


FOREWORD

TravelWatch East Midlands is committed to achiewanigetter deal for users of public transport, but
we are conscious of the need for an efficient fpartssystem to meet the sometimes conflicting
needs of all users - cars, freight and public pars

Congestion of both road and rail systems is gettiogse and we therefore welcomed the initiative
of the Department for Transport’s Innovation Furathed“6Cs — Congestion Studyinto road
congestion. Covering the cities and counties ofoR&hire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire, the
“6Cs study” has already highlighted the cost of congestioth® Region’s economy. We were
concerned however, that most public reaction wasding upon congestion charging and in order
to address the bigger picture, organised a confereanOctober 2007 entitled “Charging or Choice”
to highlight the fact that what is needed is nait joharging, but a real choice for travellers, with
good reliable information to make that choice.

Transport Minister Rt Hon Rosie Winterton MP, spegkat the conference confirmed the
Government’s commitment to encourage, and suppoandially, initiatives such as the “6Cs
project” to find solutions to expected road congestand went on to praise the work of
TravelWatch East Midlands and similar voluntary iesd

TravelWatch East Midlands decided to address opecaof choicethe extent to which physical
access to the rail system is an inconvenience $sqragers, constrains their use of more sustainable
ways of getting to the station or ultimately dis@mes potential passengers from using the train.

Be they commuters, business or leisure travelteesconvenience and ease with which passengers
can get to the rail system is a critical factorvamether they choose to travel by train. To state th
obvious, the railway and its stations are whereg twe. Occasionally, new routes or stations are
opened if the substantial cost can be justified,tbay are rare (for example the Robin Hood and
Ivanhoe lines and new stations at East Midland&way and Corby). Train journeys, therefore, are
dependant upon some other form of travel — cai, taxs, tram, cycle or on foot — to get to the
station.

TravelWatch East Midlands conducted surveys of famlities at railway stations in the East
Midlands and the views of passengers arriving thereatch trains, in order to identify barriers to
use which disappoint users and discourage modfil shhis report reviews that work and points to
areas of possible improvement.

The work was organised for TravelWatch by Stephdéoit and funded jointly with Passenger
Focus. We are particularly grateful to our membeganisations including Campaign for Better
Transport, Railfuture, Harborough Rail Users andtéteng Rail Users for undertaking the station
surveys, Whyte Young Green consultancy for the kxaeanalysis, the TravelWatch steering group
and of course Stephen for bringing the project tlogye

Alan Meredith
Chairman
TravelWatch East Midlands
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ease of access to the rail system can be a signifiofluence on whether commuters,
business and other passengers choose to traveilbgsr an alternative to using less
sustainable modes for their journey.

Options for addressing road congestion over the @€xyears, including a possible
congestion charge or road pricing, are being erplon the East Midlands through the
“6Cs” study. However, if a charge is made, thiples choice, the key to which must be
the extent to which public transport is a realrali¢ive to the car, in achieving the “end
to end” journey.

TravelWatch East Midlands organised a one-day eente “Charging or Choice” in
Leicester on 16 October 2007 at which the issuese vegposed and debated. The
research described in this report was carriedroatipport, and a summary was presented
at the conference. It aimed to assess the fasiliit stations in the East Midlands for
passengers transferring to rail from other transpmdes, and to seek passenger views
on the adequacies or deficiencies of current praviand how these might be addressed.

Passenger surveys were carried out a six statiomeoln, Derby, Loughborough,
Leicester, Market Harborough and Kettering durindy J2007. Survey forms were
handed out to departing passengers for completionreturn to a Freepost address. A
survey was also made of current facilities at tadans.

Our survey found that about 15% of the passenggergeyged travelled less than 1/2 mile
to reach the station, while nearly 30% travellethieen 1/2 and 2 miles, 2 to 5 miles, and
more than 5 miles, respectively. In round figus@8%o arrived by car, 25% on foot, 15%
by bus, 5% by taxi and 5% by cycle or motorcycle.

At some stations there is insufficient car parkamgl secure cycle storage at times of peak
demand, and facilities in general need improviSgation access for pedestrians, bus and
car passengers is often poor and potentially dauiger

For those passengers expressing willingness tausaternative mode of travel to the
station the bus was the preferred choice — progidarvices run at suitable times and bus
stops are convenient. Howeveat present the bus-rail interface and provision of
information are generally poor.

Lack of confidence in the reliability of connectisgrvices deters some passengers from
making inter-connecting journeys by public transpand rail and bus services need to
operate in a joined up manner, irrespective of aper Station Travel Plans detailing
means of access and onward travel would also Ipéuhel



2. CONCLUSIONS

Ease of access to the rail system can be a signifiofluence on whether commuters,
business and other passengers choose to traveilbgsr an alternative to using less
sustainable modes for their journey. Our surveynsd that:

Buses have a potentially far greater role to playdcessing the railway, but at
present the bus-rail interface and provision abinfation are poor.

Station car parking and secure cycle storage mapdoving, especially where it
will encourage park & ride.

Station access for pedestrians, and bus and caemgers, is often poor and
potentially dangerous.

Rail and bus services need to operate in a joinedmanner, with good
connections between routes irrespective of operatord information and help
when there are delays.

Station Travel Plans detailing means of access awdard travel would be a
useful development. These would show not onlyféledities and travel options,
but set targets determined by a robust baselindystpossible linked to an
accessibility mapping exercise.



3. STUDY OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the research were:
1. To assess the current facilities for accessingr#ileray and interchange from
other transport modes (car, bus, tram, taxi, cyekdking) at selected stations in
the East Midlands.

2. To seek passenger views on the adequacies oratefies of current provision.

The work was undertaken by volunteers within Tri#vatich East Midlands member
groups, with the support of Passenger Focus ancoibygeration of the train companies.



4. METHODOLOGY AND RESPONSE

Six stations were selected for study: Lincoln, Berboughborough, Leicester, Market
Harborough and Kettering. Lincoln was chosen @gathan Grantham or Newark North
Gate) so that all stations studied would fall witithe new East Midlands Trains
franchise. We had hoped to include Nottingham, thig was not possible given the
limited number of volunteers available to man ttaign’s multiple entrances. Leicester
was substituted in its place.

Permission was obtained from the then station ¢pes#o carry out passenger surveys in
July 2007 for a full weekday at each location

Passenger surveys

The objective was to hand out ‘Getting There’ syrf@rms to departing passengers,
those arriving at the station in order to travelvards by train. This therefore excluded
anyone arriving by train or changing trains. Formsre handed out at the station
entrances, or if more convenient at the smalldrosts: (Kettering, Market Harborough,
Loughborough) to passengers waiting on the platform

Passengers were asked to return the completed flarmasFreepost address, although
some completed the form while they waited for thieim, handing it back to the survey
team.

It was planned that surveys should start at O6r@Dkee continued until at least midday.
Care was taken to ensure that one quarter to dne o the forms was saved for
distributing after 09.00.

At the end of the survey period, as a courtesyaton staff, the survey team toured the
station platforms and waiting areas to collect fnmgns discarded as litter.

Table 1 summarises the survey schedule and the emsndf forms distributed and
returned.

Table 1. Survey schedule and outcome

Station Date Survey Forms | Forms Per cent
period out returned | returned
Lincoln Tues 10 July | 06.30 - 15.00 400 91 22.7
Derby Wed 12 July | 06.40-13.15 730 156 21.4
Loughborough Tues 10 July] 06.30 —18.80 450 108 0 24.
Leicester Mon 9 July 06.30—12.45 1000 115 11.5
Market Harborough | Tues 10 July 06.30-12.00 400| 4 14 | 36.0
Kettering Mon 9 July 06.30—-12.00 460 87 18.9
Overall 3440 701 20.4

At Lincoln, due to the recent flood damage to time lat Kiveton, the train service to
Sheffield was substituted by buses, and the smathbers of passengers using the



replacement buses was included in the study grolipe Loughborough survey team
continued until later in the day in order to inctutthe significant outbound afternoon flow
of t regular travellers.

The overall response of over 20% is very good fauevey of this type, in which the

form is completed by the passenger subsequens t@deipt and not in the presence of
the surveyor. The noteworthy response rate of a6%arket Harborough was due in

part to a concurrent local passenger campaign,ecoimg future train services, which

had raised awareness.

Station facilities survey
The team undertaking the passenger surveys algess&ssthe existing facilities at the
station, recording these on a ‘Survey of PasseRaeitities’ form.



5. RESULTS OF THE PASSENGER SURVEY

The passenger survey form (specimen — Appendiskgdapassengers for details of their
journey, including reasons for travel, train tinredalestination, home postcode, distance
travelled to the station and mode used, and infoomabout accompanying passengers,
luggage, and disability or special needs.

They were also asked whether or not they would hmeéerred to have used another
mode to reach the station, and if ‘yes’ what changeuld be necessary to enable them to
do so. Their views were also sought on the cdstsioparking and/or cycle storage and
its influence on their mode of travel to the statio

Finally, passengers were asked to indicate the&r gpup, gender, and any use of
railcards or season tickets. Space was providetheatend of the form for open
comments.

About the passengers
Overall:

55% of respondents were male and 45% female.

72% were aged 25-60, 18% over 60, 9% 16-25 andhess1% under 16.
18% were using railcards, mainly the Senior Radlcand 29% season
tickets.

85% were travelling alone, 14% with other adultd &f6 with children
14% were taking with them heavy or bulky luggadi, & folding bicycle
and 1% a non-folding bicycle. Only 2 responderdd A pushchair and
only 1 was accompanied by a dog.

Only 4% of respondents declared a disability orcedeneed. In
decreasing order these were: mobility, hearindhtsigarning difficulty,
wheelchair use and speech impairment.

Forms were not handed out to unaccompanied passeaged under 16, hence the very
low response from this age group. Numbers age#5l6iay have been understated as
the survey took place after universities, collegesi some schools had ended their
summer term. The low response from those accora@dny children may be because
they were too encumbered already to cope with forms

Results in some of the above categories for thetsitvons taken separately showed little
variation from the averages shown above and do justify reporting separately.
However, differences were apparent for the age gawof passengers, whether
accompanied by others, and use of season tickdtea#oards, see Table 2.



Table 2. Passenger characteristics.

Station Age range With With Using Using
16-25 | 25-60 | 60 + | adults children | railcard | season

Lincoln 11 49 40 32 0 31 7
Derby 8 69 22 19 2 19 18
Loughborough 11 76 6 4 0 17 33
Leicester 9 68 22 8 2 20 17
Mkt Harborough | 5 83 12 10 2 11 45
Kettering 5 85 10 10 1 10 57

All results are percentages of respondents

Noteworthy are the high percentage of respondértgeoln aged over 60 and travelling

with other adults, and the relatively high use edson tickets at Loughborough, Market
Harborough and Kettering. Some passengers froroolinwere taking advantage of a
current ‘over 50s’ offer by Central Trains.

Journey purpose
Figures 1-6 show the purpose of the journeys mame €ach station

Figure 1 Lincoln

O Daily travel to Work

@ Daily travel to Education
OLess regular travel to Work
OLess regular travel to Education

B Business Travel

O Personal Business Appointment
B Visiting friends / family
OLeisure / Tourism

B Other
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Figure 2 Derby
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Figure 3 Loughborough
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Figure 4 Leicester
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Figure 5 Market Harborough
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Figure 6 Kettering
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Overall, just over half of journeys were travelvtork or education, about one fifth for
business and just over one quarter for personahéss and leisure. Travel for education
was probably understated as under-16s were noewetivand the surveys were out of
term for most students. Lincoln showed the mostketh variation from this pattern,
with the highest percentage of leisure journeys tedlowest percentage for work or
education. Derby and Leicester showed the higleests of journeys for business, and
the highest levels for leisure (after Lincoln). eThther three stations had the highest
percentage of journeys for work or education, rtitgy the high use of season tickets
noted above.
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Travel to the station
Figures 7-18 show the distance travelled to eaaiostand the mode used.

Lincoln

Figure 7. Distance travelled to the station

8%

O Up to 1/2 mile
01/2 - 2 miles
02 - 5 miles
O5 - 10 miles
O Over 10 miles

Figure 8. Mode of transport used
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Total

On foot/  Cycle - Left Cycle - Coach, bus, Taxi Motorcycle  Car Driver ~ Car Driver Passenger By car Other
walked atStation  Taken onto tram (Station CP)  (Parked in car "Dropped
train nearby Off* at
Station) station

Mode of travel

One third of passengers travelled 0.5-2 miles ®dtation, one quarter 2-5 miles, and
one fifth up to 0.5 miles. Most reached the statim foot, but those using bus, taxi or
cycle exceeded the number arriving by car.
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Derby

Figure 9. Distance travelled to station
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walked at Station ~ Taken onto tram (Station CP)  (Parked in car "Dropped
train nearby Off" at
Station) station
Mode of travel

One third travelled 2-5 miles and one quarter O/si2s, but over one fifth travelled
more than 10 miles. Car use predominated follolyeaalking and bus.
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Loughborough

Figure 11. Distance travelled to station
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walked at Station  Taken onto tram (Station CP)  (Parked in car "Dropped
train nearby Off" at
Station) station
Mode of travel

Nearly half of passengers travelled 0.5-2 milethtostation, with a quarter travelling 2-5
miles. Most arrived on foot, followed by car, th@milar numbers using cycle and bus.
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Leicester

Figure 13. Distance travelled to station
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Station) station

Mode of travel

About one third travelled 0.5-2 miles and one tl#ir8 miles. Car was the most popular
mode, followed by similar numbers walking and udimg bus.
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Market Harborough

Figure 15. Distance travelled to station
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Figure 16. Mode of transport used
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train CP) nearby Off" at
Station) station
Mode of travel

One quarter of passengers travelled 0.5-2 miled naarly one quarter 5-10 miles. Over
one fifth travelled up to 0.5 miles and nearly difth 2-5 miles. Most used cars followed
by walking, bus usage was minimal.
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Kettering

Figure 17. Distance travelled to the station
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Figure 18. Mode of transport used
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train nearby Off* at
Station) station

Mode of travel

Over one quarter of passengers travelled 0.5-2snaitel nearly one quarter 2-5 miles.
One fifth travelled 5-10 miles and one fifth ovél thiles. The car was the main travel
mode followed by walking, very few passengers ukedus.

All stations

Taking the data for the six stations together, &ld®% of the passengers surveyed
travelled less than 0.5 miles to reach the statidnle nearly 30% travelled between 0.5
and 2 miles, 2 to 5 miles, and more than 5 milespectively. All passengers surveyed
recorded a single mode of travel to the station,itbis recognised that it is possible for
more than one mode to be used - for example, ilyand Leicester passengers may
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arrive at the principal bus station by bus thenkwai to the station. In round figures
50% arrived at the station by car, 25% on foot, IH#bus, 5% by taxi and 5% by cycle
or motorcycle.

Overall, 85% of passengers said that the statied uss that nearest to the starting point
of their journey. Reasons for not using the neagtdion related mainly to frequency of
train service or lack of connections, but alsoctieere better availability or security of
parking, easier road journeys and sharing car pygn

Where passengers gave the postcode in full fofatetion of the start of their journey
this data has been used to produce scatter diaglaoveng journey origins relative to
the stations, see Appendix 2.

Preference for alternative travel to the station

Of the passengers surveyed 26% said that they waNe preferred to have used a
different mode of travel to the station. Figur@s24 show the results for each of the six
stations.

Figure 19. Lincoln
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Figure 20. Derby
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Figure 21 Loughborough
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Figure 22 Leicester
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Figure 23 Market Harborough
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Figure 24 Kettering
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Although some passengers would have preferred t@ hesed cars or cycled, the
alternative mode in greatest demand at each statamthe bus. When asked about
measures need to enable them to use the altermatde, passengers gave a similar
response at each station. Fig 25 shows the cochb@seilt for all stations.

Figure 25 Measures needed to enable use of prdfaocess mode
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Not surprisingly there is demand for buses convenie time of travel, and better or
more convenient bus stops, followed by better itéesl for cycles, car parking, car ‘drop
off’ and pedestrian access.

Car parking costs

Only 4% of passengers using station car parks dafée half a day or less. Use of
season tickets rather than paying per day rangedh f0% at Lincoln, 8% at
Loughborough and 14% at both Derby and Leiceste43€6 at Market Harborough and
46% at Kettering.

Passengers using car parks were asked about vaispests of charging, see Fig 26-31.
Cost of cycle storage was not an issue as no climrgade for this facility.
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Figure 26 Period of parking
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Figure 28 Whether cost influenced use of car park
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Figure 30 Whether car park would be used morbaegaper part-day or off-peak
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Figure 31 Whether car park would be used moraeaper at weekends
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Cost was an influence for about twice as many pagse as those for whom it was not,
but just over half of passengers said that theyldvoansider another mode of travel to
the station if parking was dearer.

Only a small majority said that they would use tlae park more if there was a cheaper
rate for part-day or off-peak parking, but morenthnalf said that they would park more
often if there was a cheaper rate at weekendseShe survey, half price car parking at
weekends has been introduced at several statinokiding Market Harborough and
Kettering, for an experimental period.



6. RESULTS OF THE STATION FACILITIES SURVEY

The survey form, see Appendix 2, recorded detdilstation staffing hours, pedestrian
access, facilities for those reaching the statigncicle, bus or coach, taxi, car or
motorcycle, together with the provision for thosi&wspecial needs.

Where deficiencies were noted these were supparnedaugmented by the comments
written by respondents in the ‘comments’ sectiothefpassenger survey form.

The key access and intermodal issues raised atoddloh stations were as follows.
Lincoln

Lack of bus services to station
There was a particular wish for better serviceshm evenings, to allow both legs of a
return journey to the station to be made by bud,anSunday mornings.

Lack of signing for the buses

Lincoln bus station is only 100 metres from thdway station but is not visible from the
station exit — astonishingly there is no signagegtee interchanging passengers
directions! Similarly, the bus station has no dii@n signs for the railway station.

Slow train services, poor delay information

All rail services from Lincoln, including the priipal route to Newark and Nottingham,
suffer from low line speeds by modern inter-cityil retandards. Many trains to
Nottingham, and all trains on the other routes| aalall stations, making for slow
journeys. Subsequent plans by the new operatdrNEdtands Trains to reduce stops at
lightly used stations should help to improve theétdgham service. Late advice of train
delays is probably due in part to the continued o$etraditional signalling on
Lincolnshire lines. The new signalling centre ahdoln, due to be commissioned in
summer 2008, should help to improve train runniffgrimation.

Derby

Cost of car parking

There were widespread complaints at the cost opagding (£9 per day, since increased
to £10). These may have arisen in part from pagsencurrently driving to Derby
(because of the next two issues listed) in ordena&e relatively short train journeys, for
example to Nottingham, for which the train fare Wess than the parking charge.

Lack of and/or lack of confidence in connectingrtsa

Passengers complained of the low train serviceueeqy on the Derwent Valley
(Matlock) line, which inhibited taking the traingescially when their return journey time
was uncertain. East Midlands Trains plan to ineeethe frequency from the present 90-
120 minutes to hourly and extend the service totihgitam. There was lack of
confidence in the reliability of connections frorath the Derwent Valley and Stoke-on-
Trent lines.
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Inadequacies in direct bus services to and fromstagon

Passengers commented that the need to changeibtiseity centre, normally paying a
second fare, in order to reach the station wasdibap. In part this is a perception as a
range of bus services currently serves the statitowever stopping points are dispersed,
some city buses stopping over road from the statwacourt and information at the
station, although comprehensive, is not easy t dinunderstand. The shelter for city-
bound buses has a city centre bus stop plan, buitnetable. This does not matter during
the day when services are frequent, but is relewarthe evening — although from
experience buses do not always run at the timesggrin the timetable.

Loughborough

Chaotic forecourt

Cars, taxis and buses vie for limited space ingta¢ion forecourt, making conditions

difficult and at times dangerous for passengerdomt. While the situation has been

worsened by the introduction of ticket barrierssgengers now having to visit the

booking hall to purchase a ticket then walk outsig@in to the barriers to access the
platform, since the survey additional yellow lirres/e partly alleviated this aspect.

Lack of step-free access

Access to the southbound platform is via an opeaibfidge, step-free access is only
possible by staff escort over a boarded crossiggifni@g permission from the signaller.
This is difficult to arrange given the frequencydaspeed of trains. However,
Loughborough has been allocated funding from thpdttenent for Transport’s ‘Access
for All' programme, and provision of a new footbge with lifts is expected during 2008.
Access to facilities within the station such asetsiis via a step, and the bus bays outside
do not accommodate ‘kneeling’ low-floor buses.

Poor, and poorly presented, bus information

Loughborough station is well-served by buses, eitbethe station itself or passing
nearby. However, at the time of the survey theibismation, although comprehensive,
was hard to understand, not indicating clearlysto required for particular destinations.
It is pleasing to note that, since the survey, llasis been remedied in part with destination
lists provided above the shelter. However, therstill no information on other buses
using stops near to the station.

Lack of car parking and secure cycle storage

Car parking is insufficient, and increase in spasdsound up with the planned Eastern
Gateway development encompassing redundant railevaly Since the survey there has
been a welcome increase in short stay spaces.is@yptefer to chain their machines to
the station railings rather than use the inadeqraatle provided. Installation of covered
‘Sheffield’ stands would be helpful.
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Leicester

Lack of, and lack of confidence in, connectingrtsai
As at Derby, passengers expressed lack of faitobmmecting trains, for example from
the east-west route to the main line.

Car parking cost and bay width
Again, as at Derby, the £9 parking charge was densd to be excessive. There were
also complaints that the narrow width of the pagiays had led to damage to vehicles.

Poor access from street and from disabled parking

Access from the street is step free — althoughalighe crossing requires a detour to
avoid steps. However, access from the disabledespan the car park requires the
negotiation of several kerbs, cobbled paving aedsteep slope from the station entrance
to the concourse. The few disabled spaces in dhecdurt are nearer, but access is
likewise via cobbles and kerbs.

Market Harborough

Severe lack of car parking and cycle storage

Although car parking was extended to 200 spacdblédnearly 1990s these are now all
taken up by about 08.30 on most weekdays. Sineestirvey, restrictions from
December 2007 in on-street parking near the stdteore threatened to exacerbate the
problem. However, it is pleasing to note that Bdstiands Trains have extended the car
park by 100 spaces from January 2008, using adrghlavel surface in order to provide a
quick solution. When the rack near the bookingceffs full cyclists prefer to leave their
machines in the adjacent passageway, rather thag tiee open rack on the platform.
Five lockable cages are also available on theqilatf

Lack of shelter on platforms and at bus stop

Despite growth in footfall to 700 000 passengernjeys per year, Market Harborough
station does not have a single metre of platformopg, the only shelter being over the
head of the platform access ramp and stairway antheé small waiting rooms. The
journey from car park to booking hall to platformttain is very unpleasant on wet days!
The bus stop has no shelter, and is on a turnimetecapproached by a blind corner. On
wet days passengers who wait in the station ergrantil the bus appears have no chance
of catching it, if they stand at the bus stop theywet.

Lack of step-free access

The northbound platform can be accessed by a raomp the booking hall or from the
car park, but the southbound platform can onlydazihed by a stairway or by staff escort
over a boarded crossing. The station has not gen Iselected for improvements under
‘Access for All'.
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Poor bus information

At the time of the survey the bus information a¢ ®tation was both incomplete and
inaccurate. The display still showed the Ketteltig service withdrawn several months
previously. This has now been remedied, but teplay both then and since makes no
mention of the bus service to Lutterworth and Hlagk which was extended to the

station in October 2005. It is no surprise thé th little used.

Kettering

Lack of bus services to the station

Given that Kettering has dispersed residential imddistrial areas, and satellite towns
such as Rothwell and Thrapston for which it seragghe railhead, it is astonishing to
find that no bus services run to or near the gstaticapart from the Rail Link bus to
Corby. Hopefully the situation will improve nowahStagecoach Group run both rail
and bus services in the area.

Poor condition of the car park
Complaints were made that the car park surfacebbasme poor, with the white lining
well worn and almost obliterated in places.

Poor pedestrian access

There is no safe route for pedestrians to reachsthigon entrance from the opposite
footpath across the flow of cars and taxis, a peidescrossing is needed.

29



7. ANALYSIS AND ISSUES IDENTIFIED

Overall, based on the combined results for the ssations surveyed, about 15% of
passengers travel less than 0.5 miles to reacstaiien, with around 30% travelling each
of 0.5-2 miles, 2-5 miles and more than 5 milesround figures 50% arrive by car, 25%
on foot, 15% by bus, 5% by taxi and 5% by cyclenotorcycle.

Knowledge of home postcodes enables scatter majpsitofey origins to be constructed,
an example is shown at Appendix 3. Although basedimited data this does indicate
where the need to travel is coming from, and uding methodology with more
comprehensive data would support the developmerpublic transport services and
station travel plans.

At some stations there is insufficient car parkamgl secure cycle storage at times of peak
demand, and facilities in general need improviBgtter provision would encourage park
& ride journeys of the most desirable kind, whédre toad journey leg is short and the
rail leg relatively long. Demand for car parkirglikely to remain strong, even if some
passengers are encouraged to use buses.

For those passengers expressing willingness taunsaternative mode of travel to the
station the bus was the preferred choice — progidarvices run at suitable times and bus
stops are convenient. These caveats are likdbg teasier to satisfy in the larger centres,
frequency of bus service in smaller towns is néikety to be sufficient to make the bus
a ‘turn up and go’ option or provide reasonablensmions with every train. When
passengers say that they wish to use the bus ithgrerhaps an element of ‘well they
would say that wouldn’t they’, but nevertheless dsusppear to have a potentially far
greater role to play in accessing the railway. Hosv,at present the bus-rail interface
and provision of information are generally poon Derby and Leicester the distance of
the principal bus station from the railway statisra handicap. Much could be done to
encourage bus usage by attention to these isduetatazely modest cost.

Lack of trust in connections deters some passerigars making multi-leg journeys by
public transport, with reliance on the car to augtribe principal rail section of their trip.
Rail and bus services need to operate in a joireananner, with good connections
between routes whether rail-rail, bus-bus or busireespective of operator. There also
needs to be a source of information and help wheretare delays.

Station access for pedestrians, and bus and casempgeys, is often poor and potentially
dangerous. Conflicts between vehicles and walkinges need to be resolved, with clear
marking of station forecourts, traffic control meess and provision of pedestrian
crossings.

In order to encourage modal shift from the car wbljg transport detailed but easy to
understand information on how to access, or travelards from, railway stations is
desirable. Station Travel Plans giving such infation would be a useful development.
These would show not only the facilities and trawglions, but set targets determined by
a robust baseline study, possible linked to ansstiodity mapping exercise. A simple
but effective measure has been seen in Scotland statons of all types, from the
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Glasgow suburbs to the Highlands, a prominent pastar the exit headed ‘Onward
Travel from this Station’ gives a location map witétails of where to catch taxis, buses
and ferries together with frequencies and statsmmged. This could surely be emulated
elsewhere?

Surveys of this type help to provide a picture atte station and its business. Derby and
Leicester exhibited typical city station characgcs, with a fairly even spread of journey
purpose but the highest levels of travel on businesd passengers travelling to a wide
range of destinations. Loughborough, Market Hasbgh and Kettering had high levels
of commuting, to London but also to Leicester, Mafham, Birmingham and Derby.
Lincoln proved an oddity — relatively low levels @mmuting and business travel, a high
level of leisure travel and many passengers aged@¥. This probably reflects the poor,
slow train services, and lack of longer-distanadeulh routes — an unattractive offer for
all but the archetypal ‘social railway’ user. dtpleasing to note that, under the new East
Midlands Trains and National Express East Coakframchises, Lincoln will at last get
through trains to London!
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8. NEXT STEPS
Useful follow-on work to this study could include:

Further detailed surveys by operators and/or lacaghorities, both at the same
stations and elsewhere across the network.

Surveys of the travel patterns of those parkingeiotihan at rail stations, for
example in city and town centres, to assess thenexd which they could have
used public transport and the measures neededto@ye them to do so.
Development and upgrading of interchange facilitidsere inadequacies have
been identified.

Development of Station Travel Plans.

Promotion of ‘Smarter Choices’ options for travedle
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