objectives for these funding sources. 

Figure 3.4: Comparison of successful and unsuccessful applications for funding 

Figure 3.4: Comparison of successful and unsuccessful applications for funding 
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3.5 Partnerships and Sponsorship 

If they had been successful in obtaining sponsorship or funding from external agencies, authorities were
asked to list the sponsors and indicate whether their support was financial, support in kind or both. This
information is shown in Table 3.10 below. It is clear from the answers to this question that authorities are
obtaining funding and support in kind from a wide variety of both public and private sources. Two of the
most common sources of sponsorship were supermarkets and health authorities. 

Table 3.10: Sponsors providing funding or support in kind 
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Funding Support in kind Both 

Health Authority •7 mentions‚ Sainsburys •3 mentions‚ Highways Agency •2
mentions‚ 

Landfill tax •5 mentions‚ Sustrans NB Colour Print 

Sainsburys •2 mentions‚ Milk float advertising BOC Foundation 

East Midlands Electricity •2
mentions‚ 

Portakabin BAA Gatwick 

Yorkshire Electricity Leicester City Football Club ASDA 

Eurobell Community Service
Volunteers 

Health Authority 

Welsh Development Agency Probation Service   

Waterstones Greggs Bakers   

Kingston Communications plc 3M   

Safeway Police   

Orange Telephones Health Authority   

Taywood Homes     

McDonalds Restaurant     

British Telecom     

Groundwork Trust     

Johnson Wax     

Air Products     

Environment Agency     

East of England RDA     

Developer funding for traffic calming     

ASDA     

Binnie, Black & Veatch     

Authorities were asked which of a list of local authority departments and other organisations were
working with them on STPs and STIs. Their answers are shown in Table 3.11. 
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Table 3.11: Authority departments and other organisations 

  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Schools 121 •92%‚ 44 •82%‚ 163 •89%‚ 

Road Safety 121 •92%‚ 28 •55%‚ 149 •81%‚ 

Transport 108 •82%‚ 33 •65%‚ 141 •77%‚ 

Education 104 •79%‚ 14 •28%‚ 118 •65%‚ 

Police 66 •50%‚ 17 •33%‚ 83 •45%‚ 

Planning 61 •46%‚ 19 •37%‚ 80 •44%‚ 

Health Authority 54 •41%‚ 18 •35%‚ 72 •39%‚ 

Other local authorities 44 •33%‚ 27 •53%‚ 71 •39%‚ 

Voluntary and Community Groups 36 •27%‚ 14 •28%‚ 50 •27%‚ 

Public Transport Operators 32 •24%‚ 4 •8%‚ 36 •20%‚ 

Businesses 13 •10%‚ 3 •6%‚ 16 •9%‚ 

Other 36 •27%‚ 12 •24%‚ 48 •26%‚ 

Total 132 •100%‚ 51 •100%‚ 183 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

As in 1998, Road Safety was the local authority department most likely to be involved in STPs and STIs -
it was cited by 92% of non-districts this time and 93% of all authorities in 1998. Transport and Education
were each cited by around 80% of non-districts. Schools were not listed last time but were chosen by 92%
of non-districts and 82% of districts this time. The Police, the Planning Department and the Health
Authority were each cited by around two-fifths to a half of non-districts, other local authorities by a third
and voluntary and community groups and public transport operators by around a quarter. Businesses were
only involved in 10% of non-districts. 

Around a quarter of the non-districts listed other organisations which are working with them on STPs and
STIs. Many of these were other local authority departments, such as LA21 •3 mentions‚, engineers •2
mentions‚, environmental health •3‚, housing •2‚, community safety, landowners •other council
departments‚, leisure and community services, local area committee, property, social services, traffic
management and Travelwise. In terms of other organisations, Sustrans were mentioned six times,
passenger transport executives three times, the Highways Agency twice and the following organisations
once each - CILT, Groundwork Trust, AA and DETR. There was also mention of the involvement of
parents, residents and governors and one authority said that they had a steering group led by elected
members. 
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Authorities were also asked what the main sources of encouragement for STPs and STIs were and their
answers are shown in Table 3.12. 

Table 3.12: Main sources of encouragement for STPs and STIs 

  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Own department 124 •94%‚ 33 •65%‚ 157 •86%‚ 

Schools/teachers 73 •55%‚ 25 •49%‚ 98 •54%‚ 

Central Government 63 •48%‚ 16 •31%‚ 79 •43%‚ 

Pupils 41 •31%‚ 18 •35%‚ 59 •32%‚ 

Other local authorities 27 •21%‚ 29 •57%‚ 56 •31%‚ 

Parents 36 •27%‚ 18 •35%‚ 54 •30%‚ 

Other departments of own local authority 37 •28%‚ 7 •14%‚ 44 •24%‚ 

Pressure Groups 20 •15%‚ 9 •18%‚ 29 •16%‚ 

Total 132 •100%‚ 51 •28%‚ 183 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

As in 1998, the majority of respondents felt that their own department was the main source of
encouragement for STPs and STIs in their area. However, the proportion who felt that schools or teachers
were one of the main sources of encouragement had risen from 41% to 54%, suggesting that schools are
becoming more pro-active in seeking to introduce STPs and STIs themselves, which is an encouraging
sign. 

Figure 3.5 shows that the role of pressure groups appears to have diminished - the percentage of
authorities citing them as a source of encouragement had dropped from 29% in 1998 to 16% this year and
they are now the least commonly cited source of encouragement. This may be due to the fact that STPs
and STIs have become more widely accepted by local authorities so pressure groups are starting to
concentrate on other issues. As in 1998, Sustrans was the pressure group most commonly referred to.
There were also several mentions of local residents groups, councillors and cycling forums. The other
pressure groups mentioned included Transport 2000, the Pedestrians' Association and an environmental
forum. 

Figure 3.5: Main sources of encouragement in 1999 compared to those in 1998 •N.B. Central
Government was not listed in 1998‚ 

Figure 3.5: Main sources of encouragement in 1999 compared to those in 1998 •N.B. Central Government
was not listed in 1998‚ 
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Over two-fifths of authorities listed Central Government as a source of encouragement •this category was
not included in 1998‚, a third listed pupils •up from 16%‚, 30% parents •up from 21%‚ and 31% other
local authorities •up from 20%‚. Around a quarter cited other departments of their own authority as one of
the main sources of encouragement •up from 17% in 1998‚. Not surprisingly, a much higher proportion of
the districts •57%‚ than the non-districts •21%‚ listed other local authorities as districts are likely to get
involved through the County Council covering their area. 

3.6 Objectives 

Authorities were asked what the main objectives of their STPs and STIs were and their responses are
shown in Table 3.13. They were also asked which was their most important objective and their responses
are shown in Table 3.14. 

Table 3.13 shows that road safety/reducing accidents and sustainability/reducing reliance on the car are
the most commonly cited objectives both for non-districts •96% for each‚ and districts •86% and 94%
respectively‚, closely followed by reducing traffic congestion •95% of non-districts and 82% of districts‚.
These were also the three most commonly cited objectives in 1998. Health was cited by 85% of
non-districts and air quality improvement/target by 77%. A new objective 'overcoming personal safety
concerns' was added and this was chosen by 68% of non-districts. A few authorities listed other
objectives. These included 'developing sustainable travel habits', 'community safety', 'education
-environmental awareness', 'opening up new markets for the schools taking part', 'promoting
independence and child development' and 'publicity'. 

Table 3.13: Main objectives of STPs and STIs 
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  County London
Borough 

Met.
Borough 

English
Unitary 

Welsh
Unitary 

Total
•Exc.

Districts‚ 

Shire
District 

Total 

Sustainability/
reducing

reliance on the
car 

32
•94%‚ 

21 •96%‚ 27 •96%‚ 33
•97%‚ 

12
•100%‚ 

125 •96%‚ 48
•94%‚ 

173
•96%‚ 

Road safety/
reducing
accidents 

33
•97%‚ 

20 •91%‚ 28
•100%‚ 

33
•97%‚ 

11
•92%‚ 

125 •96%‚ 44
•86%‚ 

169
•93%‚ 

Reducing traffic
congestion 

32
•94%‚ 

21 •96%‚ 27 •96%‚ 31
•91%‚ 

12
•100%‚ 

123 •95%‚ 42
•82%‚ 

165
•91%‚ 

Health 30
•88%‚ 

17 •77%‚ 24 •86%‚ 29
•85%‚ 

10
•83%‚ 

110 •85%‚ 36
•71%‚ 

146
•81%‚ 

Air quality
improvement/

target 

23
•68%‚ 

19 •86%‚ 22 •79%‚ 28
•82%‚ 

8 •67%‚ 100 •77%‚ 29
•57%‚ 

129
•71%‚ 

Overcoming
personal safety

concerns 

25
•74%‚ 

13 •59%‚ 20 •71%‚ 25
•74%‚ 

6 •50%‚ 89 •68%‚ 21
•41%‚ 

110
•61%‚ 

Other 4 •12%‚ 3 •13%‚ 3 •11%‚ 2 •6%‚ 1 •8%‚ 13 •10%‚ 1 •2%‚ 14
•8%‚ 

Total 34
•100%‚ 

22
•100%‚ 

28
•100%‚ 

34
•100%‚ 

12
•100%‚ 

130
•100%‚ 

51
•100%‚ 

181
•100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

There does appear to be some variation between the different types of authority in the objectives given -
the greatest variation among the non-districts is for overcoming personal safety concerns which was cited
by 74% of the Counties but only 50% of the Welsh Unitaries. The proportion of the different types of
authority citing particular objectives is roughly the same as in 1998 with one or two exceptions - notably
air quality and health. There have been large increases in the proportion of Metropolitan Boroughs •from
48% to 79%‚ and English Unitaries •from 50% to 82%‚ citing air quality as one of the main objectives, no
doubt due to the need to meet new legislative requirements in their areas. 

Table 3.14: Single most important objective of STPs and STIs 
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  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Sustainability/ reducing reliance on the car 44 •33%‚ 20 •39%‚ 64 •33%‚ 

Road safety/reducing accidents 36 •27%‚ 13 •25%‚ 49 •25%‚ 

Reducing traffic congestion 14 •11%‚ 9 •17%‚ 23 •12%‚ 

Overcoming personal safety concerns 3 •2%‚ 1 •2%‚ 4 •2%‚ 

Air quality improvement/ target 1 •1%‚ 1 •2%‚ 2 •1%‚ 

Health 1 •1%‚ 1 •2%‚ 2 •1%‚ 

Other 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 0 •0%‚ 

Not answered 33 •25%‚ 7 •14%‚ 40 •22%‚ 

Total 132 •100%‚ 52 •100%‚ 184 •100%‚ 

Note: percents and totals based on respondents to this question. 

When asked which was the single most important objective of STPs and STIs, in 1998, road safety was
most frequently chosen with sustainability in second place. This year, as shown in Table 3.14, it was
sustainability which came first •chosen by 33% of the non-districts and 39% of the districts‚ with road
safety second •chosen by 27% of the non-districts and 25% of the districts‚. This perhaps reflects the
increasing emphasis given to reducing reliance on the car following the publication of the Integrated
Transport White Paper. The fact that 12% of authorities gave reducing traffic congestion as their most
important single objective would also support this idea, it was only chosen by 4% of authorities last year.
The other objectives were only chosen by a handful of authorities. However, as was also the case last year
this question was not very well answered with a quarter of the non-districts not answering it at all perhaps
because they do not feel that there is any one single most important objective. 

3.7 Monitoring and targets 

Table 3.15 shows the ways in which authorities are monitoring their STPs and Table 3.16 shows the ways
in which they are monitoring their STIs. Around two-fifths, or 42 of the 114 authorities with STPs are
already monitoring their impacts and 56 said that they are not yet monitoring STPs but will do in the
future. Sixty-four of the 172 authorities with STIs said that they are monitoring the impacts and another 57
plan to do so in the future. 

Table 3.15: Monitoring of STPs 
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  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Questionnaires to pupils 28 •82%‚ 7 •88%‚ 35 •83%‚ 

Questionnaires to parents 24 •71%‚ 6 •75%‚ 30 •71%‚ 

Monitoring accidents on school journeys 25 •74%‚ 3 •38%‚ 28 •67%‚ 

Counting traffic around schools 21 •62%‚ 4 •50%‚ 25 •60%‚ 

Holding regular meetings with schools 20 •59%‚ 5 •63%‚ 25 •60%‚ 

Counting pedestrians/cyclists near schools 17 •50%‚ 5 •63%‚ 22 •52%‚ 

Questionnaires to schools/teaching staff 16 •47%‚ 3 •38%‚ 19 •45%‚ 

Measuring pollution levels around schools 5 •15%‚ 2 •25%‚ 7 •17%‚ 

Monitoring fitness levels of pupils 1 •3%‚ 0 •0%‚ 1 •2%‚ 

Other 4 •12%‚ 1 •13%‚ 5 •12%‚ 

Total undertaking monitoring 34 8 42 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

As in 1998, the most common form of monitoring was questionnaires to pupils which 35 of those
monitoring STPs and 42 of those monitoring STIs were using. Thirty were using questionnaires to parents
to monitor STPs and 31 to monitor STIs •in 1998 only five authorities were monitoring SRtoS type
projects in this way‚. Twenty-five were counting traffic around schools and holding regular meetings with
schools to monitor STPs. As in 1998, counts of pedestrians and cyclists near schools were less common
than traffic counts, probably because road traffic counts are easier to implement using automatic counters. 

Only one authority, Hertfordshire County Council, was using the fitness levels of pupils as a way of
monitoring STPs. Staffordshire County Council and Wakefield Metropolitan Borough Council are using
this method to monitor STIs. The second least common method of monitoring was the measuring of
pollution levels around schools - only used by seven authorities to monitor STPs and nine to monitor STIs.
These two types of monitoring - fitness levels and pollution levels - were also the least commonly used in
1998. Their low use is almost certainly due, at least in part, to the difficulties of determining the impacts
on fitness and pollution levels which are due to the particular scheme being studied and are not
attributable to other causes. 

Five authorities gave other types of monitoring they were using for STPs, for example, in class 'hands up',
returns by school to education department each term on pupil details to cover main mode of travel and
school travel web page accident monitoring. Ten gave other types of monitoring they were using for STIs,
for example, pupil absenteeism, questionnaires to school crossing patrols, speed counts, video surveys and
monitoring bus use by young people. 
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Table 3.16: Monitoring of STIs 

  Total •Exc. Districts‚ Shire District Total 

Questionnaires to pupils 37 •70%‚ 5 •46%‚ 42 •66%‚ 

Counting traffic around schools 27 •51%‚ 6 •55%‚ 33 •52%‚ 

Monitoring accidents on school journeys 29 •55%‚ 2 •18%‚ 31 •48%‚ 

Questionnaires to parents 28 •53%‚ 3 •27%‚ 31 •48%‚ 

Questionnaires to schools/teaching staff 26 •49%‚ 2 •18%‚ 28 •44%‚ 

Counting pedestrians/cyclists near schools 21 •40%‚ 5 •46%‚ 26 •41%‚ 

Holding regular meetings with schools 24 •45%‚ 2 •18%‚ 26 •41%‚ 

Measuring pollution levels around schools 7 •13%‚ 2 •18%‚ 9 •14%‚ 

Monitoring fitness levels of pupils 2 •4%‚ 0 •0%‚ 2 •3%‚ 

Other 7 •13%‚ 3 •27%‚ 10 •16%‚ 

Total undertaking monitoring 53 11 64 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

When asked whether School Travel Plans had actually had an effect on the numbers of children travelling
to school by car, over 30 of the 42 authorities undertaking monitoring of STPs said that it was too soon to
tell. None of the authorities said that STPs had had no effect, two did not answer and ten thought they
already had had an effect on the numbers of children travelling to school by car. Their estimates of the
percentage reduction in car escort journeys at participating schools in the last year ranged from 5%
•Wiltshire County Council, 13 schools with STPs‚ to 50% •Vale of Glamorgan Council, unspecified
number of schools with STPs‚. The only other authority which estimated a percentage reduction greater
than 30% was Doncaster which had one school with an STP. It seems likely that authorities with only one
or two STPs will be able to concentrate efforts on those schools and therefore achieve greater percentage
reduction for particular schools. However, authorities which are working with more schools may be
having a bigger impact overall. 

Thirty-nine of the 64 authorities monitoring STIs said that it was too soon to tell whether they had actually
had an effect, two authorities said no, one did not know and 22 said that they had had an effect on the
numbers of children travelling to school by car. 

In 1998, only five authorities said that SRtoS type projects actually had an effect so it would appear that
local authorities are becoming more confident that school travel initiatives can be effective. This could
simply be because they have been in place for longer or because they have carried out more monitoring
than in the past. Or it could perhaps be that local authorities are becoming more successful at
implementing effective initiatives. 

- 37 -

Department for Transport - Research into levels of activity relating to school travel initiatives



Twenty-nine non-districts and nine districts have set targets for the implementation of School Travel
Plans. Most of these were not able to provide a breakdown by type of school and just gave an overall
percentage. Overall targets ranged from 2% to 100% of schools. Ten authorities had targets of more than
50% of schools by the year 2005. 

The following examples illustrate the different types of targets that local authorities are using for STPs: 

Cheshire County Council - 50% of all schools by 2005; 
Devon County Council - 12% of primary schools and 8% of secondary schools by 2002; 
Worcestershire County Council - 20% of all schools by 2002 and a further 40% by 2005; 
Hartlepool Metropolitan Borough - 100% of schools by 2002; 
London Borough of Wandsworth - 100% of schools by 2010 and; 
Surrey County Council - 100% of schools by 2011. 

The Guidance on Provisional Local Transport Plans suggests that local authorities should adopt targets for
modal shift on the school journey and some authorities provided supplementary information on this. For
example, the South Yorkshire LTP includes a target to 'reduce the number of car trips by 10% at schools
participating in Safe Routes to School projects'. 

3.8 Details of School Travel Plans 

The information provided indicated that School Travel Plans are being implemented at a total of 507
schools •about 2% of the approximately 26,000 schools in the whole of England and Wales‚ in the areas
covered by the respondents. The majority of these were primary schools - 380 or 75% of the total. All but
ten of the schools were mainstream local authority schools but STPs are also being implemented at six
private schools •three primaries, a middle and two secondaries‚ and six special schools •two primaries,
one middle, one secondary and two unclassified‚. 

Authorities were asked to record information about the three longest running STPs in their area on sheets
provided in the questionnaire. Details are available for 149 schools. They were first asked what the main
reason or stimulus for implementing an STP at that particular school was. They were asked to select only
one reason, but multiple reasons were given for around a fifth of the schools so these have all been
included in the summary of responses provided in Table 3.17. 

Table 3.17: Main reason or stimulus for implementing STP at particular schools 

- 38 -

Department for Transport - Research into levels of activity relating to school travel initiatives



Reason No. of Schools •%‚ 

Road safety/reducing accidents 59 •40%‚ 

Reducing traffic congestion 58 •39%‚ 

Sustainability/reducing reliance on the car 56 •38%‚ 

Overcoming personal safety concerns 15 •10%‚ 

Planning permission 12 •8%‚ 

Health 10 •7%‚ 

Air quality improvement/targets 5 •3%‚ 

Other 5 •3%‚ 

Total no. of schools 149 •100%‚ 

Note: The percentages represent the percentage of respondents selecting that category. This was a multiple
response question so the percentages do not sum to 100. 

The most common reasons given were road safety/reducing accidents, reducing traffic congestion and
sustainability/reducing reliance on the car, which were each given for around two-fifths of the STPs.
These were also the three most common objectives given by local authorities for their overall work on
STPs and STIs. None of the other reasons for individual STPs were very common. Overcoming personal
safety concerns was given for 10% of schools, planning permission for 8% and health for 7%. The reason
least often given was air quality improvement/targets - this was only given for 3% of schools. Five other
reasons were given - two of these related to improving accessibility. The others were 'maintaining existing
high levels of walking', 'social inclusion', and 'to deal with the implication of a new extension and a
rising number of pupils'. 

Just over half of the schools for which details were provided were primary schools, 30% were secondary
schools with sixth forms, 9% secondary schools without sixth forms and 6% were middle schools. The
majority of examples •87%‚ were local authority schools, with just 3% being private schools. Information
on the type of school was not provided for 10% of the schools. Details were provided for one special
school. The low proportion of private schools is not surprising given that local authorities are less likely to
be involved in funding schemes at private schools. As in 1998, the most common type of school for which
full details were provided is a local authority primary school - just over half are in this category. 

Figure 3.6: Location of schools with STPs 

Figure 3.6: Location of schools with STPs 

Figure 3.6 shows that the most common location for schools with STPs was in medium sized towns with a
population of 25,000 to 250,000 - just over half the schools for which details were provided were in towns
of this size. Sixteen per cent were in small towns or large villages with a population of between 3,000 and
25,000, 15% in suburban areas of large towns or cities •with a population over 250,000‚, 11% in the
central areas of large towns or cities and just 4% in rural areas. The levels of activity in inner city areas
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appear to have increased since the 1998 survey when just 4% of SRtoS type projects detailed were in such
areas. However, there are still very few schemes in rural areas where STPs are more difficult to introduce
since pupils often travel long distances to school so opportunities for walking and cycling are likely to be
lower. There are also likely to be higher levels of free school transport provision in rural areas as more
pupils will live beyond the statutory walking distance from school. 

In the majority of cases •87%‚ local authorities said that pupils were involved in the STP and 78% said
that parents were involved. The most common type of measure to be introduced were engineering
measures which were included in 86% of the STPs. Walking initiatives were included in 82% and
educational initiatives in 79%. Cycling initiatives were slightly less common but were still included in
around three-fifths of the STPs. However, public transport initiatives were only included in a quarter. It is
clear that, despite the move away from Safer Routes to School Type Projects to broader School Travel
Plans, there is still very much an emphasis on walking and cycling initiatives. This may be because the
majority of plans are at primary schools where the distances are shorter and so walking and cycling are
better options than bus use. Just over half of the STPs also included school policy measures. 

Other measures were listed for 9% of STPs. Most of these related to the involvement of other groups such
as the local community, school governors, the health authority, police, shop owners, teachers and
Sustrans. Temporary measures and a car share initiative were also listed. At two schools in a Metropolitan
Borough 'parents have provided volunteers to monitor the main pedestrian routes, these will be known
locally as "route bobbies"'. 

Only about a fifth of the STPs at this sample of schools were being monitored but monitoring was planned
for a further 64%. Authorities were asked to record the % decrease in car journeys for those STPs that
were being monitored. This information was only provided for 10 of the 31 monitored STPs. Four of these
had a 0% decrease in car journeys, another 3 had a decrease of less than 1% so there were only 3 STPs
where a more substantial decrease in car journeys had been identified. These were Horndean Community
School in Hampshire •20% reduction‚, and Sandringham Secondary School •10%‚ and Wheatfields Junior
School in Hertfordshire •25%‚. All of these are long-standing schemes that have been running for three
years or more. This suggests that time is needed for successful schemes to become established. It is
important that local authorities and schools have realistic expectations about what can be achieved in the
short term and are encouraged to make a long term commitment to work on STPs. 

3.9 The Involvement of PTEs 

The questionnaire was sent to all the Passenger Transport Executives •PTEs‚ to give them the opportunity
to include any of their initiatives of relevance to the study. Two of them responded. In both cases the main
person responsible spent less than 10% of their time working on STPs and STIs. 

Only one PTE answered the question about their level of involvement in STPs and said that they had
actively considered them but had not yet firmly planned any. The same PTE said that they had also
actively considered STIs but not yet firmly planned any. The other PTE had implemented STIs at one
school and was firmly planning work with a further 70. Their work on STIs had begun in January 1999
and they anticipated spending Â£10,000 on STIs in the current financial year •1999/00‚. They had
successfully applied for funding from sponsorship and European sources and were planning to work with
local bus operators to improve routes and frequencies and to produce leaflets aimed at parents and other
members of the community. They were working with their local Road Safety Department, public transport
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operators and the police and planned to monitor this work in the future. Their main sources of
encouragement for this work were their own department and other departments of their local authority.
Their main objectives were overcoming personal safety concerns, air quality improvements and
sustainability, with the first of these three being the most important. Both of the PTEs were planning
national curriculum work and other classroom activities. 

One PTE thought that the main behavioural barriers to the implementation of STPs and STIs were parental
fears for security of children from other people and children's expectations of car travel. The other
thought they were parental fears both for the safety of their children from traffic and from other people
and perceptions of increased journey time. Both PTEs thought that lack of time both for local authority
staff and for schools were two of the main practical barriers. One also thought that lack of financial
resources, lack of interest from schools and lack of awareness both among schools and local authority
staff were practical barriers. However, despite listing so many practical barriers, this PTE actually thought
that behavioural barriers created the greatest problem whilst the other thought that practical barriers were
more important. 

Neither PTE had set any targets for the implementation of STPs. 

4. Conclusions 
The results of this survey have shown that local authority activity on issues related to reducing car use for
the school journey appears to have increased in the 18 months since the previous survey. However, there
are still few initiatives that have been in place for any length of time. 

It seems that this is an issue that local authorities are keen to address but many are limited by a lack of
funding and staff time to spend on these initiatives. This was clear from responses to the questionnaire and
from comments made by local authority officers both on the questionnaire itself and on the telephone to
survey staff. Only one of the authorities who responded had a full-time member of staff whose sole
responsibility was school travel plans and initiatives, and in many authorities those responsible are able to
spend very little time on this as they have many other commitments. 

The survey also took place just as many local authorities were completing work on their Provisional Local
Transport Plan. It is worth noting that despite being so busy, many local authorities were extremely
helpful not only in completing the questionnaire but also in returning additional material about the
initiatives they are involved in. 

The report of the 1998 survey identified two main issues - finance and information -which would need to
be addressed if local authorities are to be encouraged to adopt school travel measures and if such measures
are to be successful. It was suggested that these two issues are linked as there was a need to disseminate
more widely information on the variety of sources from which some authorities are obtaining sponsorship
or funding. 

In the past year, DETR has produced or supported a number of guidance documents for local authorities
and schools setting out how to develop a School Travel Plan. It is, as yet, too early to tell what impact
such advice has had. However, to date there still seem to be vast differences in the budgets available to
local authorities to implement STPs with some planning to spend hundreds of thousands of pounds whilst
others have no budget at all. Such differences are likely to increase as those with funding are able to
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dedicate more officer time to develop effective schemes that will help them to gain publicity and more
funding. 

Another issue where there is perhaps a need for further information is in terms of the different types of
initiatives that can be adopted. It was clear that despite the move towards School Travel Plans covering all
modes of transport at Central Government level, there is still very much an emphasis on walking and
cycling initiatives for individual schools. This is understandable given that until recently the emphasis was
on Safer Routes to School Type projects and much research has focused on the importance of encouraging
walking and cycling for the school journey. However, there are plans for a STAG research project in the
coming months which will examine ways of increasing bus use for the journey to school. 

Whilst there are obvious health benefits for children who walk or cycle to school, there may be many
school journeys for which public transport is the most obvious alternative to the car. Unfortunately, even
where funding is available, it may perhaps be more difficult to implement public transport initiatives than
it is to introduce physical measures for cyclists and pedestrians because of the need to involve commercial
operators. The DETR guidance produced this year does contain examples of successful public transport
initiatives but had only recently been published when this survey was undertaken so perhaps future
surveys will identify increasing numbers of public transport initiatives. 

Some authorities had set very ambitious targets for the future implementation of STPs. However, few
authorities - only 38 in total - had set any targets at all. This response is probably due to the timing of the
survey. Many authorities may have been in the process of finalising targets for inclusion in their LTP and
were therefore not able to answer this question. 

The setting of targets is a useful way of ensuring that local authorities develop a comprehensive strategy
of introducing STPs across their area. However, it is important that STPs are not simply imposed on
schools so that local authorities can meet their targets. Such STPs will not be as effective as ones that have
been developed in a partnership between the local authority, the school and other interested parties. Such
partnerships may take time to develop. The three most successful STPs identified in this survey have all
been in place for at least three years. It is important that both local authorities and schools have realistic
expectations about what can be achieved in the short term and are encouraged to make a long term
commitment to work on STPs. 
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