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PATTERSON, N.S. and A.D. MAY (1981) Transport and inner c i t y  firms : 
resu l t s  of the  London surveys. Leeds : University of Leeds, m. 
Transp. Stud. , WP 145 (unpublished). 

Nineteen firms from the  South Shoreditch area of LB Hackney were 
surveyed i n  Spring 1980 t o  determine the type, extent and sever i ty  of 
t h e i r  transport  problems. I n  order t o  compare and contrast  these 
problems with those of firms located i n  an outer urban area,  twenty 
firms i n  t he  Brimsdown area of LB Enfield were also surveyed. This 
paper presents t h e  aggregated survey r e su l t s  for  each study area. 

The most important inner area problems included : congestion and 
delays on the journey t o  work, on business and v i s i t o r  t r i p s ,  and on 
commercial vehicle t r i p s ;  inadequate on-site and on-street parking a t  
the  firm and a t  t he  destination of business t r i p s ;  public t ransport  
d i f f i cu l t i e s  f o r  t he  journey t o  work; on-site d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  
commercial vehicles; delays during loading; and on-street loading. 

The most commonly reported effect  of problems was l o s t  time, however 
there  were a lso instances of reduced efficiency, l o s t  business, vehicle 
scheduling d i f f i c u l t i e s  and s t a f f ing  implications such as  turnover and 
recruitment, s t a f f  dissat isfact ion,  the  necessity t o  provide assistance 
for  t he  journey t o  work o r  personal t r i p s ,  ,and adjustments t o  working 
hours. There was a general i n a b i l i t y  of management t o  place a money 
cost against the  problems which they mentioned although when estimates 
were made the costs were often considerable, and consequently there  i s  the  
poss ib i l i t y  t ha t  t he  impact of problems may be understated by loca l  
authori t ies .  

Firms i n  Brimsdown suffered similar types of problem t o  firms i n  South 
Shoreditch, and i n  most cases t o  a similar degree of sever i ty .  Solutions 
applicable t o  the  inner area a r e  therefore l i ke ly  t o  be appropriate elsewhere. 

This paper i s  the  second i n  a se r ies  reporting t h e  r e su l t s  of surveys 
of samples of firms i n  Leeds and London. 
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TRANSPORT AND DWER CITY FDRMS: 

RESULTS OF THE LONDON SURVEYS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Scope of t he  report  

The report  summarises t he  r e su l t s  of surveys of a sample of 19 

inner London firms i n  order t o  determine the type and sever i ty  of 

transport  problems a f fec t ing  inner c i t y  manufacturing and service firms 

and t h e i r  employees, and the degree t o  which those problems a f fec t  

firms' operations. In order t o  compare and contrast  the  problems of 

inner c i t y  firms with those of firms located elsewhere i n  the  urban 

area,  a fur ther  20 firms taken from an outer area  of London have been 

surveyed. The surveys were carr ied out ear ly  i n  the  summer of 1980 

The background and objectives of the project  and the  method which 

has been adopted t o  iden t i fy  and analyse the problems is b r i e f l y  out- 

l ined (Chapter I).' The London study areas,  the  samples of ,firms 

selected for  analysis,  and the response t o  the  study a s  a whole and 

t o  the individual surveys a r e  sumarised. (Chapter 2). Subsequent 

chapters (3 t o  7) deal sequentially with the r e s u l t s  of the  various 

surveys conducted at each firm. These are  then drawn together 

(Chapters 8 azld 9) t o  determine a s h o r t l i s t  of the  more serious problems 

and t o  compare the inner and outer study areas. 
2 

Generally, t he  r e s u l t s  are  presented a s  aggregates of all firms 

i n  eaoh-study area. Separate case study reports  have been prepared 

f o r  each of the par t ic ipat ing firms and a re  avai lable  from the authors. 

This paper is the second i n  a s e r i e s  presenting the r e s u l t s  of surveys 

carr ied out i n  Leeds ( 1 ) and London. 

1.2 Backgromd 

Transport improvements have been seen by central  government as 

contributing t o  the economic regeneration of inner areas, and a l l  l o c a l  

au thor i t i es  have been requested t o  give t h e i r  transport  programmes an 

' inner area  dimension'either through exis t ing TPP/TSG's o r  where 

1. See ref. 1 f o r  a f u l l e r  treatment. -. . 

2. The format follows that used i n  presenting the r e s u l t s  of the Leeds 

surveys - reference 1. 



applicable through the  expanded Urban Programme. The i n i t i a l  submissions 

by partnership and programme au thor i t i es  under t h e i r  Inner Area Programmes 

indicate that l o c a l  au tho r i t i e s  regard transport  a s  an important element 

i n  t h e i r  overa l l  inner a rea  policies. Examination of these IAPts suggests, 

however, that there  is l e s s  of a consensus as t o  what might be the  most 

appropriate type and l e v e l  of transport  investment ( 2 1. 

Following the  White Paper "Policy f o r  the  Inner Ci t ies t t  ( 3 , the  

Department of the  Environment commenced the  Inner Area Research Programme. 

The proposal f o r  t h i s  project  w a s  submitted at t h a t  tine, but  w a s  seen as 

more appropriately f a l l i i g  within the responsibi l i ty  of the  Department of 

Transport. 

1 .  Objectives of the  project  

m e  objectives of the  project  a r e  t o  identify:  

i )  the  extent t o  which transport  problems a f f ec t  the  operation 

of inner c i t y  firms, 

i i )  whether these problems a r e  more severe i n  the  inner c i t y  

than elsewhere, and 

i i i )  transport  measures which could ease these problems. 

The study is designed, f i r s t l y ,  t o  look in d e t a i l  at the  transport  

problems which inner c i t y  firms face by endeavouring t o  quantify and, 

idea l ly ,  cost  t h e i r  impact on t he  firm. Suchquantifications should help 

t o  place i n  context employers' statements of t h e i r  perceived problems, 

and a l so  the  extent t o  which it is worth the  l o c a l  author i ty ,  and the  

firm, spending money t o  a l l ev i a t e  these problems. Secondly, it is 

designed t o  draw comparisons between firms i n  inner and outer  c i t y  

locat ions  t o  determine whether there  a r e  differences i n  the  type and 

sever i ty  of t h e i r  transport  problems and whether any solut ions  

iden t i f i ed  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be applicable i n  other p a r t s  of the  urban area. 

Thirdly, it is designed t o  a id  policy and programme formulation by 

identifying and evaluating possible solutions. 

Although concentrating on the  movement of goods and services  and 

person t r i p s  (journey t o  work, business t r i p s  etc.) the  study is 

suf f ic ien t ly  f l ex ib l e  so  t h a t  o ther  issues  which a r e  t ransport  r e l a t ed  

can be iden t i f i ed  and included i f  they appear t o  be significant.  

1.4 Study Methodology 

1.4.1 Basis of the  methodology. Because so l i t t l e  quantif ied infor-  

mation ex i s t s ,  it was decided t o  s t a r t  from first principles  by 



ident i fying the  problems which might ex i s t ,  checking these against employers' 

statements of t h e i r  perceived problems, and designing more deta i led surveys 

of the  movements of employees, v i s i t o r s  and inbound/outbound goods and 

services  t o  quantify the  extent of these problems. That is, the  approach 

s t a r t s  at the  individual firm and asks: 

i )  is there  a problem? 

i i )  how la rge  is the  problem? 

i i i )  what is its e f f ec t ?  

i v )  w h a t  cos t s  does it give r i s e  t o ?  

From the answers t o  these questions it determines the  type and value 

of possible solutions. The s t a r t i n g  point is hence the  iden t i f i ca t ion  

of l i k e l y  problems. 

A review of the  l i t e r a t u r e  ( 4 ) provided overa l l  guidelines fo r  the  

project ,  an i n i t i a l  l i s t i n g  of possible problems t o  t he  f i r m  (Table 11, 

and a useful  bas i s  from which t o  design the  surveys. 

1.4.2 Sampling and study areas. It was decided ea r ly  i n  the study's 

development t ha t  it would be inappropriate t o  attempt the  la rge  sample 

required fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes and instead it was decided t o  take s m a l l  

groups of firms and t r e a t  them as a s e r i e s  of case s tud ies  from which more 

general conclusions f o r  each study area  could be drawn. 

Two study areas  have been selected within d i s t r i c t s  i den t i f i ed  a s  

p r i o r i t y  areas  under the  Inner Urban Areas Act, 1978: the  Holbeck 

Hunslet Indus t r ia l  Area (HHIA) in Leeds ( a  programme author i ty)  and the  

South Shoreditch area  i n  LB Hackney i n  London (a  partnership author i ty)  

representing inner a rea  conditions i n  c i t i e s  of g rea t ly  d i f fe ren t  size.  

I n  addit ion,  two outer  urban areas ,  Stanningley (located between Leeds 

and Bradford) and the  Brimsdown area  of L.B. Enfield, have been chosen 

a s  outer a rea  controls  against which the problems of the  inner a rea  

firms can be compared. (The c r i t e r i a  f o r  se lect ion of control  areas  

a r e  discussed i n  ref. 5 ) 

Samples of 12 firms i n  each of the  Leeds areas  and 20' i n  each of 

the  London areas  have been chosen although it  w i l l  inevi tably  not permit 

a f u l l  breakdown of r e s u l t s  by, f o r  example, s i z e  and act ivi ty .  
2 

1. Withdrawal of one firm a t  an advanced stage of the  project  resul t6d 

i n  a f i n a l  sample of 19 firms i n  Inner London. 

2. Smaller samples were adoFted f o r  Leeds since it appeared from the  p i l o t  

study tha t  problems were s ign i f ican t ly  l e s s  severe than i n  London. 



For employees 

- insuff ic ient  o r  expensive car  
parking both on and off s t r e e t  

~ ~ b l ~  1. possible t ransport  problems of inner c i t y  firms (suggested by the  
--A l i t e r a t u r e )  

- congestion on l o c a l  s t r e e t s ,  
a f fec t ing  both car  d r ivers  and 
public t ranspor t  users  

Nature of problem 

- inadequate public t ranspor t ,  i n  
par t icu la r  inadequate services 
t o  some areas ,  low l e v e l  of 
service ,  u n r e l i a b i l i t y ,  
t r ans fe r s  and cost  

Likely e f fec t  

- l o s t  time 

- addi t iona l  cos t  . 

- f r u s t r a t i o n  and absenteeism 

- adverse e f f e c t  on 
recruitment and re ten t ion  
of su i t ab l e  s t a f f  

For de l iver ies  and v i s i t s  t o  
and from t h e  f i r m  

- congestion, caused by both 
parked and moving vehicles  

- lack of parking space, both on 
and o f f  s t r e e t s ,  fo r  goods 
vehicles 

- d i f f i c u l t  access t o  premises 
along narrow, twis t ing  and 
badly maintained s t r e e t s ,  
often not adequately signposted 

- l o s t  time by delays and 
queueing on l o c a l  s t r e e t s  
and a t  del ivery po in ts  

- l o s t  time because of e x t r a  
t r ave l  distances 

- addi t iona l  del ivery cos t s  I 
- r e s t r i c t i o n s  on s i z e  of 

vehicle 

I - ind i rec t  routeing I - delays i n  v i t a l  de l ive r i e s  I 
- inadequate on-street loading - addi t ional  s tockpi l ing 

zones costs  I 
- inadequate loading/unloading 

f a c i l i t i e s  and buildings 

- inadequate manoeuvring space 
on loca l  s t r e e t s  and within 
premises 

- r e s t r i c t i ons  by l o c a l  
au tho r i t i e s  o r  c l i e n t s  on 
delivery times, loading zones 
e t c .  and lack of concern fo r  
firms by l o c a l  au tho r i t i e s  
when designing t r a f f i c  
management schemes -. . 

- missed appointments 

- l o s t  s a l e s  and goodwill 

Source: Ref. 4 



The sample is  drawn from SIC'S 3-19 (manufacturing), 20 (construction) 

22 (road haulage) and 23 (d i s t r ibu t ion) .  The c r i t e r i a  f o r  sample selection 

are  discussed i n  r e f .  6. Proportional sampling on the  basis  of standard 

indus t r ia l  c lass i f ica t ion  (SIC), ensures t h a t  t he  firms selected a r e  

representative of the  type of ac t iv i ty ,  the  type of workforce, and the s ize  

dis t r ibut ion of a l l  firms i n  each study area. Two fur ther  c r i t e r i a  are  

a p p l i e d t o  ensure t h a t  t he  proportional samples are  obtained f o r  firms from 

(i) SICS which over recent years have been expanding and others which have 

been declining i n  terms of t h e i r  share of t he  t o t a l  employment within the 

urban area concerned,' and ( i i )  -SICS which are  typ ica l ly  characterised by 

high, medium and low ra t e s  of commercial vehicle ac t iv i ty .  
1 

A number of other  c r i t e r i a  including the necessity t o  sample from 

different  locations within each study area are  applied t o  determine a f i na l  

preferred sample. The procedure i s  outl ined i n  Figure 1. 

1.4.3 Survey design Five surveys were conducted a t  each f i r m .  

Interviews and self-completion questionnaires were used t o  obtain information 

from management, employees, v i s i t o r s  and commercial vehicle drivers and cover 

the  possible sources of transport  ac t iv i ty  of t he  firm. These were supplemented 

by on-site data col lect ion t o  record actual  operating conditions. Further 

de t a i l s  of survey design are  contained i n  re fs .  7 and 8. Details  o f t h e  surveys 

a r e  shown i n  Table 2,  and the  interview schedules, questionnaires and survey 

forms a re  reproduced i n  f u l l  i n  r e f .  8. 

1.4 .4  Analysis method There a r e  three stages i n  t he  analysis: 

i) An overall  assessment of t h e  type, severity and e f f e c t  of transport  

problems; iden t i f ica t ion  of a s h o r t l i s t  of the more serious problems; 

comparison between inner and outer study areas (using the  individual 

and aggregated r e su l t s  of the  surveys described i n  Section 1.4.3).  

ii) Further more detai led analysis of the  serious problems using survey 

r e su l t s  and other background data obtained from such sources as  l oca l  

au thor i t i es  

iii) Analysis of t he  range and value of possible solutions.  

This paper deals with ( i ) ;  the  r e su l t s  of (ii) and (ii) are  t o  be reported 

separately. The analysis s t a r t s  by considering t h e  individual firms as  a 

s e r i e s  of case studies.  Results are  then aggregated t o  indicate  t he  number 

of firms o r  individuals experiencing a par t icu la r  problem and the  degree of 

severity of t ha t  problem, i n  each study area. 

1. Because of t he  wide range of ac t iv i ty  within each SIC, such a 
categorisation,  while bGng indicative of the  industry as  a whole, 
may not adequately describe individual firms. 
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Cable 2. 

Source 
1 

1. Employer 
(MQ and MI) 

2. Employees 

(EQ) 

3. Commercia 
Vehicle 
Drivers 

(DI) 

4. Visitors 
to the 
firm 

(VQ) 

5. On-site 
survey 

(ass 1 

urveys conducted at each firm 

Type of survey 

a) Written questionnaire 
relating to background 
data on the firm 

b) Management interview 
based on structured 
questionnaire - transport 
operations of -the firm; 
type and effect of 
transport problems 

Written questionnaire 
applicable to all employees 
containing 3 sections: 
i) journey to work 
ii) personal trips, and 
iii) business trips during 

the working day 
each section relating to 
background data and 
identification of problems. 

Driver interview (of all 
c.v. drivers), based on 
structured questionnaire - 
background data and 
identification of problems. 

Written questionnaire 
relating to the trip to 
the firm - background data 
and identification of 
problems. 

a) parking at the site and 
on surrounding streets 

b) manoeuvring for 
commercial vehicles 

c) waiting and delays 
d) loading/unloading 

conditions 

Administration 
2 

Distributed during 
initial personal contact 
with each firm and 
collected and checked by 
ITS interviewer at the 
time of the management 
interview. 

ITS interview staff 

Distributed to all (or 
where necessary an agreed 
sample of) employees at 
place of work; 
distribution and 
collection arranged by 
the firm. 

ITS staff before vehicle 
departs premises; each 
firm surveyed for one 
full working day. 

Distributed by firm's 
staff for completion 
during the visit; 
questionnaires distribute< 
to visitors over a period 
of one week at each firm. 

ITS survey staff; each 
firm surveyed for one 
full working day, at the 
same time as the driver 
interview (3, above). 

1. Abbreviations are used subsequently in the text, 
2. I.T.S. refers to staff of the Institute for Transport Studies. 



1.4.5. Pi lo t  study. A p i l o t  study of eight firms ( four  in each of 

HHIA and Stanningley) w a s  carr ied out i n  June 1979, i n  order t o  t e s t  

t he  adequacy of the  overa l l  approach and the  design of t he  individual 

surveys, a s  well as determining the  usefulness of proceeding with a 

f u l l  sample of firms i n  the  ou te r  control. An evaluation of the  p i l o t  and 

the  r e s u l t s  of the  surveys a r e  reported elsewhere ( 8, 9 ). 

1.5 In te rpre ta t  ion 

Firms i n  two a r ea s  of London have been selected f o r  study. The 

study areas  have been selected i n  an attempt t o  minimise any loca t iona l  

fac tors  which would s ign i f ican t ly  influence the  r e s u l t s ,  and it is intended 

t h a t  the  r e s u l t s  from t h i s  project  w i l l  be of 7.vider use and provide guidance 

i n  assessing the  t ransport  s i t ua t i on  of inner c i t y  firms i n  general. 

Relatively small samples of firms have been drawn from each of the 

study areas. While the  firms selected a r e  representative of di f ferent  

types of industry i n  these areas ,  each firm has its own charac te r i s t i cs  - 
locat ion within the  study area,premises and buildings, i n t e rna l  policy 

re la ted  t o  t ransport ,  etc. - and may a l so  not necessar i ly  represent the  

l a rge r  var ia t ions  i n  a c t i v i t y  and nature of operations which may be found 

within any SIC. 

By adopting a case study approach, these charac te r i s t i cs  can be 

t rea ted  e x p l i c i t l y  on a firm by firm basis. Inevitably,  r e s u l t s  which 

a r e  aggregated f o r  each study area  w i l l  r e f l ec t  these charac te r i s t i cs ,  

par t i cu la r ly  r e l a t i ng  t o  on-site assues and matters of company policy which 

a f f ec t  transport  operations. Subject t o  these comments, the  summary of 

transport  i s sues  and problems facing two s e t s  of London firms should be 

useful  i n  assessing the  l i k e l y  range and sever i ty  of problems facing 

firms elsewhere. 

1.6 Presentation of r e s u l t s  

Chapters 3 t o  7 present the  r e s u l t s  of the  various surveys conducted 

at each firm, aggregated t o  study a rea  level .  For the  reporting of problems 

it has been useful  t o  group those associated with person and commercial 

vehicle t r i p s  i n to  the  following seven categories: 



person t r i p s  ' Group A: problems on-route t o  s i t e  

(employees' journey t o  
work and personal Group B: parking problems 
t r i p s ,  business and 

Group C: public transport  problem 

commercial vehicle Group D: problems on-route t o  s i t e  

Group E: problems at the  s i t e  

Group F: loading/unloading problems 

person o r  C.V. t r i p s  Other t r a f f i c  problems: problems 

I n  addit ion two fu r the r  categories a r e  used t o  describe problems tha t  

a r e  not d i r ec t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  ac tua l  t r i p s .  These are: 

> .  

I n  t he  subsequent chapters d i f fe ren t  types of t r i p s  a r e  t rea ted  

sequent2ally and f o r  each t r i p  type the  type and extent of problems within 

Groups A t o  F a re  discussed. 

in te rna l  problems 

other  problems 

i 

problems r e l a t i ng  t o  t ransport  o r  
transport  operat ions resu l t ing  
d i r ec t l y  o r  ind i rec t ly  from 
in t e rna l  company policy o r  firms' 
operating procedures 

any other  problems re la ted  t o  
t ransport ,  firms' transport  
operations, o r  t o  firms' locat ion 



2. STUDY AHEAS AND SAMPLE SEZECTION 

2.1 South Shoreditch 

The study a rea  is defined by the Hackney Borough boundary t o  the  

south, west and eas t ,  and by the Grand Union Canal t o  the  north (Figs. 

2 and 3). The sub-areas from which the sample of firms was drawn a re  

from the southern half  which is predominantly manufacturing and 

commercial with only a s m a l l  resident population. The northern half  

is mainly residential .  Industry is t rad i t iona l ly  based (e.g. p r in t  ing/ 

publishing, clothing, f urniture/timber) and, following the  closure o r  

movement of many of the  l a rge r  firms, is typ ica l ly  s m a l l  firms of ten in  

multi-occupied pre-1900 premises. The sub-areas used f o r  sample select ion 

have been based on the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of industry and charac te r i s t ics  of 

the  transport  system and loca l  infrastructure.  The study area forms 

par t  of the Hackney/~slington Inner City Partnership and shows typ ica l  

inner c i t y  charac te r i s t ics  in terms of age and condition of infra-  

s t ructure  and premises. A l a rge  par t  forms the South Shoreditch Improver 

ment Area, declared i n  1979 (Fig. 3). There has been l i t t l e  recent 

development however the  Borough has prepared advance factory units i n  

Willow St ree t  and there  a r e  other recent small factory un i t s  i n  the 

western sect ion of the  study area. 

Two principal  t r a f f i c  routes cross  the  South Shoreditch area,  

t he  north-south A10 (Kingsland Road - Bishopgate) and the  east-west 

inner r ing road (City Road, Old S t ree t ,  Shoreditch High S t r ee t ,  Great 

Eastern S t ree t  and Commercial Road). A one-way system w a s  introduced 

on the primary network i n  the  1960's (Fig. 3.1, and there  a r e  bus lanes  

on Kingsland Road, Shoreditch High Street  and Old S t ree t  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  I 

bus movement. The roads of t he  secondary network tend t o  be narrow, 

badly aligned and i n  a poor s t a t e  of repair. Current proposals regarding 

the road system a re  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix I. Although there  are  no 

major works included i n  the  1981/84 TPP, i n  the  longer term there  a r e  

proposed improvements t o  Old Street/Great Eastern Street and Shoreditch 

High Street/Commercial S t ree t  a s  well a s  t o  sections of the  inner r ing  

road outside the study area. The South hloodford/Barking Relief Road 

and the Mll/J3ackney Link Road a re  within the trunk road programme of 

the  Department of Transport. Although both a r e  outside the  study area 

they a re  l i k e l y  t o  have a s ign i f ican t  e f fec t  on through and diverted 

t ra f f ic .  

Liverpool S t ree t  and Good St ree t  Br i t i sh  R a i l  s t a t i ons  a r e  

immediately south of t he  study area and provide services t o  the  north 
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and north-east. There is an underground s t a t i on  on the Northern Line 

a t  Old S t r ee t ,  which is also served by Br i t i sh  R a i l ' s  Moorgate - Hertford 

/Welwyn l ine .  A l a rge  number of north-south bus routes use City Road 

and the Kingsland Road/Shoreditch High Street  system and provide access 

t o  the remainder of the Borough and areas t o  the north. East-west 

routes use Old Street .  There were minor a l te ra t ions  t o  bus routes 5, 

53,55 and 56 during 1980/81 and a current programme of Br i t i sh  Rail  

s t a t i on  openings on the  re-opened Crosstown Link north of the  study 

area i s  continuing. 

The study area l i e s  within the Inner London Parking Area and the 

majority is covered by the  Shoreditch controlled parking zone. On- 

s t r e e t  meter space is a t  o r  near capacity f o r  most of the  day and accounts 

f o r  only about half of t he  on-street car-parking ( the remainder being 

i l l e g a l  yellow l i n e  parking). There a r e  f ive  off-s t reet  public car  

parks , th reeof  which a re  on temporary s i t e s ,  together with one l a rge  

s i t e  immediately t o  t he  south of the  study area. Many firms have no 

off s t r e e t  ca r  parking available within t h e i r  premises. Loading 

r e s t r i c t i ons  apply t o  most of the primary network and t o  selected 

locations on the secondary system. 

2.2 Brimsdown 

A t o t a l  of 21 i ndus t r i a l  areas north of the  Thames were considered 

as possible outer controls. These were i n  the A5/A40 Brent and Wembley 

arsanorth-west of the  City; the  r ad i a l  A10 Lea Valley corridor t o  t he  

north and the r ad i a l  A I I / A I 2 / A I 3  corridor t o  the  north-east of the  i m e r  

study area. An i n t i a l  screening l e f t  a shor t - l i s t  of five: 

( i )  Angel Road, Edmonton 

( i i )  Blackhorse Road, Walthamstow 

( i i i )  Brimsdown, Enf i e l d  

( i v )  Freshwater R o a m e l i n a s  Lane, Chadwell Heath 

(v) Great Cambridge Road, Enfield 

Following detai led inspection of these it was decided tha t  the  

Brimsdown Indus t r ia l  Area of L.B. Enfield best  s a t i s f i e d  the c r i t e r i a  

f o r  select ion of the  outer control. ( 5. ) 

The f ina l  study area adopted is shown i n  Figs. 2 and 4. It 

comprises pr incipal ly  the  Brimsdown Indus t r ia l  Area but has been 

extended west of the  Liverpool Street/Hertford East r a i l  l i n e  t o  

include areas  with a range of. access characterist ics.  There w a s  

considerable i ndus t r i a l  development around the tu rn  of the  century, 



during the 1920's and 30 's  and again more recently i n  association with 

the road developments of Mollison Avenue. Much of the  industry is 

engineering based with several  very large well established firms. There 

is a var ie ty  of infras t ructure ,  although density of development is 

r e l a t i ve ly  low. Within the study area there  a r e  v i r tua l ly  no res ident ia l  

areas,  however it is surrounded by extensive suburban developement. 

Major north-south movement west of the  study a rea  is v ia  the A10 

(Great Cambridge Road) and A1010 (Hertford Road), while Mollison 

Avenue serves the  Brimsdown Indus t r ia l  Area. The All0 (Lea Valley Road) 

ca t e r s  f o r  east-west t r a f f i c  a t  the  southern end of t he  study area 

while Ordnance Road is somewhat lower standard t o  t he  north. Traf f ic  

management measures include banned turns  a t  Hertford Roadbags Head 

Road and i n  Mollison Avenue. There is a one-way system i n  Enfield Town, 

several  miles t o  the  west on the A110. The rail l i n e  is a ser ious  

bar r ie r  t o  east-west movement. While Lea Valley Road is grade separated 

there  a r e  l e v e l  crossings a t  Brimsdown and Enfield Lock stations.  
9 

King Georges Resevoir and the River Lea a re  fur ther  ba r r i e r s  t o  expan- 

s ion and t o  movement. Current proposals regarding the road system a re  

l i s t e d  in appendix I.. The pr incipal  improvements a r e  t he  M25 o r b i t a l  

currently under construction t o  t he  north of the  study area,  and the  

planned upgrading of Mollison Avenue (the North-South ~ o u t e ) ,  Junction 

improvements a t  Hertford Road/C&erhatch Road and Hertford Roadfiags 

Head Road a re  under ac t ive  consideration. An appraisal  of t he  t r a f f i c  

network i n  Enfield Town is expected during 1981 as an i n se r t  t o  the  

Borough Draft Development Plan. 

The Br i t i sh  R a i l  Liverpool S t ree t  - Hertford East l i n e  forms I 
part  of the  western boundary of the  study area and there  a r e  s t a t i ons  

at Ponders End, Brimsdown and Enfield Lock. A pa ra l l e l  l i n e  t o  thewest 

(Liverpool S t r e e t -  Bishop Storhford) has a s t a t i on  at Southbury. There 

a r e  several  bus services  i n  Hertford Road and Southbury Road, and east- 1 
west services t o  the north (no. 107 - Ordnance Road), centre (no. 135 - 
Green s t r e e t )  and south (no. 121 - Nags Head Road) of the  study area. 

I 
Several service a l t e r a t ions  were introduced i n  September 1980 , some 

of which improved access t o  the  Brimsdown Indus t r ia l  Area (no. 135 and 

231) while others  resul ted i n  reduced service frequency (no. 107 and 

121). 

On-street parking is generally unrestr ic ted except f o r  pa r t s  of 
.. 

Mollison Avenue and sect ions  of some roads t o  the west o f t h e  rail l ine.  

I. The surveys of the  firms were concluded by t h i s  date. 



~ l~ ,& (a )  Brimsdown Study Area." 

"Pm && 
Indus t r ia l  Areas. - Study Area Boundary. 

Sub-areas used f o r  sample selection. 

A Brimsdown North. 

B Brimsdown Soutli.. 

c mck Lees / Ponders W. 

D West of r a i l  l i ne .  



Fig.4(b) Brimsdown Rail and Bus Routes, 



There are  no metered spaces. There is a s m a l l  off-s t reet  public car  

park i n  Green S t ree t ,  and a l o r r y  and car  park i n  J e f f r i e s  Road. 

2.3 Indus t r ia l  s t ruc ture  of the  study areas  

Firms from SIC1s 3 t o  19 (the manufacturing sec to r ) ,  20 

(construction), 22 ( t ransport)  and 23 (d i s t r ibu t ive  t rades)  were 

considered fo r  inclusion i n  the  sample. The d is t r ibu t ion  of employ- 

ment and numbers of firms within these sectors  f o r  both South Shore- 

di tch and Brimsdown is shown i n  Table 3. The overal l  d i s t r ibu t ion  of 

numbers employed and numbers of firms by s i z e  category of firm is 
- 

l i s t e d  i n  Table 4. 

Table 3 I 

DISTRIBUTION OF INDUSTRY WITHIN SAMPLING FRAME (SIC'S 3-19, 20, 22 and 23) i 

3 Food, drink e t c  

5 Chemicals etc. 

6 Metal manufact. 

7 Mech. Engin. 

9 Elect. Eng. 

0 Construct ion 

( t o t a l s  may not add due t o  rounding) 



Table 4. 

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLING FRAME (SIC 3-19, 20, 22 and 23) 

(percentage of t o t a l  employment and percentage of t o t a l  no. of firms 
within each s i ze  category) 

Shoreditch 

Medium (25 - 99) 

Pr incipal  features  of the indus t r ia l  s t ructure  which could bear 

upon the r e su l t s  of the  surveys are: 

( i )  The r e l a t i ve  importance of the  clothing and pr int ing 
indus t r ies  i n  South Shoreditch. The former i n  
par t icu la r  are typif ied by s m a l l  firms located i n  
multi-use premises. 

( i i )  The predominance of the engineering based manufact- 
uring indus t r ies  i n  Brimsdown (especially SIC'S 6, 9, 12) 

( i i i )  Although about one-third of firms i n  both areas  a r e  from 
the service  group (SIC'S 20, 22 and 231, i n  terms 
of numbers employed these SIC'S a re  l e s s  important i n  
Brimsdown than South Shoreditch. 

( i v )  The predominance of small firms i n  South Shoreditch 
compared with Brimsdown (both i n  terms of numbers of 
firms and numbers employed i n  s m a l l  firms) 

2.4 Sample select ion 

Using the procedure outl ined i n  Section 1.4.2 and ref. 6. 

preferred samples of 20 firms i n  each study area were drawn up. These, 

and the ac tua l  samples f i n a l l y  obtained, a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix11 and 

Table 5 gives d e t a i l s  of the ac tua l  samples. In the  case of South 

Shoreditch one firm withdrew a t  an advanced stage of the  surveys and 

because of timetabling constra ints  it w a s  not possible t o  s e l ec t  a 

replacement. 
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Table 5 

SOUTH SHOREDITCH AND BRIMSDOWN - ACTUAL SAMPLES 

economic 
status generat ion 

SIC 
actual sampleL 

South Shoreditch Brimsdown 

I medium 

declining 

expanding 

1 medium (57) 

1 medium (29) 

2 medium (35,361 

2 large (34,371 

1 medium (45) 

I - 1 2 large (46,471 

7 lmedium(25) 1 large (48) 

15 1 s m a l l  (30) - 
( 2 medium (31,32) 1 - 

19 lmedium(38) 2 large (58,591 

22 2 small (39 ¶44) 1 s m a l l  (60)  

medium t 
4 medium (40,41, 

42,43) 

1 large (26) 

1 sma l l  (33) 

3 medium (62,63,64) 

1 sm& (56) 

3 medium (52,53,55) 1 
1 large (54) 

2 
2 medium (49¶50) 

I. Numbers i n  brackets used t o  identify individual firms in the subse- 
quent analysis. 

2. Firm 28 rsithdrew a t  an advanced stage o f t h e  study. 

Consideration of the preferred and actual samples indicates: 

( i )  Activity, size and location within the study area are 
well represented i n  the South Shoreditch,sample. 

( i i )  The withdrawal of the firm mentioned above is unlikely 
t o  significantly bias the results  of the South 
Shoreditch surveys. 

-. . 

( i i i )  In order t o  adequately represent location in Brimsdown 
it w a s  necessary t o  increase the number of service 
firms slightly. Partly a s  a consequence of th is ,  and 
partly due t o  severe reorganisation in several firms, 
SIC 9 (electr ical  engineer@ is somewhat uuder- 
represented. 



( i i i )  Continued 

The sample from SIC 12 was increased t o  compensate. 
Experience with the Leeds surveys suggested that 
these adjustments would not affect the overall 
results. 

( iv)  Because of both recent s taff  reductions and reorga- 
nizations i n  several large firms it was necessary to  
increase the number of medium sized firms in the 
Brimsdown sample 

Given the requirement t o  simultaneously sat isfy a number of 

selection c r i t e r ia  within a relatively s m a l l  sample, the actual samples 

of firms are considered to  adequately represent conditions within their  

respective study areas. 

2.5 Response to  the surveys 

2.5.1 Overall response ra tes  

Firms satisfying the selection c r i t e r ia  were identified and 

thei r  sui tabi l i ty  confirmed by s i t e  inspections. I n i t i a l  contact with 

these firms was by telephone. Firms expressing interest were supplied 

with written background information and were visited to  further outline 

the work and discuss participation. The response of firms t o  the 

project is shown in  Table 6. Details of those firms which declined t o  

participate are given in Appendix II1,together with the reasons for  

refusal. There was no clear indication that refusal was associated 

with particular SIC groups or  size of firm. Contrary t o  expectations 

the response rate i n  the outer area was sl ightly higher than the inner 
I 

area. 

Table 6 - 
RFSPONSE RATE: o m m  

number of firms contacted 

contacts not followed up/firm not 
suitable 

not available for participation a t  

time of surveys but option of future 

participation l e f t  open 

refusal - 
final sample 

South Shoreditch Brimsdown . 
44 43 

8 9 

0 1 

17 13 

19 20 

Response rate on all f i r m s  contacted 

Response rate on contacts followed up 
43.2% 
52.8% 

L It had been ssug ested early i n  the study hat because 
U I  

severe I 
0 co-onerate- operat- cond~gions inner c i t v  fzrms wo d be more w i ~ f . ~ ~ ?  i 



2.5.2 Response t o  the individual surveys 

Tables 7 and 8 indicate the surveys which were carried out a t  

each firm and the overall responses t o  the employee self-completion 

questionnaire and the b i v e r  interview. There was no monitoring of 

the response ra te  to  the self-completion vis i tor  questionnaire. 
1 

Further detai ls  of response ra tes  t o  the individual surveys and the 

representativeness of the samples obtained are given in Appendix 111. 

Table 7 

SUHVEYS AT EACH. FIRM 

i s i t o r  questionnaire 

1. No completed questionnaires were returned from one small firm 
(SIC = 15, t o t a l  employment = 6) 

2. Management of one firm (SIC 7, t o t a l  employment ca. 100) were 
unable t o  participate i n  the interview due t o  impending closure 
of the Brimsdown branch. 

3. Includes one firm where a 25% sample of employees was taken (SIC 
19, employment 216) 

4. One firm originally agreed t o  a sample of employees and subsequently 
did not distribute questiollnaires (SIC 12, employment 708). A 
second firm d id  not distribute questionnaires due t o  unforeseen 
redundancies and branch closure (SIC 12, employment 22). 

5. One firm (SIC 12, employment 708) was unable to  participate in the 
on-site survey for  security reasons. 

Experience in Leeds suggests a response rate of 15 - 20%. 

-. . 



1. Numbers tabulated are weighted means. The mean of the response 
rates at individual firms (unweighted mean) is shown in brackets. 
Refer to Appendix I11 for responses at individual firms. 

Table 8 

Response Rates to Individual surveys 
I 

2. Calculated on total stated employment of each firm at which question- 
naires were distributed. 

3 Response at two large manufacturing firms employing a total of 1004 
was particularly low (12.3% and 10.1%). If these firms are excluded 
the response rates become 37.6% and 47.8% respectively. 

Brimsdown (%) 

24. 43 

(43.51~ 

92.7 

(90.6) 

not estimated 5 

employee questionnaire 
2 

commercial vehiele driver 
interview 

visitor questionnaire 

4. Calculated on effective vehicle movements suitable for interview 
(i.e. excluding multiple visits]. 

5. Probably in the range 15-20% of all visitors arriving at the firm. ' 

South Shoreditch (%) 

47.1 

(49.8) 

79.9 

(81.6) 

not estimated 5 



3. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW 

3 .l. Interpreta t ion and background. 

3.1.1. Interpreta t ion:  The intent ion of t he  management interview and 

associated s e l f  completion questionnaire was threefold : 

( i)  t o  provide background information on each firm (summarized i n  t he  

individual. case s tud ies ) .  

(ii) t o  allow firms t o  r a i s e  what they perceived t o  be t h e i r  transport  

problems ( the  interviews were conducted with senior management 

who could comment on t ransport ,  production and personnel aspects 

of the  firm's operat ion) .  

(iii) t o  record management's assessment of t he  e f fec t s  of problems and 

where appropriate t o  estimate the  cost ( o r  a sui table  proxy) imposed I 

I 
on the  firm. 

The project  was presented t o  management as a study of t he  t ransport  

requirements of urban industry with emphasis on (par t icu la r ly)  t he  problems 

associated with person t r i p s  and goods movement. An unprompted followed 

by a prompted approach was adopted f o r  t he  iden t i f ica t ion  of problems. 

Of t he  th ree  sections of the  interview, (iii) above proved the most 

d i f f i cu l t .  Many firms, while recognizing t h a t  costs were incurred, were 

unable t o  estimate a value o r  even a range of l i k e l y  values. In  other 

cases t he  estimates provided were indicative only. 

3.1.2. Background 

The importance of transport  w i l l  depend only i n  par t  on a firm's 

indus t r ia l  grouping, and there  a r e  l i ke ly  t o  be large differences both 

between and within SIC groups. Table 9 provides a background against 

which the  r e su l t s  of t h e  management interview can be viewed and indicates 

t he  firms' transport  costs  and managements' assessment of t h e  importance 

of t ransport .  

Transport costs followed the  expected pat tern although there  was l i t t l e  

var ia t ion witbin t he  South Shoreditch sample, where values for  t he  

manufacturers were a t  t h e  upper l i m i t  of what i s  usually expected i n  t h i s  

group. The values for  Brimsdown manufacturers were somewhat lower, while 

several  of the  service firms had re la t ive ly  high transport  costs.  From 

Table 9 there  were no differences i n  perceived importance of t ransport ,  

and seriousness of t ransport  problems, between study areas.  On average 

transport  problems were ra ted f a i r l y  t o  very serious. Business and v i s i t o r  

t r i p s  were s l i gh t ly  more impsrtant t o  South Shoreditch firms, and business 

t r i p s  were s l i gh t ly  more important than v i s i t o r  t r i p s .  It i s  unlikely 

t h a t  these differences were s ignif icant .  
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TABLE 9 . $TANAGEl@l<T INTERVIEW : I!IPD~~ANI:I: 017 'I1IIA[I:il'Ol(T 

1. 1 = extremely, 2 = very, '3 = i 'airly,  4 = not very, 5 = not a t  a l l .  

2. 100 = extremely t h r o y h  t o  O = ~ w t  at  a l l  (See Appendix I V  for explanation of meart scores)  

3. Estimate includes allowance fo r  v c t ~ i c l e  drpreciation/reglacement. 

11. Estimate does not include allowance for vehicle 'dep/rep. 

5. Not s t a t e d  i f  es t imate  includes allouance f o r  vehicle deplrep. 

importance of 
business t r i p s  

2 
1 
1 
n.8. 

5 
11 
1 
I 

5 

2 
1 
1 

1 
1 
3 
I. 
4 
5 
2 

5 

65 

1 
1 
1 
n.h. 

1 

4 
3 
2 

; 
11 
;! 

3 
2 

5 
2 
1 

3 
3 
5 

---- 
57 

f i 1.m employ- 
No. $12 ment 

?? 7 50 
26 1 2  140 

27 9 331 
28 ".a. n.a.  
29 1 4  25. 
30 1'; 6 
31 1s ili 
7? 1 5  146 
13 I 7  I:! 
311 18 200 

35 18 72 
36 18 55 
37 18 107 
38 19 25 
39 22 11 

40 23 43 
41  23 30 
142 2 3  51  
43 23 25. 
L 4  22 1 4  

importance of 
v i s i t o r  t r i p e  

.1 
1 
1 
".a. 

4 
4 
1 
1 
5 
2 
2 
4 
3 
3 
2 
1 

I. 
4 
4 
5 

60 

3 
1 
1 
n.a. 
11 
2 i 

4 ! 
2 
I4 

3 
2 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
11 

3 
2 
4 

55 

important? of 
t r a n s p o ~ t  

2 
1 
1 
*.a. 
1 
2 
1 
1. 

I. 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 
L 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

96 

2 
1 
1 
n.a. 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
I. 
3 
1 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

93 

, . 
t r anspor t  cos t s  
( $  of non- 
c a p i t a l  coa t s )  

10.0 
4 

d.k5 
1 . 0  
n .8 .1~ 

2.0 
3 

10.0. 
10.0; 
~ 0 . 0  
7.0~ 

d.1~. 
0 , s .  

12.0; 
1.0 

n . s .  
1 0 . 0 ~  . . 
1 0 . 0 ~  
".a. 
d.lr.,, 
11.0 
n . s .  

urrino:iric?sn 
of tran:;l,ort 

prolll i.ms 

11 
4 
1 
".a. 

3 
'3 
11 
1 

I. 
3 
1 
1 

11 
3 
3 
1 
2 
2 
r i . ~ .  

4 

60 

11 

4 
3 
15.11. 

i' 

5 
1 

4 
1 
1 
II 

is 

3 
2, 
2 
1 
4 
3 
4 
2 

57 

!fern scare2, South Shoreditch 

45 b 1 4  
46 o 3141' 
187 600 
Ill3 i 100 
I .r 3.i 
xr , I  42 
'11 c i  12 
2 12 58 
53 1 2  48 
54 1.' ' i08 
5 ,  I: 4:' 
: 1 : 2' 

57 L O  US 
50 152 404 
59 19 216 
60 22 23 
61 23 22 
62 23 92 
63 23 56 
64 23 29 

0,s. 

11,s. 

n . s .  
~1.a. 

".$3 
0.01, 
2.5 
8 . 0 ~ ~  
n . s 3  

5.014 
I..O 
4.0: 

7.0 
1.05 

32.0: 
5 L 0 4  
2.03 

32.04 
9.04 

30.0 

Mean score2, Brimsdown 



3.2. Problem Ident i f icat ion.  

Unprompted problems mentioned i n  response t o  a general question which 

asked firms t o  specify t h e i r  transport  problems (and t o  be as  wide-ranging 

as  possible) provided an ini t ia l .  indication of what management saw as t h e i r  

problems. These have been grouped and are  l i s t e d  i n  Table 10  which shows 

tha t  management i n  both areas saw congestion ( fo r  cars  and goods vehicles) 

and public transport  d i f f i cu l t i e s  as the  main unprompted problems. The 

problem groups, and t h e i r  effects ,  were pursued i n  a subsequent se r ies  of 

prompted questions and are  dealt  with sequentially i n  Sections 3.3, 3.4 and 

3.5. Details  of t he  responses of individual firms are  contained i n  t he  

case study reports.  

TABLE 10. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : UNPROMPTED PROBLEMS' 

(Number of firms mentioning each type of problem). 

group A - on route t o  s i t e  

group E - a t  t he  s i t e  

group F - loading/unloading 

other t r a f f i c  problems 

other problems 3 5 

1. Average no. of problems mentioned per f i r m  i s  2 .1  (South Shoreditch) 
and 2.5 (Brimsdown) . 

-. . 



3.3. Group A t o  C problems : person t r i p s .  

3.3.1. Employee journey t o  work. 

Group A. (on route t o  s i t e ) .  Table 11 l i s t s  managements' 

response t o  possible group A problems. 

TABLE 11. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : EWLOYEE JOURNEY TO WORK, 

GROUP A PROBLEMS (on route t o  s i t e ) .  

(number of firms mentioning problem). 

Stated degree of extremely 1 
seriousness of 
unprompted problems 

not very 3 
not a t  all 1 

Types of problem congestion 12 
n.s. 1 indirect  route 1 

t i o n  and reduced a l te ra t ions  t o  working 
hours t o  avoid t r a f f i c  3 

t o  reduce problem 1 
recruitment inconvenience 
d i f f i cu l t i e s  

Costs incurred (E per  6 firms (20.00, 8 firms (18.8, 3.33, 
employee per month). 13.96, 4 d.k.) 2.17, 1.36, 4 d.k.) 

Location of unprompted 
and prompted problems Central London 2 

London area 5 

1. The prompted question referred t o  congestion 
2 .  Some firms mentioned more than one effect .  

Comment : (i) Congestion was the  main problem i n  both areas. 
(ii) Unprompted response r a t e  i n  Brimsdown was high; on 

prompting a l l  Brimsdown firms and over two-thirds of 
South Shoreditch firms mentioned t h e  problem. The 
higher response i n  Brimsdown may have been due t o  t he  
higher proportion of employees using pr ivate  t ransport .  

(iii) Congestion was a loca l  problem i n  Brimsdown, whereas i n  
South Shoreditch it was associated with conditions i n  
London generally. 

( i v )  There was l i t t l e  difference i n  costs between study areas 
but e f fec t s  were more widespread i n  Brimsdown. 

(v)  The overal l  effects  of group A, B and C problems are 
discussed below. See also Chapter 5 for  comparison with 
r e su l t s  of employee questionnaire. 



Group B (parking).  Table 12 l i s t s  managements' response t o  possible 

group B problems. 

TABLE 12. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : EMPLOYEE JOURNEY TO WORK, GROUP 

B PROBLEMS (parking). 

(number of firms mentioning problem). 

of unprompted problems 

Types of problem 

Effects of unprompted s t a f f  i r r i t a t i o n /  
inconvenience 1 inconvenience 1 

Costs incurred (E per 3 firms (4.35, 
employee per month) 

1. The prompted question referred t o  sho r t f a l l  of on-site employee 

parking. 

Comment : (i)  Inadequate employee parking was not seen as  an important 
unprompted issue by management, however when prompted 
ha l f  t he  firms i n  each area s t a t ed  a sho r t f a l l .  

(ii) Approx. t he  same number of firms i n  each area reported a 
sho r t f a l l  and incurred costs .  

(iii) The overal l  effects  of group A, B and C problems are  
discussed below. See also Chapter 4 f o r  the  r e su l t s  
of t he  parking survey and Chapter 5 for  employee parking 
locat ion,  walk distance, and perception of parking re la ted 
problems. 
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Graun : (publ ic  t r a n s p o r t ) .  Table 1 3  l i s t s  managements' rrs].ouse t o  poss ible  group C problems. - 
T.hl.i: 1.3. l.WNAt;llMl<NT INTLIAVIEW : INMI'LOYPII JOURNUY TO W I I I I I ~ ~ ~ I I O U I '  I2 i'lll)l~l~l<El:~ (pub l i c  t r anspor t )  

(numbers of Pirlns mentioning problem) 

1. '1'1~e pruniptd question re fe r red  t o  a l l  aspects ul bue travel .  

Unprolnpted 

Prompted 
1 

Sta ted  degree o f  ser iousness  
of W I ~ I . O I I I P ~ , ~ ~  l>l.oblems 

Types a f  p rob l r s  

El'l'rGLa  at^ unprompted problems 

Cuszs incurred ( E  per  
emplayre per  month) 

Locntiotl of  unprompted and 
prompted plablems 

Conline!it : ( i )  Response r a t e s  were high i n  both arras (both unprompted arid p ~ u n ~ p t e d ) ,  
as was t h e  degree of ser iousness  of publ ic  trallvport d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

[ i i )  Sautll Shoreditch management did not i d e n t i f y  any s ing le  aspect o f  
publ ic  t r anspor t  as being t h e  cause of d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Inadequate (bus)  
se rv ice  coverage, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  employee catchment areas surrounding 
the  study area, was seen as t h e  main problem i n  Brimsdourn. 

South Shared i t c l~  

7 

9 

extremely ;? 
"(try 1 
I ' a i ~ l y  2 
liut ve1.y 1 
n .0 .  1 

Prcquency 1 

r e l i a b i l i t y  2 
congestioq 1 
cost  2 
walk d i s t  . 2 

, n . s .  J.0 

l a t e  a r r i v a l / l o a t  time it 
s t a f f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  L' 
inconvenience 1 

a f f e c t s  sa l a ry  
s t r u c t u r e  1. 

f l ex i t ime  introduced t o  
reduce problem 1 

turnover/recruitment. 2 

4 firms (13.91, 3 d . l < . )  

Landon area 11 
n.s. 11 

( i i i )  Effects  on firms were s imi le r  i n  trot11 areas. '?he moet carmnonly mkntioncd 
were l u t e  an.ival/losl .  t ime, stlief d i t inot isfact ion snd turnovcr/recruitment 
d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

1irirn:idown 

10 

8 

sxtrsmoly 11 
vury 1 
f r~ i rLy  '3 
rroL very 2 

route  cuvuragu 10 
r e l i a b i l i t y  2 
cos t  1 
walk d i s t .  3 
n.s. 8 

l a t e  e r r i v a l l l o s t  time 7 
s t a f f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  2 
inconvenience 1 

a f fec t s  sa l a ry  
s t r u c t u r e  1 

a l t e r a t i o n s  t o  s h i f t  
hour= 1 

f i rm provides t p t .  
a s s i s t ance  1 

tnrnauer/recruitment 11 
i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  1 

I1 firms (10.8'1, 2.17,' 
1.25, 0.18,. 7 d.li.) 

l o c a l  are* 8 
London area 2 
" . S .  8 

( i v )  Proport ional ly  more firms ill Brimsdown considered t h a t  cos t s  were incurred 
&S B r e s u l t  o f  public t r anspor t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  ( i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

r e l a t i v e l y  few employecs i n  Brimsdown used public t r anspor t  a t  p resen t ) .  

( v )  The o v e r a l l  efEecto of group A, B and C problems are discussed 1rt.loi.i. 
See a l s o  Chapter 5 fo r  comparison with r r s u l t d  of t h e  employee questionnaire. 



Effects of group A, B and C journey t o  work problems 

The review of t he  l i t e r a t u r e  (4)  and experience with the Leeds 

surveys (1) suggested t h a t  journey t o  work problems would affect  firms 

mainly through l o s t  time (and hence reduced product ivi ty) ,  s t a f f  dis- 

sa t i s fac t ion ,  and d i f f i cu l t i e s  retaining and recrui t ing sui table  s t a f f .  

A ser ies  of prompted questions were designed t o  determine the extent and 

sever i ty  of these e f f ec t s ,  and the  resu l t s  are  shown i n  Table 14.  

TABLE 1 4 .  MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : EFFECTS OF JOURNEY TO WORK PROBLEMS 

1. 100 = extremely through t o  0 = not a t  a l l  (See Appendix I V  for  
explanation of mean scores).  

Absenteeism 

s t a t i ng  problem 

of problem ( for  

tance of t ransport  
as a cause of t he  
problem ( fo r  those 
firms s ta t ing  

No. of firms s t a t i ng  
t h a t  t ransport  con- 
t r ibu ted  t o  problem 

No. of firms s t a t i ng  r e c ' t  
d i f f i cu l t i e s  

Recruitment concentrated i n  par t ic .  
areas f o r  transport  reasons 

Recruitment d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  par t ic .  
areas for  t ransport  reasons 

17  

12 

5 

17  

17  

9 

. 



Comment : (i) When interpret ing Table 14  it should be noted t h a t  there  

may have been transport  factors other than the  journey t o  work which 

affected managements' response-in par t icu la r  d i f f i c u l t i e s  with personal 

t r i p s  (see  Section 3.3.4. 

(ii) A l a rge  proportion of firms i n  both study areas were affected by 

journey t o  work d i f f i cu l t i e s .  

(iii) There were not l a rge  differences between study areas i n  e i t he r  

the  number of firms affected o r  the  degree of sever i ty  of t he  e f fec t s  

with the following exceptions: 

- l a t e  a r r iva l  caused by transport  d i f f i c u l t i e s  affected more firms 

i n  Brimsdown, and t o  a greater  s ta ted  degree of sever i ty  (see  ( i v )  

below) , 
- transport  d i f f i cu l t i e s  were l e s s  of a cause of absenteeism i n  Brimsdown, 

- more Brimsdown firms concentrated recruitment i n  par t icu la r  areas 

f o r  t ransport  reasons, and experienced d i f f i cu l ty  recrui t ing i n  

par t icu la r  areas because of transport  factors .  

( i v )  Transport was an important factor  i n  l a t e  a r r iva l .  The average 

time l o s t  through l a t e  a r r i v a l  caused by transport  factors  averaged 

over a l l  firms i n  each study area was: 

South Shoreditch : 58.3 mins/employee/month. 

Brims down : 27.8 mins/employee/month. 

and although South Shoreditch management perceived l a t e  a r r i v a l  t o  be 

l e s s  of a problem than management i n  Brimsdown, t h e  e f f ec t  i n  terms of 

l o s t  production time was s ign i f ican t ly  greater i n  the  inner area  and 

represented a considerable cost penalty. Transport factors  were I 
estimated t o  be responsible for  approx. 70% of all reported l a t e  a r r iva l  

i n  South Shoreditch, while t he  corresponding f igure  i n  Brimsdown was 

around 80%. In  view of t he  apparent importance of public t ransport  
1 .  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  t he  mode s p l i t  of %.OX and 15.7% by public transport  In  

South Shoreditch and Brimsdown respectively may explain a l a rge  par t  of 

t he  difference i n  average time l o s t  per employee. 

(v)  Absenteeism and turnover problems were seen by management t o  be I 
as  important as  l a t e  a r r iva l .  While mean scores suggested t h a t  

transport  was l e s s  of a contributory fac tor  than f o r  l a t e  a r r i v a l ,  it 

nevertheless remained s ignif icant  and taken together with recruitment 

problems the combined e f fec t  of transport  was considerable. 
-. . 

1. See Chapter 5,  Tables 34 and 35 



( v i )  Recruitment of sui table  s t a f f  affected nearly all firms irrespec- 

t i v e  of a c t i v i t y  o r  location,  and many firms attempted t o  r ec ru i t  loca l ly  

i n  order t o  minimize journey t o  work d i f f i cu l t i e s .  Competition for  

labour from surrounding indus t r ia l  areas together with i t s  locat ion i n  

re la t ion  t o  the  transport  network and public transport  services made 

t h i s  par t icu la r ly  d i f f i cu l t  i n  Brimsdown. 

( d i )  Recruitment d i f f i c u l t i e s  were experienced with t he  following 

categories of employees : . 

South Shoreditch 

Office (c le r ica l / t echnica l )  1 3  

Skil led 1 4  

Semi-skilled 5 

Other ( i nc l .  unskil led) 6 
- 

d i f f i cu l ty  with a t  l e a s t  one category 17 firms 
-. 

Brimsdown 

5 

7 

10 
- 

17  firms 

In  terms of exis t ing mode s p l i t  and the potent ia l  t o  reduce 

retention/recruitment d i f f i c u l t i e s  through t ransport  improvements the  

high public t ransport  use (par t icu la r ly  bus) by of f ice  s ta f f  i n  South 

Shoreditch and of pr ivate  transport  by sk i l l ed  and semi-skilled 

Brimsdown employees are  worth noting. Public t ransport ,  walk and 

other modes were r e l a t i ve ly  more important fo r  unski l led Brimsdown 

employees although pr ivate  transport  was s t i l l  t he  dominant mode. 

(vi i i )The e f fec t s  discussed above depend t o  some extent on work hour 

arrangments and firms' policy towards t r a v e l  ass is tance for  employees. 

These a r e  summarized i n  Table 15. 

TABLE 1 5 .  MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : WORKING HOUR ARRANGEMENTS AND TRAVEL 

ASSISTANCE. 

(ii) pet ro l  allowance 

(iii) provision of t e n s p o r t  
services (e.g. works bus] 



1. Informal. system for 0ffi.ce staff only - 2 firms; excluding some 
operatives - 1 firm. 

2. Office staff only - 1 firm; female part-time employees - 1 firm; 
$ hour variation in start/finish time permitted - 1 firm. 

3. May not necessarily apply to all employees. 

4. One firm provided financial assistance and transport services. 

Flexitime was more widespread in South Shoreditch. Five of the 

nine firms which operated a system stated that time was lost through 

late arrival compared with seven out of the ten firms working fixed 

hours,and firms operating a system rated the importance of transport 

as a factor in late arrival with a mean score of 36 compared with 58 

for those which did not. There appeared to be considerable benefit 

ip terms of reduction in lost time (and staff dissatisfaction) and, 

especially in Brimsdown, considerable scope for the introduction of 

schemes . 
Almost one-third of firms in both areas provided some form of 

travel assistance for at least some of their employees. Financial 

assistance was the most popular, although provision of transport 

services up employees) was considered necessary by three 

Brimsdown firms. It is interesting to note that all three stated that 

time was lost through late arrival. 



3.3.2. Business t r i p s  

Group A (on route t o  s i t e ) .  Table 16 l ists managementss' response t o  

possible group A problems. 

TABLE 16. M A N A G W T  INTERVIEW : BUSINESS TRIPS, GROUP A PROBLEMS 

(on route t o  s i t e )  

(number of firms mentioning problem) 

Types of problem congestion 9 

Effects of unprompted 
l o s t  revenue 1 

Costs incurred (E per 8 firms (12.50, 4 firms (7.14, 3 6.k.) 
employee per  month) 2.73, 0.72, 5d.k.) 

Study area 4 

S.E. region 1 

1 I I I 

- - 1. The prompted question referred t o  problems with business t r ave l  i n  general. 

2. Some firms mentioned more than one problem 

Comment: (i) Congestion was the only group A factor  affect ing firms. 

(ii) Although l o s t  time was the  main effect  there  were also implications 

i n  terms of lowered efficiency and l o s s  of business. 

(iii) Congestion was seen a s  London wide by South Shoreditch management and 

because most of the  business t r i p s  from these firms were within t he  

London area1 a high proportion of firms incurred costs.  On the  other 
1 

hand most Brimsdown>usiness t r i p s  were t o  locations outside London , 
congestion was much more associated with conditions within t he  study 

area,  and fewer firms incurred costs.  

( i v )  Overall e f fec t s  of business t r i p s  are  discussed below. See also 

Chapter 5 (employee questionnaire). 

1. See Chanter 5,  Table 39. 



Group B (parking). Table 17  l i s t s  managements' response t o  possible 

group B problems. 

TABLE 17. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : BUSINESS TRIPS, GROUP B PROBLW 

(parking) 

(nwnber of firms mentioning problem) 

1. One prompted question referred t o  sho r t f a l l  of on-site parking f o r  

company cars,  and a second t o  general problems. 

Comment: (i) On-site ava i l ab i l i t y  was more r e s t r i c t ed  i n  South 

Shoreditch than Brimsdown (confirmed by the  parking survey),  but 

few firms were affected o r  incurred costs as a r e su l t .  

(ii) Parking a t  destination was more of a problem for  South 

Shoreditch t r i p s ,  probably because proportionally more destinations 

were i n  cen t ra l  London. 

(iii) Overall e f fec t s  a r e  discussed below. See also Chapter 4 (parking 

surveys) and 5 (employee questionnaire). 

Unprompted 

Prompted (i) on-site pkg 
1 

(ii) pkg. elsewhere 

Stated degree of seriousness 
of unprompted problems 

Types of problem 

Costs incurred (2 per 
employee per month) 

Group C .  (public t ranspor t )  

The average s t a t ed  proportion of business t r i p s  by public transport  i n  

South Shoreditch was 10-12%, with only about two-thirds of t he  firms s t a t i ng  
1 

t h a t  they used public transport  a t  al l  . There was v i r tua l ly  no usage 

of public transport  f o r  business t r i p s  i n  Brimsdown. Only one South 

Shoreditch firm mentioned a problem re la ted  t o  public t ransport  fo r  

business t r i p s  viz.  frequency and r e l i a b i l i t y  of underground services,  

Sth. Shoreditch 

0 

6 
6 

n.a. 

On-site pkg. 
s ' f a l l  6 

Inadequate pkg . 
elsewhere 6 

4 firms ( 4  d.k.) 

which resul ted i n  l o s t  time but no d i rec t  costs.  

Brims down 

1 

3 

2 

not very 1 

On-site pkg. 
s ' f a l l  3 

Inadequate pkg. 
elsewhere 2 

Pkg. f ines  1 

2 f i r m s  (0.04, 
1 d.k.1 

1. The employee questionnaire  a able 39 ) suggested a higher proporation 
of t r i p s  by public transport  - around one-third of all t r i p s .  
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Effects of o.roup A to C problems 

Table 18 lists the effects of problems associated with business trips. 

TABLE 18 MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : BUSINESS TRIPS, EFFECTS OF PROBLEMS 

No. of firms fop which business 

No. of firms for which business 
trips were inconvenienced by 
transport factors. 

Operations affected 

Type of effect (prompted) 

lost orders 3 lost orders 3 
inconvenience2 

inconvenience 2 

lost orders 3 

1. See Appendix IV for explanation of mean scores. 

Comment (i) Although inadequate parking in central London contributed to 

difficulties, the main problem seen by management was congestion and the 

time lost as a result. This lost time reduced effectiveness of the 

relevant staff to the extent that orders were lost or it was necessary 

to increase staffing levels. 

(ii) The number of firms suffering the effects of lost time was about 

the same in both areas, although costs fell more heavily on South 

Shoreditch firms (Table 16) where a higher proportion of business trips 

took place in the (congested) London area. The degree of inconvenience 

was considered greater by South Shoreditch management, although it was 

high in both areas. 



(iii) Management found it d i f f i cu l t  t o  separate t he  r e l a t i ve  costs and 

effects  due t o  group A and t o  B problems. In many cases t he  e f fec t s  

resul ted from t h e  combined problems of congestion and parking ava i lab i l i ty  

a t  t r i p  destination.  

( i v )  In  view of t he  s t a t ed  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and costs  with car/van t r i p s  

management must consider t h a t  public t ransport  service leve ls  were such 

tha t  they did not o f fe r  a viable a l ternat ive.  While t h i s  would be the 
1 .  

case f o r  many business t r i p s  it was strange tha t  there  was not more use 
- 

of public t ransport  f o r  cen t ra l  area t r i p s  by South Shoreditch firms. 

1. e.g. many short c a l l s  t o  dispersed locations.  

-. 
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3.3.3. Vis i tor  t r i p s .  

Group A (on route t o  s i t e ) .  Table 1 9  l i s t s  managements' response t o  

possible group A problems. 

TABLE 19. WAGEMENT INTERVIEW : VISITOR TRIPS, GROUP A PROBLEMS 

(on route t o  s i t e )  . 
(number of firms mentioning problem) 

Stated degree of seriousness 
of unprompted problems 

Types of problem 
2 

Unprompted 

Prompted 
1 

d i f f i cu l ty  finding 2 

congestion 11 
ind i rec t  routeing 2 

di f f icu l ty  finding 1 

congestion 9 
delays a t  l eve l  

crossing 1 

South Shoreditch 

0 

1 3  

Effects of unprompted problems I n.a. I n.a. 

Brimsdown 

0 

10 

Costs incurred (E per 
employee per  month) 2 firms (2  ~ . k . )  1 f i r m  ( 1 d.k.) 

I Location I Study area 5 I Study area 5 

1. The prompted question referred t o  v i s i t o r  problems i n  general. 1 

n.s. 10 

2. Some firms mentioned more than one problem. i 

London 2 

n. s. 3 

Comment : (i) The low unprompted and subsequent high prompted response 

indicated tha t  while management recognised t h a t  there  were problems f o r  

v i s i t o r s  caused mainly by congestion, these problems did not seriously I 
af fec t  t he  firm. Consequently few firms s ta ted  t h a t  costs  were incurred, 

and f o r  those which did, managment had l i t t l e  idea of what those costs 

might be. 

(ii) The overal l  effects  of v i s i t o r s  problems a re  discussed below. 

(iii) See also Chapter 6 for  resu l t s  of v i s i t o r  questionnaire. I 



Group B (parking). Table 20 l i s t s  managements' response t o  possible 

group B problems. 

TABLE 20. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : VISITOR TRIPS, GROUP B PROBLEMS 

(parking). 

1. The prompted problem referred t o  inadequate on-site and on-street 

parking f o r  v i s i t o r s .  

Comments: (i) The r e l a t i ve ly  worse on-site parking conditions i n  

South Shoreditch are  supported by the parking survey. Management, 

however, saw l i t t l e  effect  of the  d i f f i cu l t i e s  which inadequate parking 

caused v i s i t o r s  and effects  may have been underestimated. 

( i i )  The overal l  effects  of v i s i t o r  problems are  discussed below. 

( i i i )  See a lso Chapter 4 f o r  the  r e su l t s  of t he  parking survey, and 

Chapter 6 f o r  r e su l t s  of t he  v i s i t o r  questionnaire. 

V 

Unprompted 

Prompted 

Stated degree of seriousness 
of unprompted problems 

Types of problem 

Effect of unprompted problem 

Costs incurred ( 2  per 
employee per month) 

South Shoreditch I Brimsdown 

0 

6 

n.a. 

inadequate on-site 
and on-street 

parking 6 

n.a. 

1 firm ( 1  d.k.)  

1 

3 

f a i r l y  1 

inadeq. on-street 

Pkg. 1 
inadeq. on-site 

pkg. 3 

inconvenience 

1 f i r m  (1 d.k.)  



Group C t ranspor t ) .  No firms i n  e i t he r  study area reported 

d i f f i cu l t i e s  f o r  v i s i t o r  t r i p s  caused by public t ransport .  The v i s i t o r  

questionnaire (Chapter 6)  indicated tha t  almost a l l  v i s i t o r s  used 

pr ivate  t ransport .  

Effects of group A and B problems. 

Table 2 1 l i s t s  t he  e f fec t s  of problems associated with business t r i p s .  

TABLE 21. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : VISITOR TRIPS, EFFECTS OF PROBLEMS 

t r i p s  were important 

No. of firms f o r  which v i s i t o r  
t r i p s  were inconvenienced by 
transport  fac tors  

Operations affected 

Types of e f fec t  (prompted) 

inconvenience 4 inconvenience 1 

inconvenience 3 

1. See Appendix I V  for  explanation of mean scores. 

Comment: (i) There was l i t t l e  difference i n  t h e  importance of v i s i t o r  t r i p s  

between study areas. Although t r i p s  were important for  more firms i n  

Brimsdown, those South Shoreditch firms f o r  which t r i p s  were important 

attached a higher s ta ted  degree of importance t o  them. 

( i i )  South Shoreditch management considered v i s i t o r  t r i p s  t o  be more 

affected by transport  factors  than was the  case i n  Brimsdown. 

(iii) Although v i s i t o r  t r i p s  were ra ted as  important as business t r i p s  

i n  t he  respective study area,  inconvenience caused by t ransport  was 

perceived as l e s s  for  v i s i t o r  t r i p s  than for  business t r i p s ,  which 

suggested tha t  managements were e i ther  l e s s  aware of o r  l e s s  interested 

i n  t he  problems of t h e i r  v i s i t o r s  than they were i n  t r i p s  by t h e i r  own 

employees. -. 



( i v )  Trip charac te r i s t ics  and stuay area parking conditions caused 

more South Shoreditch firms t o  be affected as t he  r e su l t  of aroblems 

emerienced by v i s i t o r &  The e f fec t s  were often seen by management as 

a combination of congestion and parking d i f f i cu l t i e s .  

( v )  In  view of t he  s t a t ed  d i f f i cu l t i e s ,  costs ,  and e f f ec t s  of t h e i r  own 

business t r i p s  it is  somewhat surprising tha t  management did not perceive 

greater e f fec t s  from v i s i t o r  t r i p s .  

( v i )  See a lso Chapter 6 for  r e su l t s  of t he  v i s i t o r  questionnaire. 

1. e.g. a higher proportion of t r i p s  from (congested) London areas compared 

with Brimsdown - See Sect. 6.1. 

-. . 



3.3.4. Personal Trips 

Personal t r i p s  were t r i p s  by employees during t h e  day f o r  lunch, 

shopping and services such as  bank, dent is t  e tc .  Management were asked 

a prompted question re la t ing  t o  d i f f i c u l t i e s  with, and e f fec t s  of ,  personal 

t r i p s .  The responses a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Table 22. 

TABLE 22. MANAGEWT INTERVIEW : PERSONAL TRIPS 

1. Although not s t a t ed  by management, the  transport  assistance provided 
inevitably resul ted i n  a cost t o  t he  firms concerned. 

2. One firm did not work Friday p.m. so tha t  s t a f f  could make personal t r i p s .  

t 
Unprompted 

Prompted 

(i) inadequate loca l  f a c i l i t i e s  

(ii) t ransport  d i f f i cu l t i e s  

Types of problem 

(i) group A (on route) 

( i i )  group B (parking) 

( i i i )  group C ( p b l i c  t p t .  ) 

( iv )  other (inadeq. time for  trip) 

Assistance provided by f i r m  

Operations affected 

Costs incurred 

Paid time l o s t  

Comment: (i) Brimsdown was r e l a t i ve ly  worse of f  with regard t o  both provision 

of f a c i l i t i e s  and t ransport  services t o  reach them. This was par t icu la r ly  

so i n  t he  indus t r ia l  areas east  of t he  r a i l  l i n e  (sub-areas A, B and C )  

where loca l  f a c i l i t i e s  comprised two lunch shops. A t  t he  time of the  

survey the  only bus route which served the  cen t ra l  par t  of t h i s  area  

(No. 135 service)  terminated a t  Brimsdown Station during t h e  off-peak. 

The nearest centres with a f u l l  range of services were Enfield Town 

Centre several  miles t o  t he  west, and the Hertford Road area of sub-area D. 
- 

South Shoreditch 

0 

5 

6 

2 

0 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

7 

Brims down 

0 

12 

1 3  

2 

0 

8 

2 

5 

o2 

o1 

6 

- 



(ii) A s ignif icant  number of firms i n  Brimsdown found it necessary t o  

provide some form of t r a v e l  assistance. Three firms allowed company 

vehicles t o  be used t o  give l i f t s ,  one firm used a company vehicle t o  

col lect  lunch orders, and a f i f t h  (a large manufacturer employing 708 

persons) used a coach for  shopping t r i p s  t o  Enfield Town Centre twice a 

week. In  addition a high proportion of t r i p s  i n  Brimsdown were by 

pr ivate  mode. 

( i i i )  In  s p i t e  of t he  r e l a t i ve ly  worse s i tua t ion  i n  Brimsdown, the  number 

of firms which l o s t  paid time was l e s s  than i n  South Shoreditch, and of 

t he  f i ve  Brimsdown firms which provided assistance,  three reported losing 

time. 

( i v )  Estimated paid time l o s t  : (minutes/employee/month) 

(firms 49, 51  and 60 provided t r ave l  ass is tance) .  

Where management was able t o  make an estimate, it appeared t h a t  i n  

most cases time l o s t  was small i n  re la t ion  t o  t o t a l  employment. Firms 

41, 51 and 60 were exceptions. The average time l o s t  fo r  those firms 

s t a t i ng  t h a t  time was l o s t  was 3.08 and 5.84 minutes per employee per 

month i n  South Shoreditch and Brimsdown respectively. This was 5.3% 

and 21.0% respectively of time l o s t  t h rough la t ea r r iva l  due t o  transport  

d i f f i cu l t i e s  i n  t he  two study areas,  and confirmed the  r e l a t i ve ly  worse 

s i tuat ion regarding personal t r i p s  i n  Brimsdown 

(v) There was no indication i n  the  management interview of t he  extent 

t o  which d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  personal t r i p s  might have l e d  t o  employee 

dissat isfact ion and retent2on and recruitment problems. 



( v i )  Paid time l o s t  depended t o  some extent on firms1 policy towards 

employees extending the lunch break t o  enable t r i p s  t o  be completed. 

The lunch break arrangements a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Table 23. Most firms allowed 

the lunch break t o  be extended. While equal numbers of firms allowed 

extra  time t o  be taken, the  a t t i t ude  t o  paid time was more lenient  i n  

South Shoreditch which was somewhat surprising given Brimsdown managements1 

recognition of t he  problems faced by t h e i r  employees. 

TABLE 23. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : LUNCH BREAK ARRANGEMENTS 

1. Incl .  1 firm where extra  time could only be taken for  important 
t r i p s  (e.g.  doctor).  

2. Incl .  1 firm which operated a flexit ime system. 
3. Incl .  2 firms where extra  time could only be taken f o r  important 

t r i p s .  
4. Incl .  1 firm where extra  time could only be taken f o r  important 

t r i p s .  

( v i i )  Fac i l i t i e s  and public transport  services were not dis t r ibuted 

- 

Lunch break can be extended: 

- with pay 

- with pay for  some s t a f f ,  
without pay f o r  others 

- without pay 

Lunch break cannot be extended 

TOT& 

evenly i n  e i ther  South Shoreditch o r  Brimsdown, and a firm's locat ion 

within the study area was an important determinant of t he  extent of 

d i f f i cu l t i e s  with personal t r i p s .  Firms i n  sub-area A were re la t ive ly  
1 

worse off  than other par t s  of South Shoreditch . Sub-areas A,  B and 

C i n  Brimsdown were a l l  badly placed. 
2 

- 
South Shoreditch 

lo1 

4 

2 

32 

19  

( v i i i )  See a lso Chapter 5 for  t h e  resu l t s  of t he  employee questionnaire. 

Brims down 

63 

2 
4 

8 

3 

19 

1. Underwood St ree t  /Shepherdess Walk/~r i tannia  Walk - see Fig. 3. 

2. Those areas east  of the  Liverpool Street-Hertford East r a i l  l i n e  - -. . 
see Fig. 4. 



3.4. Group D t o  F problems : commercial vehicle t r i p s .  

3.4.1. Group D (on route t o  s i t e ) .  Table 24 l ists managements' 

response t o  possible group D problems. 

TABLE 24. MANAGEBENT INTERVIEW : COMMERCIAL VEHICLES, GROUP D PROBLEMS 

(on-route t o  s i t e ) .  

(number of firms mentioning problem). 

i 
I 

1 1 

' 
1 

Location (congestion only) 

.. 

Sth. Shoreditch 

1 3  

1 

3 
8 

- 1 

extremely 7 
very 4 
f a i r l y  5 
not very 1 

n.s. 1 

congestion 1 3  
indirect  

routeing 1 
narrow roads 1 
delays by pkd. 

vehicles 1 

10 

see Table 25 

12 firms 
(average = 2.38, 

2 dk.) 

3 firms ( 3  dk) 

4 firms (0.25, 

0.12, 2 dk) 

- 

Unprompted 

Prompted : 

(i) congestion 
( i i )  indirect  routelone- 

way s t r e e t s  
(iii) poor road surface 
( i v )  height o r  wt. r e s t r i c t i ons  

Stated degree of seriousness of 

unprompted problems 

Types of unprompted problem 

No. of firms affected by 
Group D problems 

Types of e f fec t  

Costs incurred (£/commercial 
vehicle movement ) 

(i) congestion ( i n c l .  l eve l  
crossings) - see Table 25 

( i i )  indirect  routeing 

(iii) poor road surfaces 

Brimsdown 

12 

4 

6 
3 
2 

extremely 4 
very 3 
f a i r l y  4 
not very 4 

congestion 9 
l e v e l  crossings 7 
roadworks 1 

delays by pkd. 
vehicles 2 

12 

see Table 25 

1 3  firms 
(average = 0.96, 

7 dk.) 

3 firms ( 3  dk) 

2 firms (1.25, 
1 

Study area 2 
London 8 
Elsewhere 1 
n.s. 2 

Study area 6 
London 6 



TABLE 25. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : EFFECTS AND COSTS OF CONGESTION/ 

DELAY PROBLEMS 

Types of e f fec t  : 

(i) l o s t  time 

( i i )  l o s t  business ( i nc l .  reduced 

(iii) l o s t  production 

( i v )  d i f f i c u l t i e s  scheduling 

(v )  reduced efficiency 

( v i )  increased overtime 

( v i i )  s t a f f  d i ssa t i s fac t ion  

( v i i i )  increased veh. wearhear  

Table 25 continued on page 48. 



TABLE 25 ( con t ld )  COSTS ( 2  per commercial vehicle movement) 

. 
South Shoreditch 

12 firms average : £2.38 1 3  firms average : £0.96 

Firm 
No. 

25 

26 

Brimsdown 

Firm 
No. 

49 

51  

Empt. 

50 

140 

c.v. 
move ' t s 
(per  mth) 

180 

160 

Empt. 

32 

12 

C.V.  

move'ts 

per 
rnth) 

20 

160 

t o t a l  
cost 
(pe rmth )  

40 

200 

t o t a l  
cost 

(E per 
rnth) 

450 

d.k. 

cost/c.v. 
movement 

( £ 1  

2.00 

1.25 

cost /c  .v. 
movement 

(£1  

2.50 

d.k. 
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Comment: ( i )  The unprompted response r a t e  and s t a t ed  degree of severity 

were both high. 

(ii) Congestion was seen as the  main issue,  with ind i rec t  routeing 

contributing t o  t he  d i f f i cu l t i e s .  The l eve l  crossings i n  Brimsdown 

caused delays f o r  t r i p s  t o  7 firms. The commercial vehicle survey 

suggested tha t  only about 10% of t r i p s  were affected by t h e  Brimsdown 

1 
crossing, although there  were long average d e l ~ s  f o r  these vehicles. 

(Chapter 7 and Appendix V I I ) .  It i s  not known t o  what extent re- 

routeing t o  avoid t h e  crossings added t o  t r ave l  costs o r  t o  congeStion 

d i f f i cu l t i e s  elsewhere. 

(iii) Poor road surface referred t o  conditions within one mile of t he  

s i t e ,  and was mentioned by proportionally more firms i n  South Shoreditch. 

( i v )  Congestion was seen as a London wide problem by South Shoreditch 

management whereas i n  Brimsdown it was much more associated with conditions 

i n  and adjacent t o  t h e  study area. This largely re f lec ted  the differences 

i n  t r i p  character is t ics  between the  two areas,  with proportionally more 

Brimsdown t r i p s  being t o  o r  from locations outside London. 

(v )  Lost time was the  main effect  resul t ing i n  reduced del iver ies  

and l o s t  business. Lost time and the effect  of va r i ab i l i t y  i n  t r a v e l  

times made dispatch scheduling par t icu la r ly  d i f f i cu l t  i n  South Shoreditch. 
2 

( v i )  The e f fec t s  re fe r  t o  both supplies t o ,  and del iver ies  from the  firm . 
The origins of supplies,  and the  length of reported delays, suggested 

a combination of dispatch problems a t  the  suppliers and t r a f f i c  delays on 

route. On-site delays (groups E and F) a t  other firms on multiple-drop 

t r i p s  would also contribute.  

( v i i )  Many firms incurred costs ,  which on average were high when 

considered i n  re la t ion  t o  t he  number of commercial vehicle t r i p s  involved. 

Costs were : 

- not associated with par t icu la r  types of f i r m ,  l eve l  of commercial 

vehicle a c t i v i t y  o r  locat ion within t he  respective study area 

(with t he  exception of those firms whose locat ion r e l a t i ve  t o  t he  

l eve l  crossings i n  Brimsdown placed them a t  a disadvantage.) 
', 

- re la t ive ly  higher i n  South Shoreditch because a higher proportion 

of t r i p s  take place within the congested London area. 

( v i i i )  See a lso Chapter 7 for  the  r e su l t s  of the  commercial vehicle survey. 

1. The Enfield Lock crossing was not surveyed. 

2. See Table 26 f o r  detail* of  delays i n  supplies t o  t he  firm. 



TABLE 26. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : EFFECTS OF DELAYS, GOODS-IN 

(number of firms) 

never 

Usual length of delays : 

< 1 hour 

1 day - 1 week 

Group D problems contributed 

t o  delays of goods-in 

Operations affected by delays 

fo r  goods-in 

Operations affected by group 

D problems 

4 

9 

4 

6 

6 

6 

1 



3.4.2. Group E ( a t  s i t e ) .  Table 27 l i s t s  managements' response t o  

possible group E problems. 

TABLE 27. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : COMMERCIAL VEHICLES, GROUP E PROBLEMS 

( a t  s i t e )  

(number of firms mentioning problem) 

Unprompted 

Prompted : r 
I (i) inadequate on s i t e  parking 

I (ii) available space a f fec t s  on-site 
manoeuvrability 

(iii) on-site height o r  wt. 
r e s t r i c t i ons  

Stated degree of seriousness of 
unprompted problems 

Types of unprompted problem 

Effects of unprompted problems 

Costs incurred ( £  per  c.v. 
movement ) 

Sth. Shoreditch 

extremely 1 

manoeuvring 
in to  and within 

s i t e  

l o s t  time 1 

contributes t o  
parking costs of 
4 firms (d.k. 

amount ) 

I 
; Brimsdown 

not very 1 

not a t  all 1 

manoeuvring 
in to  s i t e  2 

l o s t  time 1 

Comment: ( i )  Group E problems were only mentioned t o  any degree on prompting. 

(ii) Space r e s t r i c t i ons  were the main d i f f i cu l t i e s  giving r i s e  t o  

- lack of parking spaces 

- manoeuvring d i f f i cu l t i e s .  

(iii) Effects and costs  were not widespread. While t h i s  might have been 

due i n  par t  t o  a lack of appreciation on the par t  of managements of t he  

problems of suppliers/hauliers,  t he  response t o  group D problems suggested 

t h a t  management was well  aware of commercial vehicle d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

( i v )  Relative t o  t r a f f i c  conditions, on-site d i f f i cu l t i e s  were seen as a 

re la t ive ly  minor fac tor ,  except fo r  one South Shoreditch firm which -. 
s ta ted  tha t  on-site manoeuvring d i f f i cu l t i e s  were extremely serious: 

1. There were height and width r e s t r i c t i ons  a t  t he  entrance t o  t h i s  
firm. The loading/unloading area was shared with th ree  other firms. 



3.4.3. Group F (loading) Table 28 l i s t s  managments' response t o  

possible group F problems. 

TABLE 28. MANAGEMENT INTERVIE!? : COMPERCIAL VEHICLES, GROUP F PROBLEMS 

(loading/utiLoading) 

(number of firms mentioning problem) 

1. Referred t o  the  need fo r  on-street loading. 

2 .  Lost time and inconvenience/irritation 

(i) inadequate loading f a c i l i t i e s  

(ii) a t  l e a s t  some on-street loading 

( i i i )  available space affects  loading 

Frequency of delays during loading/ 

several  times/day 

several  times/week 

several  times/month 

l e s s  frequently 

Time r e s t r i c t i ons  imposed by the  f i r m  

Stated degree of seriousness of 
unprompted problems 

Effects of unprompted problems 

Operations affected 
2 

Costs incurred (E per c .v. movement) 

l o s t  time 2 

5 

1 firm 

(0.13) 

l o s t  time 1 

2 

4 f '  lrms 

(0.19, 3 dM) 



Comment: (i) Inadequate on-site space gave r i s e  t o  

- on-street loading because f a c i l i t i e s  could not be 

provided within t he  s i t e .  

- cramped loading conditions which reduced the  

efficiency of t he  loading/unloading operation. 

(ii) While recognized as  a problem (par t icu la r ly  i n  South Shoreditch) 

inadequate loading f a c i l i t i e s  did not cause serious disruption t o  firms 

and l o s t  time was seen more as  a problem for  drivers than the  firm i t s e l f .  

This was surprising given tha t  40% of vehicle movements i n  both study areas 

were by firms' own vehicles (Table 54 ) .  

(iii) It was possible t h a t  on-street loading, while creating some 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  firms, a t  t he  same time may have sui ted a number of South 

Shoreditch firms i n  t h a t  i t r e l i e v e d  them of the  need t o  invest  i n  on-site 

f a c i l i t i e s  and released par t  of the  s i t e  f o r  other uses (e .g .  see Table 29) .  

( i v )  Management did not r e l a t e  on-street loading t o  problems of through 

movement o r  reduction i n  ava i l ab i l i t y  of on-street parking spaces. 

(v )  The e f fec t s  and costs  of loading d i f f i c u l t i e s  did  not appear serious 

i n  e i t he r  study area. 

( v i )  Refer a lso t o  Chapter 5 (parking) and 7 (commercial vehicle survey). 

These suggested t h a t  mana@nsentunderestimated t he  e f fec t s  of group E 

and F problems. If conditions a t  the  firms which were surveyed were 

typ ica l  of conditions generally, then s i t e  factors  would be important 

re la t ive  t o  congestion i n  both t o t a l  t r ave l  time and va r i ab i l i t y  i n  t r ave l  

t i m d l  

1. Especially f o r  multi-drop t r i p s .  



54 

3.4.4. Other possible problems re la ted  t o  goods and semrices. 

In  addition t o  group D ,  E and F problems, management were asked a number 

of more general questions on available space, stockpiles and delivery 

schedules because of t h e i r  possible influence on t ransport  problems. 

Table 29 summarises t he  response. 

TABLE 29. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : OTHER PROBLEMS RELATED TO GOODS AND 

SERVICES. 

(numbers of firms mentioning prompted question). 

Comment : ( i l  Transport factors  had l i t t l e  influence on stockpile leve ls  

and dis t r ibut ion frequency'. Only one firm i n  each study area incurred 

costs as  a r e su l t .  

( i i )  Distribution frequency was non-optimum e i the r  because of customer 

requirements o r  re l iance on outside haulage. 

( i i i )  Space r e s t r i c t i ons  affected firms i n  both areas. 

. 

Stockpiles : 

( i )  l eve ls  non-optimum 

(ii) extra  costs  incurred (£/month) 

(iii) t ransport  a f fec t s  l eve ls  

Available on-site space a f fec t s  stockpile 
leve ls  

Deliveries from the  firm : 

(i) d i s t r i b .  frequency i s  non- 
optimum 

(ii) extra  costs  incurred (£/month) 

(iii) transport  affects  d i s t r i b .  
freq. 

Available on-site space affects  
dis t r ibut ion schedules o r  freq.  

Restrict ions on delivery times imposed 
by customers 

Larger o r  heavier vehicles would 
help del iver ies  

1. In  addition, one firm s t a t ed  t h a t  a l a rger  f l e e t  of smaller vehicles 
would improve delivery schedules. 

Sth. Shoreditch 

10 

2 firms 

(£2500, £3000) 

2 

10 

2 

1 firm (1 dk) 

0 

4 

6 

1 

Brimsdown 

11 

2 firms 

(2  dk) 

4 

7 

6 

4 firms (£120, 
£20,£40, 1 dk) 

0 

3 

8 

3 l  

A 
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3.5. Problems not included within groups A t o  F (unprompted). 

3.5.1. Other t r a f f i c  problems. 

Five firms i n  South Shoreditch and two i n  Brimsdown commented on 

the general d i f f i cu l t i e s  of operating i n  London including the  combined 

effects  of high congestion leve ls  and inadequate parking i n  central  London. 

Lost time as  a consequence of these d i f f i c u l t i e s  was seen as an 

inevitable consequence of a London location,  and the e f fec t s  and costs 

have been discussed i n  previous sections.  

3.5.2. Internal  problems. 

Company policy re la ted  t o  t he  firm's production and t ransport  

a c t i v i t i e s  resul ted i n  problems for three firms. Reliance on outside 

haulage a t  two firms reduced t h e i r  control over supply and delivery 

schedules and made forward planning d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e i r  t ransport  depart- 

ments. Management of t he  t h i r d  firm ( i n  Brimsdown) considered t h a t  

vehicle f l e e t  policy'was not well sui ted t o  the  type of goods carr ied 

and tha t  l a rger  vehicles would reduce driver fa t igue and vehicle wear 
2 

and t e a r  . 
3.5.3. Other problems. 

Table 30 l ists a l l  other transport  re la ted  problems which were 

mentioned by management. 

1. Refer t o  Table 10 for  response ra tes .  

2. Management estimated a cost penalty of £800/month. 
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TABLE 30. MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW : OTHER PROBLEMS (unprompted) 

3.5.4. Comment: ( i )  Taken over all firms, t h e  response r a t e s  of Table 

10 suggested tha t  in te rna l  and other problems were much l e s s  important t o  

firms than problems associated with person and commercial vehicle t r i p s  

(groups A t o  F ) .  

( i i )  In sp i t e  of t h i s ,  a r e l a t i ve ly  few firms i n  both areas incurred 

considerable cost as a r e su l t  of these problems. 

(iii) Problems were for  t he  most par t  those of administering and operating 

a f l e e t  of commercial vehicles,  o r  the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of relying on outside 

haulage. These problems were independent of firms' ac t iv i ty  o r  location.  

( i v )  Since there  was no subsequent prompting on these issues, there  was 

the  poss ib i l i ty  t h a t  as  a group the reporting of these problems may have 

been underrepresented. 

South 
Shoreditch 
( 3  firms) 

Brimsdown 
( 5  firms) 

cost 

n.s. 

£50/month 

£700/month 

(i) n.s. 
( i i )  £loo/ 

month 

n.s.  

(i) £300/ 
month 

(ii) n.s. 

(iii) £200/ 
month 

n. s .  

d.k. 

description 

High veh.operating costs 

Vehicle r e l i a b i l i t y  and 
breakdown 

Vehicle breakdown, 
servicing & repa i r s .  

( i )  High haulage ra tes  
(ii) Vehicle servicing 

and repairs  

Indus t r ia l  disputes / 
fue l  shortages 

( i )  Vehicle servicing 
and repair  

( i i )~dmin . r e~u i r emen t s  
of vehicle f l e e t  

(iii) Vandalism a t  s i t e  

Proposed reduction i n  
lega l  driving hours 

Lack of l oca l  f a c i l i t i e s  

e f f ec t  

n.s. 
............................................................ 

extra  vehicle h i r e  
required 

............................................................. 

extra  vehicle kept 
as standby 

(i) no effect  
(ii) reduced deli-  

very frequency 
and use of 
outside haulage 

only occasional 
problem 

............................................................. 

(i) extra  vehicle 
h i r e  required 

(ii) time of off ice  
s t a f f  

( i i i)Vehs.  pkd. under 
cover, therefore 
stockpile area 
reduced 

............................................................. 

n.s. 

............................................................. 

recruitment 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  



3.6. Comparison of group A t o  F problems. 

Table 31 compares t he  extent and sever i ty  of problems by user 

category and study area. The t ab l e  should be interpreted with some 

caution. Many of t he  problems and t h e i r  response r a t e s  are not 

d i rec t ly  comparable and t h e  number of prompted questions asked about a 

par t icular  problem group may have given undue emphasis t o  cer ta in  

problems. Costs may be incurred by the  firm i n  s p i t e  of t he  f ac t  t ha t  

management considered t h a t  operations were not affected.  Similarly 

management may consider t h a t  t he  e f fec t  of a problem such as time l o s t  

through l a t e  a r r i v a l  may not a f fec t  operations or  r e su l t  i n  iden t i f iab le  

costs. Costs w i l l  also be incurred by those firms suffering absenteeism, 

turnover and recruitment d i f f i c u l t i e s  where par t  of t he  d i f f i cu l ty  was 

a t t r ibu tab le  t o  transport  factors .  

The most important problems i n  terms of response r a t e s  were : 

* indicates costs were incurred by 3 or  more firms i n  respective 
study area. 

Unprompted 

Additional problems 
mentioned a f t e r  
prompting 

South Shoreditch 

*A-journey t o  wk. 

*A-business t r i p s  

*C-journey t o  wk. 

*D-comm. vehs. 

A-visitors 

*B-employees 

*B-bus iness and 
v i s i t o r s  (7) 

*E-com.vehs . a t  
s i t e  

F-loading/unldg. 

Brimsdown 

*A-journey t o  wk. 

*C-journey t o  wk. 

*D-comm. vehs. 

*A-business 

A-visitor 

B-business and 
v i s i t o r s  ( ? )  

*C-personal t r i p s  

E-com.vehs . a t  
s i t e  

*F-loading/unldg. 
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Footnotes t o  Table 31. 

1. In addit ion,  12 firms i n  South Shoreditch and 18 i n  Brimsdown sta ted 
t h a t  t ransport  d i f f i c u l t i e s  resulted i n  time l o s t  through l a t e  
a r r iva l  without specifying t o  which mode t h i s  referred.  

2. Refers t o  paid time l o s t  through d i f f i cu l t i e s  with personal t r i p s  
without specifying t o  which mode t h i s  referred.  

3. Refers t o  costs  incurred through the e f fec t  of l o s t  time. 

4. Refers t o  costs incurred through the  effects  of l o s t  time. 

5 .  Including e f fec t  of parking d i f f i c u l t i e s  a t  t r i p  destination.  
(mentioned prompted by 6 firms i n  South Shoreditch and 2 i n  
Brims down) . 

6. Imposed by t he  firms themselves. Restrict ions imposed by customers 
affected 6 South Shoreditch and 8 Brimsdown firms. 



4. PARKING 

4.1 Background 

4.1.1 South Shoreditch The study area l i esmain ly  within the Inner 

London Parking Area and most of t he  area from which firms were sampled 

is covered by the  Shoreditch Controlled Parking Zone with l ega l  

on-street parking for non-residents being met by metered spaces. 

On-Street conditions within 100 yards of each of t he  firms a re  shown 

below: 

meters, yellow l i n e  and unrestr ic ted 

meters add yellow l i n e  

yellow l i n e  and unrestr ic ted 

yellow l i n e  only 

1 firm 

1 firm 

8 firms 

19 firms 

The average number of meters available per firm for  t he  t en  firms 

which had metered spaces within 100 yards was 5.1. 

There are  f i v e  public off-street  car  parks within t he  study area 

with a t o t a l  capacity of 426. There i s  a l so  a la rge  public car  park 

adjacent t o  the  south-western boundary a t  Finsbury Square and a 

multi-storey car park a t  Great Eastern Street/Curtain Road, with capacity 

f o r  125 cars ,  i s  no longer available for  public parking. Three of t he  

car parks a r e  on temporary s i t e s  and are  threatened with redevelopment. 

This would resu l t  i n  t he  l o s s  of 60% of exist ing capacity. There are  

no vacant off-s t reet  s i t e s  available for  f ree  parking on an ad-hoc 

basis.  A l o r ry  park associated with t he  car  park i n  Shoreditch High 

Street  has capacity for  over 100 vehicles. 

On-site parking i s  severely r e s t r i c t ed  a t  many firms. Of t he  firms 

sampled, two had no spaces a t  a l l ,  and f ive  others i n  multi-occupied 

premises shared spaces with other firms. 

4.1.2 Brimsdown The study area i s  i n  a non-controlled area and 

parking i s  unrestr ic ted except for  single yellow l i n e s  i n  pa r t s  of 

Mollison Avenue/Bilton Way, Stockingswater Lane, Millmarsh Lane, and 

Queensway. Five firms i n  t h e  sample had yellow l i n e  r e s t r i c t i ons  

within 100 yards of t h e i r  s i t e s .  There a r e  two public off-street  ca r  

parks i n  J e f f r i e s  Road and Green Street .  The Je f f r i e s  Road s i t e  



has a l o r ry  park associated with it, and there  i s  a paved area i n  the  

Ponders End Indus t r ia l  Estate available for  f ree  parking on an ad-hoc 

basis. A l l  firms provided a t  l e a s t  some on-site parking, although 

only l imited spaces were available a t  several  l a rge  firms i n  sub-area 

D (west of t he  r a i l  l i n e ) .  

4.2 On-site parking 

4.2.1 On-site parking: provision Figures 5 and 6 show the  

provision of on-site spaces per employee. On average, t he re  were 0.33 

spaces per employee i n  South Shoreditch and 0.47 i n  ~rimsdown.' While 

t h i s  suggested that parking provision was r e l a t i ve ly  b e t t e r  i n  

Brimsdown, account should be taken of t he  following fac tors :  

i) The weighted average of spaces per employee was 0.30 i n  South 

Shoreditch and 0.26 i n  ~ r imsdown .~  This resul ted from two firms 

i n  Brimsdown employing 1004 persons yet  providing only 72 spaces. 3 

These firms a l so  had adjacent yellow l i n e  r e s t r i c t i ons  and hence 

there  were serious implications i n  terms of demand for  available 

on-street spaces. 

ii) Seven South Shoreditch firms provided f ive  o r  l e s s  spaces, and 

for  two of these firms the  spaces were shared with other firms. 
4 

There were no firms with f ive  or  l e s s  spaces i n  Brimsdown. 

iii) The percentage of employees t rave l l ing  t o  work by pr ivate  transport  

i n  South Shoreditch and Brimsdown was 32.6% and 61.9% respectively,  

of whom 29.3% and 49.0% were drivers. There was, therefore,  a 

reasonable balance i n  both study areas,5 however once allowance 

was made f o r  at l e a s t  a minimum of v i s i t o r  parking t h e  s i tua t ion  

a t  several  South Shoreditch firms became acute. (See (ii) above.) 

1. Unweighted mean of spaces/employee a t  each firm. 
2. Total  no. of spacesj tota l  employment of all firms. 

3. Firms 47 and 58 i n  sub-area D. 
4. Since during sampling i n  South Shoreditch only one firm i n  a 

multi-occupied building was selected,  there  i s  t he  poss ib i l i t y  
that lack of provision of on-site spaces has been under-estimated. 
Of 60 firms i n  sub-area B replying t o  a questionnaire from L.B. 
Hackney, only 10% s t a t ed  t h a t  they had any off-street  parking 
f a c i l i t i e s  on t h e i r  premises. ( 10 ) . 

5. L.B. Hackney pursues cumplementary pol ic ies  of improving public 
transport  and discouraging commuting by car. 
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i v )  From Fig. 5 , spaces per employee appeared t o  be 

independent of s i ze  of firm with the exception of t he  l a rge r  

Brimsdown firms. Using the  values i n  Fig. 5 t o  calculate  the  

l e a s t  squares s t ra igh t  l i n e  of best  f i t  gave: 

South Shoredit ch Brims down 

A l l  firms: S = 0.23E + 0.84 S = 0.07E + 22.59 
(R2 = 0.56) ( ~ 2  = 0.20) 

Firms employing s = 0.11~ + 6.70 S = 0.75E - 8.45 
l e s s  than 200: ( ~ 2  = -0.08) (R2 = 0.79) 

(where S = t o t a l  no. of on-site spaces provided; E = t o t a l  employment) 

It is  l i k e l y  t h a t  a more r e a l i s t i c  re la t ionship allows f o r  a 

cer ta in  minimum l e v e l  of provision of on-site parking, even for  very 

small firms, and t h a t  firms which provided no employee parking 

nevertheless attempted t o  provide a t  l e a s t  some spaces for  v i s i t o r s .  

4.2.2 Survey r e s u l t s  Figure 7 shows the  ava i l ab i l i t y  of on-site 

spaces by time of day. Surprisingly there  was l i t t l e  difference between 

study areas and on average about 35% of a f irm's on-site spaces were 

vacant during business hours.' This was due t o  t he  lower proportion of 

employees who parked on-site i n  South Shoreditch, 57.4%, (c.f. 76.3% 

i n  ~rimsdown) where spaces were reserved for  v i s i t o r s  and goods 

vehicles a t  t he  expense of employee parking. In  s p i t e  of t h i s  apparent 

ava i lab i l i ty ,  only 46.2% of South horeditch v i s i t o r s  parked on-site 

(compared with 69.2% i n  Brimsdown, where a considerable amount of 

on-street parking was for  convenience ra ther  than necessi ty) .  It 

appeared t h a t  i n  South Shoreditch v i s i t o r s  were not using available 

spaces f o r  t he  following reasons: 

i) d i f f i cu l ty  finding o r  identifying v i s i t o r  parking spaces and areas;  

ii) vacant spaces may i n  f ac t  have been reserved f o r  t h e  firm's 

vehicles (or a t  l e a s t  may appear so t o  v i s i t o r s ) ;  

iii) many c a l l s  were of short  duration and it may have been more 

convenient t o  park on-street. 

1. Study area unweighted averages may conceal l a rge  differences 
between individual firms. In  fact  on-site parking was a t  a 
capacity a t  9 South Shoreditch and 3 Brimsdown firms f o r  a t  l e a s t  
par t  of the  day (but not necessari ly a t  t he  same time o r  f o r  t he  
same period) - see Table 32 . 
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If t h e  conditions during the  &y a t  individual firms are  considered, 

it i s  c lear  from Table 32 t h a t  the inner area was r e l a t i ve ly  worse 

off than the  outer area  i n  t he  ava i lab i l i ty  of on-site spaces. Almost 

half t he  South Shoreditch firms had no on-site spaces available f o r  a t  

l e a s t  par t  of t he  day, and for  a fur ther  one-third ava i l ab i l i t y  was 

severely res t r ic ted .  The study area averages of Fig. 7 concealed a 

s i tua t ion  of r e s t r i c t ed  ava i l ab i l i t y  a t  many individual firms. 

Table 32. ON-SITE PARKING AVAILABILITY 

Number of on-site spaces 

i) More than 10 a t  a l l  times 

ii) Between 6 and 10 a t  a l l  time 

iii) Between 1 and 5 a t  a l l  times 

4.3 Of f-street  public parking 

Figure 8 shows the  average u t i l i s a t i o n  of t he  f i ve  South Shoreditch 

car parks within t he  study area.' A l l  were a t  three-quarter capacity 

or  more between 10.00 and 15.00. In  addition t o  a high degree of 

u t i l i s a t i on ,  there  was a la rge  proportion of all-day o r  long-stay 

contract parking and multiple use by cer ta in  vehicles throughout the  

day so that spaces were seldom available t o  meet the  short and medium 

term requirements of l oca l  firms and v i s i t o r s .  Hence under t h e i r  

exist ing pricing3 and management pol ic ies ,  off-street  public parking i n  

South Shoreditch: 

1. There were no surveys of public off-street  parking i n  Brimsdown. 
2. For four car  parks surveyed by L.B. Hackney ( 10 ) ,  t he  

duration of s tay  of vehicles was: 
8 hours o r  more - 48.8% 
6 hours o r  more - 67.0% 
4 hours o r  l e s s  - 24.3% 
2 hours o r  l e s s  - 12.5% 
1 hour or  l e s s  - 5.0% 

3. A twin t a r i f f  operated a t  one car park did not appear t o  
s ignif icant ly  influencz the  amount of short term parking. ( 10 ) 



i) eased employee parking i n  some firms; 
1 

ii) eased parking problems for  some firms' own vehicles;  

iii) did l i t t l e  t o  ease t he  short-stay parking problems of v i s i t o r s  

and firms (except t o  t h e  extent t ha t  they may release some on-site 

spaces and reduce the  demand for  on-street parking); 

i v )  may be used f o r  colmnuter parking by people l i v ing  and employed 

outside the  study area (especially t h e  Finsbury Square park). 

In contrast  t o  t he  car parks, u t i l i s a t i on  of t he  Shoreditch High 

Street  l o r ry  park was low during the day (about 4 t o  6%) ,  but increased 

t o  around 20% for  overnight parking. 

4.4 On-street parking 

4.4.1 General charac te r i s t ics  (South Shoreditch) 

i) Meters were a t  o r  near capacity a l l  day, and i n  the  Shoreditch 

Improvement Area there  was an average occupancy of greater  than 

90%. Meters accounted for  l e s s  than ha l f  t h e  t o t a l  on-street 

parking, i n  most cases the  remainder of cars  being i l l e g a l l y  

parked on yellow l ines .  293 

ii) Approximately 40% of a l l  yellow l i n e  parking i n  sub-area B was 

by commercial vehicles.  (10) 

iii] Most on-street parking was f o r  l e s s  than 30 minutes and there  was 

l i t t l e  difference i n  duration of s tay for  cars  and goods vehicles 

which parked on yellow l ines .  (Fig. 9 ) In  s p i t e  of t h i s ,  32% 

of South Shoreditch employees who drove t o  work s t a t ed  t h a t  they 

parked on-street . 

1. 8.0% of South Shoreditch employees who drove t o  work parked i n  
off-s t reet  car  parks - see ~ a b l e 4 3  

2. Sub-area A: Of a l l  vehicles which parked during a survey day, 
18% parked i n  metered spaces and 47.5% on yellow l i n e s  ( t he  
remainder i n  residents permit space, a l l  day spaces, o r  
unrestr ic ted a reas ) .  ( 11 ) 

3. Sub-area B: A t  any time of t he  day approx. 25 - 30% of a l l  
vehicles parked on-street were parked a t  metered spaces. The 

remainder were parked on yellow l ines .  ( 1 0 )  
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Fig. 9 .  South Shoreditch : Parking Duration. 

( Wenlock Area and Willow Street  - representative of sub-areas 
A and B respectively) 

A Wenlock Area, yellow l i n e ,  all vehs. 

B(c) Willow St ree t ,  yellow l ines ,  cars. 
- 

B(cv) Willow St ree t ,  yellow lines,.c.vYk5. 

A(2) Wenlock Area, 2hr meters. 

A(4) Wenlock Area, 4hr meters. 

I 2 3 4 5 6 
cumulative duratien (hours) Source : ref ,, . 

Fig. 10 South Shoreditch : Uti l izat ion of Meter Spaces. 

(weighted average f o r  those firms with meters available 

within 100 yds of s i t e )  

100% - 

80% ' 

Uti l iza t ion  

60% - 
-. 

0800 o9bo id00 lib0 12bo 13bo 14b0 1 5 ' ~  1680 I ~ O  

Time of Day 



4.4.2 Details  of firms surveyed 

i)  Meter parking (South Shoreditch only):  O f  t he  17  firms which were 

surveyed,' eight had metered spaces within 100 yards of t h e i r  s i t e .  

Figure10 shows t h a t  they were a t ,  o r  near, capacity most of the  day. 

Meters adjacent t o  seven firms were a t  capacity f o r  a t  l e a s t  four 

hours and t h e  average period of 100% u t i l i s a t i o n  (taking a l l  eight 

f irms) was 6.0 hours. 

ii) Yellow l i n e  parking: A l l  17  South Shoreditch firms had yellow 

l i n e s  within 100 yards of t h e i r  s i t e s .  Ut i l i sa t ion  varied during 

the day, and maximum u t i l i s a t i o n  during the  day a t  each firm varied 

from 10.0% t o  loo%,  with an average f o r  the  17 firms of 51.8%. A t  

only one firm was yellow l i n e  parking a t  capacity a t  l e a s t  once 

during the  day. By contras t ,  of the  19 firms surveyed i n  Brimsdown, 
2 

f ive  had yellow l i n e s  within 100 yards. The maximum u t i l i s a t i o n  

during the day var ied from 0% t o  37.5%, with an average fo r  t he  f ive  

firms of 19.6%. 

iii) Unrestricted parking: Two South Shoreditch firms had adjacent 

unrestr ic ted parking, w i t h  maximum u t i l i s a t i o n  of 76.9% and 75.0%. 

A l l  firms in Brimsdown had unrestr ic ted parking available. Available 

spaces were a t  capacity for  par t  of the  day a t  three f i r m s 3  ( a l l  of 

which also had adjacent yellow l i n e s ) ,  and the average maximum 

u t i l i s a t i o n  of the  19 firms which were surveyed was 45.3%. 

i v )  Details of t he  maximum u t i l i s a t i o n  a t  the  individual firms a r e  

contained i n  Appendix V .  

4.5 Comparison w i t h  other survey r e su l t s  

i )  !%n~ement  interview 

of which I i) Shortfa l l  observed during parking survey I 9 1 3  I 
ii) Available spaces close t o  capacity 

during parking survey (>80% u t i l i s a t i o n )  
i i i ) S h o r t f a l l  - not observed 

Management not s t a t i ng  sho r t f a l l ,  sho r t f a l l  

1. The on-street parking survey was not carr ied out a t  two firms(nos .34 & 44) 
2. The on-street parking survey was not carr ied out a t  firm 54. 
3. Two of these were la rge  firms i n  sub-area D. 
4. There was no on-site survey a t  firm no. 54. 

Management not s t a t i ng  s h o r t f a l l  yet  
available spaces close t o c a p a c i t y  

1 

3 
5 
2 

3 3 



When account is taken of the  daily variations i n  parking demand 

it appeard tha t  managements' assessment of parking conditions was 

r e l i ab l e ,  although i n  both study areas there  were th ree  firms where 

on-site parking was a t ,  o r  near, capacity and management which 

s t a t e  a s h o r t f a l l  when prompted i n  the  management interview. The 

unprompted response t o  possible parking problems was low, and 

when prompted, two South Shoreditch and no Brimsdown firms 

s t a t ed  tha t  parking d i f f i cu l t i e s  fo r  v i s i t o r s  affected the firm. 

In  view of the  r e su l t s  of the  parking survey and v i s i t o r  questionnaire, 

t he  management of South Shoreditch firms mw have under-estimated 

the  adverse e f fec t s  of parking conditions. 

ii) Employee questionnaire 

Stated parking locat ion and walk distance agree with t h e  r e su l t s  

of t h e  surveys and reinforce the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  South Shoreditch. 

One-third of drivers i n  South Shoreditch park on-street and reduce 

the  ava i l ab i l i t y  of short-term parking spaces. Somewhat 

surprisingly,  only 17.1% and 14.8% mentioned ava i l ab i l i t y  and cost 

as prompted problems, and 10.6% s ta ted  t h a t  time was spent looking 

for  parking. Parking was not the  main reason f o r  not using a car 

i f  one was available for  the  journey t o  work ( s t a t ed  a s  a reason 

by 10.6% of respondents who chose an a l te rna t ive  mode even though 

a car  was available 1. 

iii) Vis i tor  questionnaire 

Unprompted response r a t e s  were low i n  both areas,  although when 

prompted 50% of drivers t o  South Shoreditch s t a t ed  parking 

ava i l ab i l i t y  t o  be a problem (compared with 19.8% i n  ~rimsdown) . 
Half t he  v i s i t o r s  t o  South Shoreditch park on-street ,' although 

only one-quarter of these s t a t ed  t h a t  they paid for  parking and 

cost was not an imoortant problem. 

1. Unweighted mean of proportion of v i s i t o r s  parking on-street a t  
each firm = 66.7% 



4.6 Some conclusions 

Table33 summarises the  r e su l t s  of the  parking survey and highlights 

t h e  differences between study areas. 

The major conclusions from the  survey were: 

i) As regards provision and u t i l i s a t i on  of both on-site and on-street 

parking, South Shoreditch experienced considerable d i f f i cu l t i e s  and 

was r e l a t i ve ly  worse off  than Brimsdown. 

ii) There were individual firms i n  both areas with very low leve ls  of 

on-site provision. Where these were large firms, long-stay employee 

parking reduced the ava i l ab i l i t y  of short-term on-street spaces. 

Diff icul t ies  were exacerbated i n  specific locations where there  were 

narrow s t r e e t s  o r  r e s t r i c t i ons  which l imited the  amount of l ega l  

on-street parking available.  

iii) In theory, t he  overal l  on-site provision i n  both areas was adequate 

for  the  exis t ing mode s p l i t  of the  journey t o  work. Because of t he  

number of employees parking on-street, and the  average ava i l ab i l i t y  

of on-site spaces during the  day, a l a rge  proportion of spaces i n  

South Shoreditch must not be available f o r  employee parking. A t  

some firms spaces were reserved for  v i s i t o r s  o r  firm's vehicles. 

i v )  In  s p i t e  of an apparent ava i l ab i l i t y  of on-site spaces during the  

day, half  of a l l  v i s i t o r s  t o  South Shoreditch parked on s t r ee t .  

This suggested t h a t  : 

- spaces were i n  f ac t  not available ( e i t he r  reserved o r  blocked 

by equipment, goods vehicles e tc .  ) ; 

- spaces were not being used e f f ic ien t ly ;  

- v i s i t o r s  had d i f f i cu l ty  finding or  identifying parking a reas ;o r  

- i n  some cases on-street parking was more convenient for  

short-term ca l l e r s  ; 

and t h a t  there  was some scope for  t he  firms themselves t o  improve 

the short-term usage of on-site spaces. F'urther examination of 

on-site conditions and u t i l i s a t i o n  by type of user would be f ru i t fu l .  

v)  Public off-street  parking i n  South Shoreditch did l i t t l e  t o  meet the  

requirement for  short-term parking. 

v i )  Because of t he  high u t i l i s a t i o n  of meter spaces and the  demand for  

short-term parking, most on-street car parking i n  South Shoreditch 

was ( i l l e g a l )  yellow l i n e  parking. Almost half  of all  vehicles parked 

on-street i n  t he  inner area  were goods vehicles. By contras t ,  on-street 

parking i n  Brimsdown was la rge ly  unrestricted.  



v i i )  The other surveys a t  t he  firms suggested t h a t  on-street parking had 

a considerable effect  on delays t o  through movement i n  South 
li 

Shoreditch. 

viii)Although they recognised the  problem, there  was some evidence t h a t  

management i n  South Shoreditch under-estimated the  effects  of 

inadequate short-term parking. 



Provision: 

i )  Low l eve l  of on-site provision 

Table 33 . PARKING SURVEY : SUMC4AFiY 

I 
(spaces of ten shared with other 
firms ) 

ii) A l imited number of metered 
spaces a t  10 firms 

iii) Yellow l i n e  r e s t r i c t i ons  a t  a l l  
firms 

i v )  Unrestricted on-street spaces 
a t  2 firms 

v)  Some off-street  public car  
parks 

South Shoreditch 

Parking character is t ics :  

i) High leve l  of on-street employee 

Brims down 

- .  

(32% of those who drove 
park on-street ) , with long walk 
distance 

ii) l b s t  on-street v i s i t o r  parking 
was short-term; 52% of v i s i t o r s  
park on-street 

iii) High proportion of a l l  on-street 
parking was by goods vehicles 

I 

I firms 
i i i lMeters a t  capacity fo r  most of - 

the  day 
i v )  High proportion (> $ ) of 

on-street parking was on 
yellow l i n e s  

i )  Relatively higher l eve l  of 
on-site provision (2  large 
firms with very few spaces) 

ii) No metered spaces 

iii) yellow l i n e  r e s t r i c t i ons  a t  5 
firms 

i v )  Unrestricted on-street spaces 
a t  a l l  firms 

v )  L i t t l e  off-s t reet  public 
public parking - 

I Uti l isat ion:  
i) Average of 113 of on-site soaces 

I 
- - 

vacant during however 
ii) On-site parking was a t  capacity 

a t  l e a s t  par t  of t he  day a t  9 

Off-street public car  parks a t  
o r  near capacity and used by 
long-term contract parking , 

i) Low l eve l  of on-street employee 
parking (14% of those who drove 
park on-street) with short walk 
distance 

ii) Most on-street v i s i t o r  parking 
was short-term; 28% of v i s i t o r s  
park on-street 

i) Average of 113 of on-site 
spaces vacant during day 

i i )  On-site parking was a t  capacity 
a t  3 firms 

iii) Low degree of u t i l i s a t i o n  of 
yellow l i n e s  

i v l  On-street unrestr ic ted parking 
a t  capacity a t  th ree  firms - 
elsewhere low degree of 
u t i l i s a t i o n  

Effects: 
i) Management recognised problem 

of short-term parking but 
under-estimated e f fec t  on firms 

i i )  Employees who drove t o  work did 
not see parking as  a serious 
problem, but t h e i r  on-street 
parking affected ava i l ab i l i t y  
of short-term spaces 

iii) Effect of parking on through 
movement 

i )  Management recognised problem 
of on-site sho r t f a l l  

ii) Effects of any parking 
d i f f i cu l t i e s  i n  Brimsdown were 
not serious except for  large 
firms i n  sub-area D 



5. E2PLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE 

5.1. Interpreta t ion and background. 

5.1.1. Interpreta t ion.  Self  completion questionnaires were 

dis t r ibuted t o  employees of t he  firms which par t ic ipated i n  t he  

study. Samples of 100% were attempted and the  response i s  

discussed i n  Section 2.5.2. and Aupendix 111. The questionnaires 

provided background information on journeys t o  and from work, and any 

business and personal t r i p s  made during the  day, together with 

respondents' perceptions of ,  and a t t i t ude  towards, problems associated 

with these t r i p s .  Respondents were f i r s t  given the  opportunity t o  

l i s t  unprompted problems and were then asked t o  r a t e  t he  degree of 

seriousness of possible prompted problems on a four point scale .  
1 

A t o t a l  of 597 and 500 completed questionnaires were obtained from 

South Shoreditch and Brimsdown, representing 47.1% and 24.4% of t he  t o t a l  

employment of t he  firms which were surveyed, and about a 1 i n  20 sample 

of t o t a l  study area employment i n  t he  relevant SIC'S of both areas. 

Response r a t e s  and the  representativeness o f t h e  samples are  discussed 

i n  Appendix 111, where it i s  shown tha t  works/production employees 

(especially females) were somewhat underrepresented i n  both samples. 

Because d i s t r ibu t ion  and collection of questionnaires was by the  

firms themselves, day of completion was not closely controlled but as  

shown below it appears t ha t  different days were adequately represented. 

The method of presentation follows t h e  format used i n  t he  management 

interview chapter. The remainder of t h i s  section gives data on t r i p  

Day of completion of EQ 

Mon 

Tues 

Wed 

Thurs 

F r i  

Total 

character is t ics  and Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 discuss t he  problems 

mentioned i n  re la t ion  t o  journey t o  work, business t r i p s ,  and personal 

t r i p s  respectively. Each-'section t r e a t s  group A ,  B and C type problems 

sequentially. Results have been presented as aggregates of responses 

South Shoreditch 

27.8 

18.4 

31.7 

8.8 

13.3 

100% 

from a l l  firms i n  each study area. 

Brimsdown 

19 .5  

20.8 

27.7 

18.0 

14.0 

100% 

1. Reference 12 containes a l i s t i n g  of t he  data which have been 
retained on computer f i l e .  



5.1.2. Background : .journey t o  work1 

(i) Mode s p l i t .  Tables 34 and 35 show mode s p l i t  f o r  t h e  journey 

t o  work. Differences i n  mode s p l i t  which may influence the  

interpreta t ion of t he  employee questionnaire,management interview 

and parking survey include : 

- high usage of public transport  i n  South Shoreditch, and private 

modes i n  Brimsdown. 

- importance of r a i l  i n  South Shoreditch and bus i n  Brimsdown as 

t he  predominant public transport  modes. 

- low proportion of South shoreditch employees t rave l l ing  as  

carIvan passengers (especially males). 

- t he  r e l a t i ve ly  small number of employees i n  South Shoreditch 

who walked,or t rave l led  by "other" modes. 

(ii) Car ava i lab i l i ty .  Table 36 l i s t s  t h e  reponses t o  t he  question 

"was a c a r  available f o r  t he  journey t o  work?" and Table 37 gives 

t he  s ta ted  reasons f o r  not using a car  i f  one was available.  

Traffic conditions and t o  a l e s se r  extent cost of driving were the 

main reasons f o r  not using a car  i n  South Shoreditch. A fur ther  

disadvantage of car  use there  was d i f f i cu l ty  parking. One-quarter 

of those responding saw posit ive advantages i n  public t ransport  

(viz .  speed and convenience of r a i l  and underground). Of t he  

Brimsdown employees who had a car  available but did  not use it, one- 

t h i r d  thought t h a t  other modes were f a s t e r ,  jus t  over one-quarter 

were concerned with t r a f f i c  conditions and cost and one i n  eight l e f t  

the  car  a t  home for  use by others.  

( i i i )  Travel time. Table 38 l i s t s  the  s t a t ed  t r ave l  time t o  and from work 

by mode and indicates:  

- l i t t l e  difference i n  t r ave l  time by mode i n  South Shoreditch, 

except f o r  r a i l  and walk, presumably because of t he  distances 

involved. 

- the  r e l a t i ve ly  long public transport  t r ave l  time compared with 

dl other modes i n  Brimsdown. 

- t he  r e l a t i ve ly  shorter t r ave l  times of pr ivate ,  walk and other 

modes i n  Brimsdown compared with South Shoreditch. 

- almost iden t ica l  b>s t r a v e l  times t o  inner and outer areas, 

whereas r a i l  t r i p s  t o  Brimsdown were considerably shorter  than 

those t o  South Shoreditch. 

1. Refer t o  Appendix 111 for  tabulation of the  character is t ics  of the  
workforce. 
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TABLE 34 LIIIPI.IIYI:I? BJESTIONNAIRE : MUDPI SPLIT (SOUTI1 SBOI+IIUITCH) - 
SOUTH SHOREDITCH 

1. 180 s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ference i n  mode s p l i t  t o  and from vorlr. 

2 .  90.35 carIvan d r ive r ;  9.79 carIvan passenger. 
3. 97.05 car lvan d r ive r ;  3.0% cnrlvan passenger. 
' 4 .  48.1% carIvan d r ive r ;  51.976 carlvtm passenger. 
5. 33.39 o f  those using p r iva te  mode t r a v e l l e d  i n  P. compnr~y car. 

(The f igures  i n  footnotes 2 snd 5 hrtve not been weighted t o  account f u r  
differcncev i n  response rates between d i f f e rcu t  cntrgarios of employees). 

u. including t a x i ,  motorcyc1.e and bicycle .  

TABLE 35 ElPLOYEE QIWSTIONNAIRE : MODE SPLIT (BRI!4SDOIIN) 

BRIMSDOWN 

1. 140 s i g n i f i c a n t  differelrce i r r  mod<? s p l i t  t o  and from work. 
2. 19.2% carIvan d r ive r ;  20.85 carlviin passenger. 
3 .  84.33 carlvan d r ive r ;  15.75 carlvan passenger. 
4 .  56.9% carIvan d r i v e r ;  43.15 csr lvan passenger. 

5. 31% of  tboar  usillg prjvatc nlodtt travcl.l.ed by ccontpRnY cur .  

(The f igures  i n  PooLootca :! LLIIJ 5 iinve ito.L been v u i y h t c d  La rucui int  ror. 
differences  i n  response rates between d i f f e r e n t  categor ies  oP empl<,yees). 

6. Including t o x i ,  motorcycle arid bicycle .  
-. .. 
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TABLE 36. EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : CAR AVAILABILITY 

(% of respondents who answered t h i s  question) 

mode of journey t o  work : 

1. Travelled a s  car/van passenger. 

TABLE 37. DPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : REASONS FOR NOT USING CAR 

(% of respondents who s t a t ed  a car  available but d?d not use it). 

1. Mainly walk because of heal th  and exercise. -. . 

\ 

South Shoreditch 

9.5 

32.4 

0 

12.2 

21.6 

12.2 

1 . 4  

10.8 

100% 

Faster by other modes 

Traff ic  conditions 

Home-work &s t .  too short 
f o r  car  

More convenient by other modes 

Cost of private t ransport  

Difficulty parking 

Car l e f t  fo r  use by others 

Other 
1 

Brims down 

33.3 

8.3 

12.5 

0 

20.8 

0 

12.5 

12.5 

100% 
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TABLE 38. EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : MEAN STATED TRAVEL TIMES ( M I N s .  ) 

(numbers i n  brackets a r e  standard deviations) 

- 
private  

public . , 

( a l l  modes) 

bus 

r a i l  

ulground 

walk 

other 

( i v )  Home locations.  Home locations f o r  a l l  employees of each 

study area a r e  p lo t ted  i n  Figure 11, and Figures 12 and 1 3  
1 

show home location by mode of journey t o  work . 
South Shoreditch 

- home locat ions  concentrated t o  north and east  of study area,  

however only 34.7% of employees l i ved  within L.B. Hackney and 

the  contiguous boroughs. 

- r ad i a l  public transport  from the  north and s ignif icant  movements 

from Essex ( ca r  and r a i l ) ,  Redbridge and Isl ington and Tower 

Hamlets. 

- surprisingly la rge  cross-River Thames movement from Kent. 

- There,were concentrations of public transport  users i n  

Hackney and contiguous boroughs (bus) and i n  Essex/Kent 

( r a i l ) .  Car users tended t o  be located i n  t he  north-east 

sector s t re tching from Enfield t o  Essex. 

- Home t o  work distance for  car  users was shorter  than f o r  

South Shoreditch 

r a i l ,  about t he  same as  for  underground, and longer than 

Brimshwn . - 

t o  work : 

43.4 (25.7) 

58.3(26.7)  

42.6 (21.5) 

70.2 (26.9) 

49.8 (16.2) 

15.5 (8.3) 

37.0 (18.5) 

for  bus. 
- 

t o  work 

25.9 (18.4) '  

46.4 (21.0) 

44.8 (20.5) 

48.3 (21.5) 

70.0 (17.3) 

19.5 (12.4) 

18.4 (10.0) 

~fs.0~1-wbrk 

44.3 (23.1) 

59.1 (26.0) 

42.0 (22.3) 

71.4 (24.2) 

51.0 (17.9) 

15.6 (8.6) 

41.1 (31.8) 

1. Home locations were coded t o  4 dig i t s  of t he  1971 GLTS zoning system. 

from work 

27.8 (19.3) 

48.2 (26.0) 

46.1 (26.8) 

52.1 (22.7) 

70.0 (17.3,) 

18.6 (12.1) 

20.0 (12.5) 



Brims down 

- strong north-south concentration of home location with over 

half of a l l  employees l i v ing  i n  LB Enfield. 

- home locations more concentrated than i n  South Shoreditch. 

- r e l a t i ve ly  l i t t l e  cross River Lea movement except f o r  car  

t r i p s  from Waltham Forest. 

- considerable out commuting from Harringay , Hackney and Waltham 

Forest. 

- proportionally more car  users t rave l led  from the  north (Cheshunt, 

~ e r t f o r d )  than was the case f o r  public t ransport  users,  fo r  whom 

there  was proportionally more out-commuting from Harringay and 

Hackney. 

- There appeared t o  be l i t t l e  difference i n  home t o  work distance 

between car  and public transport .  

5.1.3. Background : business t r i p s .  

Business t r i p s  were reported by 67 respondents i n  South Shoreditch and 

50 i n  Brimsdown. Table 39 l i s t s  t he  character is t ics  of reported business 

t r i p s .  Differences between study areas included : 

- mode s p l i t  (use of public and walk modes i n  South Shoreditch) 

- time of departure (avoidance of the  morning peak i n  South Shoreditch). 

- destination (most South Shoreditch t r i p s  are  i n  t he  London area) .  

- length of t r i p  (more long t r i p s  i n  ~rimsdown). 

To a Large extent these differences ref lected differences i n  t he  study 

areas and the  type of industry they a t t r a c t .  Trips from South Shoreditch 

were typical ly  t o  destinations elsewhere i n  t he  London area so t h a t  public 

transport(especial1y underground) and walking were a t t r ac t ive  modes. Because 

of t he  peripheral locat ion of the  study area and the dispersed t r i p  destinations 

there  was a much grea te r  car  usage i n  Brimsdown, and also because of t he  

length of t r i p s  a necessity t o  t r a v e l  i n  t he  morning peak. 
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TABLE 39. ESIPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : CHARACTERISTICS OF BUSINESS TRIPS 

(percentage of reported t r i p s  ) . 

Time of departure from firm : 

0730 - 0930 

0931 - 1200 

1201 - 1400 

1401 - 1600 

Destination : 

London area 

Outside London area 

Length of t r i p  ( i . e .  t o t a l  time 

away from building) 

l e s s  than 2 hour 

1 - 2 hours 

2 - 4 hours 

1. 60 .O% of which were by underground. 



5.1.4. Backpround : personal t r i p s .  

Table 40 l ists t he  extent and var ia t ion of reported personal t r i p s  and 

Table 41 gives t r i p  de t a i l s .  The most important difference between 

study areas was mode s p l i t .  The very high proportion of walk t r i p s  i n  

South Shoreditch indicated t h a t  t he  inner area  was r e l a t i ve ly  be t t e r  

provided with f a c i l i t i e s  than Brimsdown, where a combination of location 

of f a c i l i t i e s  and provision of public transport  necessitated the  use of 

pr ivate  transport  ( the greater  use of car for  the  journey t o  work also 

contributed). Compared with t h e  journey t o  work, a much lower proportion 

of those using pr ivate  transport  i n  Brimsdown t rave l led  as passengers. 
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TABLE 40. EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : PERSONAL TRIPS, EXTENT AND VARIATION 

I Shoreditch 1 Brimsdown I Shoreditch I Brimsdown I 

> 

1 Won. 
Tues. I 

percentage of respondents 
reporting a t  l e a s t  one trip1 

South I 

' Wed. 
Thurs . 
Fri  . 

------------ 

av. no. of t r i p s  per 
person f o r  those who made t r i p s  - 
South I 

Average I 
1. Because of non-completion of t h i s  section of t he  question by some 

employees t h e  extent of personal t r i p s  may be underestimated. 

TABLE 41. EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONAL TRIPS 

(% of respondents who reported t r i p s )  

Average cost of re turn t r i p  
for  those using public transport  

Average t o t a l  time away from 
firm per re turn t r i p  (minutes) 

Proportion of t r i p s  with desti-  
nations inside the  respective 

1. 100.0% driver.  
2. 33.3% t a x i ,  66.7% motorcycle. 
3. 91.5% driver,  8.5% passenger. 
4. 26.7% motorcycle, 73.3% bicycle.  -. 



5.2. Group A t o  C problems: journey t o  work. 

5.2.1. Group A (on-route t o  s i t e ) .  Table 42 l i s t s  t he  response of 

employees who t rave l led  by pr ivate  transport  t o  possible group A problems. 

TABLE 42. EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE : GROUP A PROBLEMS, PRIVATE MODE 

(group A = on-route t o  s i t e ;  % of respondents who used pr ivate  mode 

mentioning problem). 

Delays by t r a f f i c  

Indirect  route 

management measures 

Poor road surface 

Stated a t  l e a s t  one 
unprompted problem 

Stated there  were no 

1. See Appendix I V  for  calculation of mean score. 
2. Several respondents s t a t ed  more than one aspect of t he  problem. 

3. Including disruption and delays a t  t r a f f i c  l i g h t s  and l eve l  crossings. 

Comment : ( i )  Half of those who t rave l led  by pr ivate  t ransport  i n  both 

areas mentioned a t  l e a s t  one aspect of congestion and t r a f f i c  delays as an 

unprompted problem. 

( i i )  Prompted responses suggested t h a t  congestion and ind i rec t  routeing 

were more of a problem i n  South Shoreditch and t h i s  i s  supported by overall  

ra t ing of journey t o  work (degree of d i ssa t i s fac t ion  was 40 i n  South 

Shoreditch and 32 i n  Brimsdown), and by the  greater  t r ave l  time and 

v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  t r ave l  time i n  South Shoreditch: 



South Shoredit ch Brims down 

Journey t o  work varied by : 

l e s s  than 5 mins. 17.9 34.9 

5 - 10 mins. 40.5 50.8 

more than 10 mins. 41.6 14.3 

100% 100% 

The high proportion of South Shoreditch respondents with va r i ab i l i t y  

greater  than 10 minutes was of par t icu la r  concern because of t he  

consequences i n  terms of l o s t  time through l a t e  a r r iva l s .  

( i i i )  The eas ie r  journey t o  work conditions for  Brimsdown employees 

were only par t ly  re f lec ted  i n  t h e i r  lower perceived degree of seriousness 

and overall  l eve l  of dissat isfact ion.  

(iv] The locations of congestion problems were : 

I unprompted I prompted I 

Proportion of specif ied 
locations : 

(i) within study area 

( i i )  elsewhere i n  London 

( i i i )  outside London 

South South 

1. 40% of which referred t o  l eve l  crossings. 

2. 10% of which re fe r red  t o  l eve l  crossings. 

The d is t r ibu t ion  of locations was pa r t l y  explained by home locations 

and par t ly  by t r a f f i c  conditions i n  the  study area r e l a t i ve  t o  surrounding 

areas.  

(v) Comparison w i t h  management interview. 

In  sp i t e  of easier  conditions i n  Brimsdown ( t r ave l  time and v a r i a b i l i t y ) ,  

pr ivate  transport  was more important as a journey t o  work mode i n  Brimsdown 

and consequently management saw greater  d i f f i cu l t i e s  than i n  South Shoreditch. 

As a cause of l a t e  a r r i v a l ,  s t a f f  turnover e tc . ,  pr ivate  t ransport  may 

have been r e l a t i ve ly  more important i n  Brimsdown, althou&h Section 5.2.3. 

suggests t h a t  public t ransport  deficiencies i n  the  outer area  also l e d  t o  

serious effects.  



(v i )  The only problem ident i f ied  by those who walked t o  work was 

danger walking, mentioned prompted by 14.0% of t he  South Shoreditch 

respondents who walked t o  work (mean score = 5.8), and 19.2% of t he  

Brimsdown respondents (mean score = 11.5).  Delays caused by t r a f f i c  

were mentioned prompted by 7.0% and 3.8% of respondents respectively, 

and ind i rec t  routeing by 1.8% and 5.8% respectively. 

5.2.2. Group B (parking). Table 43 l i s t s  the  response of 

employees who t r ave l l ed  by pr ivate  mode t o  possible group B problems 

and provides data on parking location and walk distance. 

TABLE 43. &LOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE: GROUP B PROBLEMS (parking) 

(% of respondents who used pr ivate  mode mentioning ~roblem)  

Walk distance 

firm's car  park 

other off-street  

ca r  not parked 

Stated walk' 

50 - 100 yards 

100 - 200 yards 

200 - 400 yards 

respondents who 
s ta ted  tha t  time 

1. See Appendix I V  for  calculation of mean scores. 
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Comment : ( i )  In  view of t he  considerable parking d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  

South Shoreditch discussed i n  Chapter 4, the  low response by employees was 

unexpected. For example only about half  of t he  34.4% who parked on- 

s t r e e t  mentioned inadequate parking or  cost  as a problem. By contrast 

parking d i f f i c u l t i e s  were experienced a t  r e l a t i ve ly  few Brimsdown firms 

and t h i s  was re f lec ted  i n  response ra tes .  

( i i )  Most South Shoreditch respondents who parked away from the  s i t e  
1 

walked more than 200 yards , and t h i s  was seen as a s l i gh t ly  greater  

problem than e i the r  parking supply o r  cost .  

( i i i )  One-third of South Shoreditch respondents who parked on-street 

spent time searching f o r  parking, adding t o  t he  time penalty associated 

with long walk distances. 

( i v )  Although management of half  t he  firms i n  each study area s t a t ed  a 

sho r t f a l l  of on-site spaces f o r  employees, it appeared t h a t  t h i s  was not 

seen by employees t o  be a serious problem. I t s  contribution t o  employee 

dissat isfact ion,  and re tent ion and recruitment, may have been re la t ive ly  

minor. 

1. Tkis may i n f e r  t h a t  05-street parking by a firm's own employees 
would not g rea t ly  reduce the  supply of short-term spaces available 
adjacent t o  t h a t  firm; however it i s  more l i ke ly  t h a t  there  is  a 
cumulative e f fec t  of on-street employee parking by a l l  firms i n  the  
vicini ty .  



5.2.3. Group C (public t ranspor t ) .  Table 44 l i s t s  t he  response of 

employees who t r ave l l ed  by public transport  t o  possible group C problems. 

($ of employees who used public transport  mentioning problem; see 
Appendix V I  for  response by type of public transport  mode.) 

1. See Appendix IV for  calculation of mean scores. 
2. Services not keeping t o  -. timetable. 

ndirect route 

f f ec t  of t r a f f i c  

oor road surface 

nadequate ser- 

vice coverage 

Walk distance from 

Danger walking 

Stated there  were 
no problems 

No response 
(unprompted) 

3.3 

33.4 

2.5 

39.3 

> 



Comment : (i) Over ha l f  of those who t rave l led  by public transport  i n  

both areas mentioned a t  l e a s t  one unprompted problem. Rel iab i l i ty  was 

extensively reported; and congestion, inadequate service frequency &d i n  

the case of South Shoreditch, crowded services were a l so  seen as  problems. 

( i i )  Prompting increased response r a t e s  and with t h e  exception of Danger 

Walking all items on the  prompted l i s t  were considered a problem by a t  

l e a s t  25% of respondents i n  each study area. The rank order of prompted 

problems i n  terms of s ta ted  degree of seriousness was : 

Delays by t r a f f i c  
Indirect  route 
Inadequate service frequency 
Rel iab i l i ty  
Walk distance 
Cost 
Transfers 
Danger Walking 

South Shoreditch Brimsdown 

4 4 
6 6 
3 2 
1 1 

7 7 
1 3 

5 5 
8 8 

( i i i )  The prompted response r a t e s  and mean scores indicated tha t  there  

were differences between study areas i n  perception of : 

- delays by t r a f f i c  (worse i n  Brimsdown) 

- indirect  route (worse i n  Brimsdown) 

- inadequate service frequency (worse i n  Brimsdown) 

- r e l i a b i l i t y  (worse i n  Brimsdown) 

and walk distance and t ransfers  also appeared t o  be considered as  somewhat 

worse i n  Brimsdown. 

( i v )  Table 45 provides background data from the  employee questionnaire 

against which t h e  s t a t ed  problems can be judged. 

(v) Date from Table 45 indicated tha t  averaged over all public transport  

modes, t r i p s  i n  Brimsdown were shorter and cheaper than i n  South Shoreditch 

and t h a t  walk distance was l e s s  although there  was greater  s t a t ed  va r i ab i l i t y  

i n  journey time. 

( v i )  Viewed against t h i s  t r i p  data, it was surorising t h a t  Brimsdown 

respondents were more d i s sa t i s f i ed  than South Shoreditch respondents. 

( v i i )  Differences i n  both t r i p  data and problem response were la rge ly  

explained by differences i n  mode s p l i t  (Tables 34 and 35). Most Brimsdown 

respondents used bus, fo r  which t r a f f i c  congestion was an important factor  

whereas half  of those i n  South Shoreditch t rave l led  by t r a i n .  
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