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ABSTRACT

PATTERSON, N.S. and A.D. MAY (1980) Transport and inner city
firms: results of the Leeds surveys. Leeds: Univ. of Leeds,
Inst. Transp. Stud., WP.139 (unpublished).

Twelve firms from the Holbeck Hunslet Industrial Aresa
of inner Leeds were surveyed early in 1980 to determine the
type, extent and severity of their transport problems. In
order to compare and contirast these problems with those of
firms located in an outer urban area twelve firms in the
Stanningley area of Leeds were also surveyed.

The samples have been treated as a series of caze studies
and the results for individual firms sre available from the
authors. This paper presents the survey results aggregated
for each of the study areas. ’

The predominant inner area problems revealed during the
surveys, and amenable to solution by local suthorities or
the firms themselves, included: congestion and delays on the
journey to work, on business trips and on commercial vehicle
trips; inadequate parking at the fivm; public transport
difficulties for the journey to work; personal trips during
the day; manoeuvring difficulties into and within premises
for commercial vehicles; and delays during loading and unloading.

Taken together, the results of the five surveys which were
conducted at each firm suggested that in terms of the number
of firms affected, and the degree of severity, transport
problems did not seriously disrupt firms' operations.
Nevertheless they resulted in considerable lost time and in
many cases a direct cost. There was a general inability of
management to place a money cost against the problems which
they mentioned and consequently there is the possibility that
the impact of problems may be understated by local authorities.

With the exception of parking at the firm, and to some
extent manoeuvring difficulties, firms in Stanningley suffered
similar problems to those in Holbeck Hunslet. In the case of
Leeds it could not be concluded that inner area firms experienced
different types of problems, and to a grester degree of severity,
than firms located elsewhere in the urban area. Solutions
applicable to the inner area are therefore, likely to be
appropriate elsevhere.

This paper is the first in a series reporting the results
of surveys of samples of firms in Leeds and London.
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TRANSPORT .AND INNER CITY FIRMS:
RESULTS OF THE LEEDS SURVEYS

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Scope of the report

" The report summarises the results of surveys of a sample of 12
inner Leeds firms in order to determine the type and severity of
transport problems affecting inner eity manufacturing and service firﬁs
and their employees, and the degree to which those problems affect
firms! operations. In order to compare and contrast the problems of
inner City'firms with those of firms located elsewhere in the urban
area, a further 12 firmsrtaken from an outer area of Leeds have been

surveyed.

The béckgroun& and ébjectives of the project and the'method which
has been adopted toiidehtify and analyse the problems is briefly
outlined {Chapter 1). The Leeds study areas and the samples of firms
gselected for analysis are described (Chapter 2); and the response to
the study as a whole and to the individual surveys is summarised
(Chapter 3)}. BSubsequent chapters deal sequentially with the reéults
of thé various_surveys conducted at each firm. These are then drawn
- together to determine a shortlist of the more serious problems and to

compare the inner and outer study areas.

Generally, the results are presented as aggregates of all firms
in each study area. Separate'qase atudy reports have been prepared for
each of the participating firms and an example is included as Appendix

I. Case studies for the remaining firms are avallable from the authors.

1.2 Background

Economic regeneration is a key component of initiatives directed
towards.the inner.areés._ This is to be achieved largely by:

i} preserving existing inner city firms,

ii) encouraging indigenous growth, and

iii) attracting new firms.
Transport improvements have been seen by central government as

contributing to these objectives, and all local authorities have been

reguested to give their transport programmes an -'inner area dimension'




either through existing TPP/TSG's or where applicable through the
expanded Urban Programme , . The initial submissions by partnership
and programme authorities under their Inner Area Programmes

indicate that local authorities,fegard transport as an important

element in their overall inner area policies.

Examination of these IAP's gsuggests, however, that théfe is less
of a consensus as to what might be the most appropriate type and level
of transport investment{l)The proportion of additional funds available
under the Urban'Programmé and ailocéted to tranéport_varies, as does
the type of improvement projects Which are apéearing in the current
programmes. These range from small localised schemes to major
investment in new transport infrastructure. Projects are frequently
Justified on tﬁe bagis of'helping td improve firms' operations and to
increase the nuwber and range of job opportunities either for existing
or new firms, yet what evidence there is that these objecfives are
being met tends.to bé inconclusive. Tocal authorities concerned with
industrial improvement appear to have widely differing views as to the
most effective type of public sector investment, while recognising

that current evaluation techniques do not provide adequate guidance.(2)

Before méking an assessment of the most aﬁpfopriate types of -
transport improvements and their likely benefits, it is necéssary to
determine what are the problems faced by inner city firms which are the
result of transport.factors and whether, in fact, these problems are
unique to the imner city. A reliable indication of the range, severity
and effect of these problems would allow transport'é role in the
economic well-being of inner areas to be placed on & much surer footing
than at presént. |

Following the White Paper "Policy for the Inner Cities" (3 ), the
Department of the Enviromment commenced the Inner Area Research
‘Programme with & view to furthering the reéearch effort which had
resulted, inter alia5_in the-inner‘Area‘Studies of Lambeth,‘LiverpDoi
and Birﬁingham. The aim was to:-

LR develop a programme which will proiide a'deeper
understanding, and basis of theory, on the forces at work
within and upon the inner areas, and on the nature of the

interactions with the ‘rest of the conurbation and the
region" (L ).
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At the same time s second strand of research was developed in
consultation with the partnership areas. This focused on providing
_specific reséarch support for the dévelqpment of inner area |
programmés and on monitoring the effectiveness of these programmes and

the resources made available under the expanded Urban Programme.

A call to submit research proposals in Jﬁné 1977 resulted in 22
projects under the main programme (5). The proposal for this project
was submitted at that time, but was seen as more appropriately falling
within the responsibility of the Department of Transport. It is among.
a number of projects having an inner area dimension and administeredrby
various policy directorates of the Départment of the Environment and
other Government departments but closely connected with the proaects
of the main Research Programme. Details of all prOJects may be found

in ref. 5.

1.3 Objectives of the project

The objectives of the project are to identify:

i)}  the extent to which transport problems affect the operation
of inner city firms, | '

ii) Whethér these problems are more severe in the inner city |
than elsewhere, and '

iii) transport measures which could ease these problems.

The study is designed, flrstly, to look in detail at the transport
problems which inner city firms face by endeavouring to quantify and,
ideally, cdst their impact on the firm. Such quﬁntification should
help to place in context employers' statements of their perceived '
problems, and also the extent to which it is worth the local authorlty,
"and the firm, spend;ng_money to allev1§te these problems. Secondly, it
is designed to draw;ccmparisons between firms in inner and outer city
loecations to determine whether there are differeﬁces in the type and
sevérity of their transport probléms,and whether any solutions
idenrified are likely to be applicable in other parts of the urban area.
Thirdly, it is designed to aid policy and programme formulation by
1dent1fy1ng and evaluating n0351b1e solutlons in consultation with local

authorities and firms' management



S

Although concentrating on the movement of goods and servieces and
person trips (Jjourney to work, business trips ete.) the study is
sufficiently flexible so that other issues which are transport

related can be identified and included if they appeai to be gignificant.

1.4 Study methodology ‘
1.4.1  Guidelines for the project A review of the literature (6)

sought guidance from & number of recent surveys on the most suitable

firms to study; the most common types of_problemsg and the most

useful methodolbgy to adopt. Tﬁe following broéd,conclusions provided

a starting point from which to develop the study:
i) - there are grounds for concentrating on firms in maﬁufacturing

and associated service sectors,
ii) transport problems are of considerable concern to inﬁer_city
‘ firms and transport based solutions may therefore be

appropriate as a means of improving conditions for local
firms staying in the area, - o

ili)rtransport factors dp'not appear to be particularly dominant
among problems. causing firms-to relocate, nor are they
dominant determinants of location for :irms'moving'into an
area, ‘ _

iv) site specific problems seem to be’at least as important as,
and probably more than; problemsrof longer distance movement,

v) there is at present a lack of quantitative information as to

‘ the cost to the firm of its transport problems, and hence
how much it is worth spending to remove or reduce them,

vi) there is little guidance in the literature .as to the
appropriate methodology for the sfudy, in particular, the
quentification of the scale and effect of many of the likely

problems.

The review does, however, leave a number of doubts on these issues,
and is of little help regarding two of the objectives of the sﬁudy,
namely in determiniﬁg whether the transport problems identified are
peculiar to the inner city, and the vélue of solutions designed to

reduce or remove these problems.



....5_

1.L.2 Basis of the methodology Because s6 little quantified

ihformation exists, 1t was decided to Starﬁ from first principles by
identifying the problems which might exist, checking these ageinst
employers' statements of their perceived problems, and designing more
déﬁailed surveys*bf the movements of employees, visitors and inbound/
outbound gqods and services to quantify thé extent of these problems.
That is, the approach starts at the individual £irm and asks:

i) is there a problem?

ii) how large is the problem?

iii) what is its effect?

iv) what costs does it give rise to?

From the answéré to these questions it determines the type and
value of possible solutions. An assessment of the likely problems
indicates which costs (or proxies) are to be estimated. This then
largely determines the data collection requireﬁents in terms of surveys
and questionnaires which, because of the availabillity and form of this .
data, tend to fix the method of analysis. The starting point is hence
the identification of likely problems. | :

The review of the_literature provided an initial 1listing of
possible problems to the firm, while saying little about their effect
and relative severity. (Table 1). The iist_was regarded as tentative,
one of the objectives of the study being to expand, clarify and
evaluate these problems, but it prcvidéd’a useful basis from which %o
design the surveys. It suggested that it was useful to visualize the
operation of an individual firm as sHown in Figure 1, that is,
involving personal and business travel by employees; visits to the
firm, and inward and outward movement of goods and serviees. All three
links are potential sources of problems, indicating thaﬁ data should be

' obtained from the firm itself, its employees, and visitors and goods

vehicles arriving at the firm.
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Table 1. _ Transport problems of inmer city firms

Nature of problem

Likely effect

For employees

— insufficient or expenéive car
parking both on and off street

-~ congestion on local streets,
affecting both car drivers and
public transport users

~ inadeguate public transport,-in
particular inadequate services
to gome areas, low level of
service, unreliasbility,
transfers and cost

- lost time

- additional cost

— frustration and absenteeism

- adverse effect on :
recruitment and retention
of suitable staff

For deliveries and visits to
and from the firm '

congesfion, caused by both
parked and moving vehicles

— lack of parking space, both on
. and off streets, for goods
vehicles -

~ difficult acecess. to premises
along narrow, twisting and
badly maintained streets,
often not adequately signposted

- indirect routeing

- inadequate on-street loading
zones

- inadequate loading/unloading
facilities and buildings

- inadeqguate manoceuvring space
on local streets and within
premises

- restrictions by local
authorities or clients on
delivery times, loading zomnes
ete. and lack of concern for
firms by loeal authorities
when designing traffic
management schemes

-

- lost time by delays and
gueuneing on local streets
and at delivery points

- lost time because of extra
travel distances

- additional delivery costs

- restrictions on size of
vehicle

- delays in vital deliveries

- additional stockpiling
costs

~ missed appointments

- lost sales and goodwill
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Figure 1. Transport activities of the firm
1.4.3 Sampling and study areas One. of the most difficult problems

in surveyz of indusfry is the wide range of levels and fypes of activity
(even within a particular industrial grouping), and the size of the
sample which is required as a result if statistically reliable results
are t6 be obtained. It was decided early in the study's'defeloPment
that sincelquantificatioﬁ would require.new and unprdven technigues it
would be inappropriate to attempt the large sample requifed for
statistical'pﬁrposes - at\ieaét until the technigues had been tested.
Instead it was decided to take small groups-of fimms and treat them as
a series,bf'case studies which will be of benefit in identifying
improvements’ for particular firms, demonstrating'and evaluating.the
range of ilmprovements dpen to loeal authorities and firms in a
particular area, and enabling the lessons 1éarnt to be fransferable to

other cities.

Two study areas have been selected within districts identified as
priority'areas under the Inner Urban Areas Aet, 1978: the Holbeck
Hunslet Industrial Area (HHIA) in Leeds (a programme authority) and the

Shoreditch area in LB Hackney in London {a partnership authority)
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representing inner aréa conditions in citiés of greatly*différent size.
In addition, two outer urban areas, Stanningley, located betwéen Leeds
aﬂd!Br@dford_ and the Brimsdown area of L.B. Enfield, have been chosen
as outer aréa_cohtrolS'against which the problems of the Inner area
firms can Be compared, and te determine whéther golutions congidered
for the inner areas could have wider application. The criteria for
gelection of control areas is discussed in-réf. 7. As far as possible
the control area should reflect the industrial structure and the type

- of workforce of the inner area. ¥ . It should contain a mix of age_
and density of development, transport infrastructure and traffic and
parking conditions. A further useful criterion Is that it should be
& potential relocation area for-inner firms who may be considering |
moving.

It has been assumed that the output from a first study of this
kind ‘will he used to identify the range of possible‘ﬁeaSures'that could
be adopted for those firms most vﬁlnerable to transport problems,
rather than to compare the availability of measures for different types
of firms., Samples of 12 firms in each of the Leeds areas and 20 in
each of the London areas have been.chosen although it will inevitably
not permit a full breakdownrof'results by, for example, size and
activity. Smaller samples were adopted for Leeds since it appeared
 from the pilot gtudy that problems were significantly less severe than

in London.

The criteria for sample selection are discussed in ref. 8.
Proportional sampling on the basis of standard industrial
classificatihn (SIC), ensures that the firms selected are representative
of the type of activity, the type of workforce, and the sze
distribution of all firms in each.sfudy area. The sample for each SIC
is initially carried out for 8IC s 3-19 (manufacturing), 20 (construction)
22 (road haulage) and 23 (distribution), using first numbers enployed
and secoﬁdly numbers of firms in each SIC and where there are significant
differences in the samples reqﬁired based on thése two approaches, the

former is given greater weighting in deciding the final sample. Two

* This is likely to be extremely difficult to achieve in practice
because of the historieal. development of industry within an

urban area.
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further criteria are applied to ensure that the proporitional samples
are obtained for firms from (a) SICs which over recent years have been
expanding and others which have been declining in.termswdf their share
of the total employment within the urban areas concerned*, and (b) SICs
whieh are typically characterised by high, medium and low rates of

-commercial vehicle setivity.#¥

A pumber of other eriteria, ineluding length of tenure and the
necessity to sample from different locations within each study area,
are applied to determine a final preferred sample. The procedure is

outlined in Figure 2.

1.h.h Survey design Five surveys were conducted at =ach firm.

Interviews and sélf completion questionnaires were used to obtain
information from management, employees, visitors and commercial
vehicle drivers and cover the possible sources of transport activity
of the firm (Fig. 1). These were supplemented by on-site data
collection to record actual operating conditions.- Further details of
survey design are contained in refs. 9 and 10. The surveys were
tested in a pilot study (Seetion 1.4.6) and a number of minor
modifications made to design and administration. The surveys adopted
- for the main sample of firms are shown in Table 2, and the interview’
achedules, guestionnaires and survey forms are reproduced in full in
ref. 10.- Firms are re-visited after the analysis to discuss the

results and the value of solutioms.

1.4.5 Analysis method There are three'stages in the analysis:

a) An overall assessment of the type, severity and effect of
transport problems; identification of a shortlist of the

more serious problems; comparison between inner and outer

" ra LI Y LR L] " e “-na - . “ . .. «a . .-

¥ Clearly there is always the possibility that within a declining
industry there will be cases of individual firms which are
expanding, and vice versa.

**%  Because of the wide range of setivity within each SIC, such a
categorisation; based on previous surveys (6), while being
indieative of the industry as a whole, may not be accurate for
individual firms.
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Tahle 2. Surveys for the main sample

Source * Type of survey | Administration

1. Employer | a) Written questionnaire Distributed during

(MQ and MI) relating to background initial personal contact

data on the firm

b) Mansgement interview
based on structured
gquestionnaire - transport
operations of the firm;
type and effect of

transport problems

with each firm and
collected and checked by
ITS interviewer at the
time of the management
interview. :

IT8 interview staff

2. Imployees
(EQ)

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.

Dstributed o all {or
where necessary an agreed
sample of) employees at
place of work:
distribution and
collection arranged by
the firm.

3. Commercial

Driver interview (of all

ITS staff before vehicle

Vehicle c.v.. drivers), based on departs premises; each
Drivers structured qﬁestionnaire - firm surveyed for one
{DI) background dats and full working day.
identification of problems. '
4. Visitors | Written questionnaire Distributed by firm's
to the - | relating to the trip to staff for completion
firm the firm -~ background data during the visit;
{vq) and identification of questionnaires distributed
problems. |to visitors over a period
of one week at each firm.
5. On-site" a} parking at the site and IT8 survey staff; each.
- survey on gurrounding streets firm surveyed for one
(088) b) manoceuvring for full working day, at the
commercial vehicles same time as the driver
c) waiting and delays interview (3, above).
d) loading/unloading
conditions
*

Abbreviations are used subsequently in the text,
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study areas (using the individual and aggregated results

of the surveys described in Section 1.4.4).

b) Further more detailed analysis of the serious problems
using survey results and other background data obtained

from such sources as local authorities.

e¢) Analysis of the range and value of possible solutions.
Thig paper deals with {a) and is the first in a series of working papers
reporting the results of surveys in Leeds and London. It 1s intended

to report separately the results of {b) and (c).

The analysis starts by conéidering the individual firms as a
series of case studies. The management interview provides an initial
description of problems and their effect, and ideally an estimate of
the cost to the firm. These are then checked against the results from
the other surveys in order to confirm their extent and to allow other
issues not mentioned by management to be raised. A typical case study
for an individual firm is presented in Appendix I.. Results are then
aggregated to indicate the number of firms or individuals experiencing
a particular problem and the degree of severity of that problem, in
each study area. The detailed analysis of serious problems and possible

solutions is discussed in ref. 11.

1.h4.6 Pilot study A pilot study of eight firms (four in each of
HHIA and Stanningley) was carried out in June 1979, in order to test
the adequacy of the overall approach and the design of the individual
surveys, as well as determining the usefulﬁess of proceeding with a

full sample of firms in the outer contrel.

An evaluation of the pilot and the results of the surveys are
reported elsevhere (10, 11). A number of alternative survey formats
were tested (principally prompted vs. unprompted), and from the
experience of the pilot a number of modifications were made to the
design and administration of the main surveys. With minor exceptions
noted in the presentation of results *, it has been possible %o
utilise the pilot surveys and hence it was only necessary to sample a
further 16 firms for the main suivey. The results presented in this
report include both pilot and main survey firms.

*n . . e R ] LI e «aa " aw LR ] “ s " - aa

* The main surveys are somewhat more comprehensive than the
pilot surveys.
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1.5 Interpretation

Firme in two areas of Leeds have been selected for study. While
it is intended that the results from this project will be of wider use
and provide guidance in assessing the transport situation of inner
city firms in general, it is unavoidable that a number of specifie
aspects of the analysis will depend on characteristics of the study
areas. In the case of longer distance movement, the position of Leeds
in relation to the motorway system is likely to be significant. For
urban trips the local transport;infrastructure, parking and loading .
éonditions, and the public trapspért system will be important
determinants of operating conditioné. The study areas have Been
selected in an attempt to minimise any locational factors which would

_significanﬁly influence the results.

Relatively small samples of firms have been drawn from each of
the study areas. While the firms selected are representative of
different types of industry in these areas, each firm has its own
eharacteristics ~ location within. the study areé, premises and
buildings, internal policy related to transport, etc. -~  and will also
not necessarily represent the large variations im activity and nature

of operationé which may be found within any SIC.

By adopting a case study approach, these-characteristics can be
treated explicitly on a firm by firm basis. Inevitably, results which
are aggregated for each study area will reflect these characteristics,
particulariy relating to on-site issues and matters of company policy
which affect transport operations. Subject to these comments, the
summary of transport issues and problems facing two sets of Leeds firms
should be ﬁseful in assessing the likely range and.severity of problems

facing firms elsewhere.
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2. STUDY AREAS AND SAMPLE SELECTION
2.1 Holbeck Hunslet Industrial Ares (HHIA)

The HHIA is an area of approx. 1.l sq. miles immediatély south of
- Leeds city centre bounded by fhe River Aire to the north and east,
Wellington Road and the A58 to the-west, and the extensions of the Ml

- and M621 to the south. (Figures 3 and &). The aream is almost entirely
industrial and there is negligible residential population, although
there are extensive residential developments to the east, west and
south which serve as labour cétghments. It is the major‘industrial
concentration in the Leeds M.D.; with a total employment of 25,000
{7.6% of Leeds M.D. total), of which 5T7% are engaged in manufacturing.

There is a diverse industrial base consisting df three principal
elements{ 7

a) The traditional industries of the Leeds area - engineering,

clothing/textiles and printing, have historically located ‘

_Within HHIA. - They tend to be large, well-established firms.

b) Smaller specialigt firmé, prdviding inputs to, or associated

" with the production processes of, the major industries.

c¢) A recent growth in the relative importance of the warehousing
/distribution sector, partly associatéd'with the more
well-established industries, partly to take advantage'bf the
proximity to both the central area and the motorway systenm.
This is in spite of a genersl trend for the reloeation of
major distribution servieés into areas further to the south

of Leeds.

While these groups are represented throughout the study area, there is
a concentration of manufacturing in the east, the central sector
contains & mix of manufacturing and Warehousing/distribution, andtthe
latter dominates in the west. Firms employing less than 100 persons-
account for 87% of all firms and 29% of total employment. (The
corregponding figureé for firms employing less than 25 persons are 63%
and 10% respectively). Approximately 2% of firms employ more than 500
persons, but account for 36% of total employment. Further details of

the industrial structure are given in Section 2.3

In spite of substantial new development, partiéularly in
warehousing, the bulk of the industrial bullding stock consists of 19th

and early 20th century premises and the area's infrastructure exhibits
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many of the characteristics typical of inner areas. The main problems
of the area have been identified as: (12)
"Obsolete Victorian buildings which provide poor working
conditions and are often ill-suited to moderm processes.

"Inadequate access to firms' premises because of narrow

and ill maintained streets, lack of parking space and poor
internal layout. Also a poor road distribution system -
reducing the advantages of proximity to the motorway system.

"lack of space discouraging firms from expanding or re—organising
and, therefore, from creating new jobs.

"Fragmented arrangement and holdings of land for dévelopment;

many vacant sites on their own are small and difficult to

develop, particulerly for the private sector and no large

sites are available to meet a stated demand. The current

total of vacant development sites (37 hectares) is made up

of Tl sites." : '

The area is well served in terms of the national transport network.
Major north-south and east-west motorways (ML and M62) intersect at the
southern extremity of the Leeds urban area and are directly comnnected to
the study area via the M621 and M1 urban extension, meeting at the South
Leeds interchange and forming a major intersection at the southern
boundary of the study area. Comnections to the east, west and north are
made, in part, via recently constructed distributors vhile a one-way
system using the existing road network, provides access to the study
area iltself and to the city centre. The local roads used for access to
firms and movement within the area are based on the traditional road
system predating motor tramsport. Many of these local streets are

narrow with poor alignment. (Figure k).

Immédiately to the south of the study area at Stourton there is a
major freightliner terminal which is currentiy being expanded and which
serves ag a regional depot. The area is penetrated by rail and there
are goods yards at Whitehall Road and Hunslet, the'latter currently
being'prOPOSed as a possible site for industrial redevelopmént. Water
transport is available via the Airé and Calder navigation'which forms
the eastern study area boundaries. The Leeds and Livérpool Canal, which
forms the northern boundary of the area is no longer a significant
commercial waterway. There is a B.W.B. depot at the head of the Aire

and Calder navigation.
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Local and regional bug services concentrated on the city centre
cross the study area from the south-west, south and south—east and thefe
is one loeal bus serviece through the western part of the study area
connecting it with the éityICentre'and.the adjacent reéidential ares to
the south. Regional rail commuter services terminate at Leeds city

station. There are no stations within the study area.

Leeds 1s a programme authority under the Inner Urban Areas Act,
1978, Partly as a result of HHIA heing within the area defined as inner
city for the purposes of the urban programme and partly as.a result of
earlier initiatives, there are a number of improvement policies and
proposals (as well as specific projeects) aimed-at ensuring the continued

econcmic viability of the area. Among the more important of these are:

a) A local plan reviewing planning poliey, désigned to encourage
and promote regeneration and maximise land and building

resources.

b) A subsequent development and investment programme'outlining
public sector activity to encourage and support private sector

investment.

c) Inclusion as part of the second priority area to be declared

under the Leeds Urban Programme.

a) The identification of three potenfial Industrial Improvement
Areas (Riverside, (Goodman Street and Water Lane - see

‘Figure L).

There are & number of improvements to the road network currently under
way or programmed (Figure 4). These are primarily junction improvements,
realignment /reconstruction, and maintenance. Longer term projects being
reviewed include the South Leeds interchange and connections to the city
centre, extension (in some form) of the ML beyond Leeds, and the
uncompleted sections of the inner ring road. There has been little
recent changé to bus services; however, a reduced fare "multi-ride”
experiment currently under way involves selected services passing through

HHTA, Parking policy is currently under review.

2.2 BStanningley outer comtrol area

A shortlist of six posdsible outer control areas within the Leeds
area was considered and, on the basis of the criteria outlined in ref. T,

the Stanningley afea was selected. Stanningley is located between Leeds
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and Bradford on the western periphery of, but contiguous with, the Leeds
urban area. (Figure 3). The study area is approximately one square
mile, bounded on the south and west by the Leeds outer ring road
(Stannipgley'by—pass), and extending along both sides of the old Leeds-
Bradford Road and Stanningley Road. The northern and eastern boundaries
are somewhat loosely defined and merge with the residential areas of
Bradley Hill and Bramley. {Figure 5). There are 5000 people employed

in the study area, T0% in manufacturing.

There it & concentration of industry in the engineering groups,
accounting for 51% of total employment. The other large group is
textiles with 14%. Thé importance of warehousing and the distributive
trades is considerably less than in HHIA but, as discussed in Section
2.3.1, the industrial structures of the two areas show an overall
similarity. Firms employing less than 100 persons account for 91% of
gll firms and 50%'of.total employment. (The corresponding figures for
firms employing less than 25 persons are T1% and. 22% respectivei&).

There are no firms employing more than 500.

As with HHTA, much of the industry is tréditignally baséd well-
established firms, however the large pbst war Grangefield Industrial
Estate accounts for 30% of total employment, and there are several
potential relocation sites for firms considering moving into the area..
With the exception of these more recent developments, much of the
- buildingrstock ;nd'infraStructure is old and large sections exhibilt
typiéal inner city characteristics such as narrow streets and cramped
premises whiech provide a useful comparison with the conditions in HHTA.
Although outside the innér city, as defined for the Urban Programme,
Stanningly has been identified as satisfying the criteria for possible

IIA declaration.



- station

Ind. Estate

Figure 5
Stanningley Study Area

Boundary of
¢ o
Study Area

Waterway

4——4—3 Railway

esmmmes  Mz,jor Road

Minor Road within

A ——

Study Area

oZ



The outer ring roed (Stanningley by-pass) provides connection with the
motorways to the south of Leeds, while the main east~west movement within
the study area, and to Leeds and Bradford, is via the old Leeds-Bradford
Road and Stanpingley Road (Fig.5). With the exceptioq of a street closure
'and associated one—way section there has been little recent change to the
local street network. The Leeds—Bradford rail line crosses through the
study area and there is a passenger station, New Pudsey, at the western
extremity. There are no goods facilities. Bus servicés'through the area

link adjacent residential areas with central Leeds and with Bradford.

2.3 Comparison: HHTA and Stanningley

Comparisoﬁ of the two areas is based on the following factors (using
data on firms employing five or more'persons supplied by West Yorkshire

County Council and based on the 1976 Census of Employment):

(i} overall industrial structure

{(ii) current economic activity

(iii) disfribution of mapufacturing industry
(iv) _distributidn of service industry

(v) infrastructure and traffic generation.

2.3.1 Overall industrial structure

Tables 3 and 4 show the overall industrial structure by activity and

size of fiyrms. Table 3 indicates the essentially maﬁufaéturing nature of
“both areas with Stanningley having_a somewhat higher pfoportion of the
Workforcerempioyéd in manufacturing. Table 4 indicates that small firms
‘account for a significantly larger proportion of total employmént in
Stanningley than HHIA, although the propofﬁion of small firms is not'
greatly different. Table 5 lists the important SIC groups in terms of
empioyment and démonstra$es thé'broad industrial base of HHTA, whereas
| industry in Stanningley is much more concentraﬁed in the engineering and
textile grdups. Distributive trades are not as important in Stanningley
but are réprésente& enough to ensble adequate cowerage in the saﬁple of

Firms.



- 22 -

Table 3: EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE AND NUMBERS OF FIRMS
(numbers and percentage)

no. of persons employed

no. of firms

HHTA Stanningley HHiA. Stanningley
manufacturing 14126 { 56.9%)] 3639 ( 69.7%) 153 ( 39.3%)] 68 ( 45.3%)
construction | 1117 ( L4.5%) 4T ( 8.6%) 34 ( 8.8%)) 11 ( 7.4%)
services 9585 ( 38.6%)] 1131 { 21.7%) 202 ( 51.9%) 71 { 47.3%)
total

24808 (100%) 5217 (100%)

389 (100%) (150 (100%)

Table 4: SIZE DISTRIBUTION: EMPLOYMEKT AND NUMBERS OF FIRMS
(S8IC 3-27; percentage of total employment and percentage
of total no. of firms within each size category)

proportion of total proportion of total
employment ne. of firms
size category ¥| HHTA Stanningley HHIA Stanningley
<11 3.7 6.8 37.5 38.6
11-24 6.6 - 1k.6 25.5 32.0
25-99 18.7 219 23.9 20.0
100-199 13.8 26.9 6.4 6.7
200-%99 21.0 23.8 L.h 2.7
500-999 18.1 - 1.5 _
1000+ 18.1 - 0.8 -
total small 29.0 | k9.3 86.9 90.6
‘total large T1.0 50.7 13.1 9.k
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

%small 5-99; large 100+
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Table 5 : EMPLOYMENT - TOP 10 SIC GROUPS
(percentage of total employment in each area)

HHTA Stanningley
, % of total % of total
5IC employment 8IC employment
23 Distrib. trades 16.0 7 Mech. eng. ' 19.9
11 Vehicles 10.1 | 12 Metal goods m.e.s.  1L.0
26 Miscell; services 8.9 9 Elect. eng. 13.9
6 Metal manufact. 8.7 13 - Textiles 13.6
18 Péper, printing ete. 8.1 20 - Comstruction 8.6
T Mech, eng. 7.9 23 Distrib. trades T T
15 Clothing ete. 7.5 . 26 Miscell. services 5.2
3 Eobd, drink ete. 6.0 25 Professional services b.3
27 Public admin. 5.6 6 Metal manufact. 2.5
20 Construction . k.5 2k Insurance, banking 2.0
total 83.3% - total" 91.7%

2.3.2 Current economic activity

Considering the top ten SIC groups of each area and comfaring these with
changes in the proportion of total employment in Leeds MD for the period
197175 {Table 6)will give some indication of expanding and contracting-
industries. It will not necessarily indicate the economic situation in each
of tﬁe study areas, nof tﬁe'position of individual firms - since particular
Tirmg may be expanding in spite of contraction in the industry as a whole,
and fice versa. Furthermore decreases in employment may not neceésarily be
associated with contraction or decline of the particular sector but may
also result from changed production technigques. From Table 7, both areas

exhibit a reasonable mix of expanding and declining industries.
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Table T : EXPANDING AND DECLINING SICs IN THE TWO STUDY AREAS.
HHTA: Top 10 SiCs
Expanding .Declining
| 23 Distrib. trades 26 Miscell. services
11  Vehicles Metal manufact.
18 Paper, printing ete. Mech, eng.
| 27 Public admin. 15 Clothing etec.
20 Construction 3 Food, drink etec.
Stanningley: Top 10 SICs
Expanding Declining = -
9 FElectrical engineering T Mech. eng.
20 Construction 12 Metal goods n.e.s.
23 Distrib. trades 13 Textiles
25 Professional services - 26  Miscell. services
24  Insurance, banking 6 Metal manufact.
Expanding = SICs which increased their share of total Leeds MD
employment 1971-75 (Table 6}.
Declining = SICs which decreased their share of total Leeds MD

employment 197175 (Table 6).

2.3.3 Distribution of manufacturing industry

Table 8 indicates the distribution of manufeturing industry by

employment and number of firms.

siCs 3, 6, T» 9, 11, 12, 13, 15 and 18.
of nature of activity, workforce skills and goods traffic generation

SICs 6,7 and 12 are likely to be reasonably similar, the following differences

There are significant differences in terms of employment with

remain:

If it is accepted that in terms
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In HHIA but not Stanningley

In Stanningley but not HHIA

3 . Food, drink etc. -9 Electrical engineering
11 Vehicles 13 Textiles_
15 Clothing ete.
18 Paper, printing etc.
Table 8: DISTRIBUTION OF MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY
(percentages) '
Proportion of total Proportion of total no.
manufact. employment (%) of manufact. firms (%)
SIC group HHIA Stanningley HHTA >.Stanningley
3 Food, drink ete. 10.6 0.1 - 5.2 1.5
4  Coal and petrol ete. 0.9 - 2.6 oo
5 Chemicals etc. 2,5 0.4 5.2 1.5
6 Metal manufact. 15.2 3.6 6.5 5.9
7 Mech. eng. 1h.0 28.5 17.7 22,0
8 Instrument eng. %] 1.0 0.7 1.5
9 Elect. eng. .5 20.0 4.6 8.8
11  Vehicles 17.8 0.3 5.9 1.5
12  Metal goods n.e.s. 3.6 20.0 6.5 16.2
13 Textiles A 19.5 3.9 20.6
4  Leather ete. .1 - 0.7 -
15 Clothing etc. 13.2 1.0 13.7 2.9
16 Bricks, pottery ete. 1.3 0.9 2.0 1.5
17 Timber, furniture h.1 2.1 7.8 Loy
18  Paper, printing ete. 1h.2 1.7 13.1 8.8
19  Other manufact. 0.5 0.9 3.9 . 2.9
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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SICs 13 and 15 are important in the overall industrial structure of Leeds,

and it is perhaps an advantage that. while they are not both well represented
_ in each study area, they will at least be adequately covered by the combined
sample. In terms of employment, the most serious discrepancies between areas

are likely to be in SICs 3 and 18.

To some extent the differences are less severe when considered in reiation
to the number of firms. This is probably a result of the smaller average size
of firms ig Stanningley and the dominance (in terms of employment) of a few
very large firms -in HHIA. In HHTA 6 firms out of a total of 153 employ more -

than 500 and account for 39% of all manufacturing employment. These firms

are:
no. of firms SIC MLH deseription
1 3 231 brewing and malting
313 iron castings
1 11 383 aerospace equipment manufacture
and repair
1 11 384 locomotives and railway track
! J equipment
: 1 18 483 manufactured stationery

A number of these firms are "one off", not oceurring elsewhere in the

urban area, and hence could not be represented in any control area.

Table 9 shows the distribution of employment and number of firms by
size category of firm. There is better agreement with the number of firms,
rather thaﬁ employment, mainly because of the absence of firms with greater
than SOO‘employees in Stanningley, and the relative importance of firms of

this size in terms of HHTA employment.



Table 9:

SIZE DISTRIBUTION
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: MANUFACTURING

(percentage in each size category)

t l
|
proportion of total proportion of total
employment (%) no, of firms (%)
size category | HHIA Stanningley HEHIA . Stanningley
<11 2.0 3.6 27.5 33.8
11-24 L.o T.3 22.9 23.5
25-99 17.0 2h.6 29.4 25.0
100-199 11.8 30.4 8.5 11.8
200-499 26.1 3h.1 7.8 5.9
500-999 18.3 - 2.6 -
1000+ 20.8 - a 1.3 -
. '
i '
. total small 23.0 35.5 r 79.8 82.3
' total large 77.0 6h4.5 20.2 17.7
| total ' 100.0 100.0 ' 100.0 100.0
2.3.4 Distribution of service industry

Table 3 indicates that, compared with HEIA, service industries in

Stanningley are somewhat less important than manufacturing in terms of

employment, although the proportion of number of firms is roughly

equivalent.

Table 10.
Table 10: DISTRIBUTION OF

(percentages)

SFRVICE TNDUSTRY

The distribution within the service sector is shown in

proportion of total
service employment (%)

proportion of total no.
of service firms (%)

SIC group HHTA Stanningley - HHTA Stanningley
2l Gas, electricity
and water 4.5 - 1.0 -
22 Transport & communig. 5.2 6.7 6.9 7.0
23 Distributive trades | k1.4 35.h4 56.9 29.6
24  Insurance, banking
ete. 10.3 9.3 6.9 8.5
25 Professional & 7
scientific 1.0 19.6 3.5 18.3
o6 Miscell.services 23.1 23.9 22.8 32.4
' 27 Public admin. &
i defence 14,5 5.1 2.0 4,2
T ‘ ;
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 ! 100.0
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lSICs 22 and 23, the most important as regards the current project,

show good agreement in terms of empldyment. Compared with HHTA, Stanningley

has relatively more professional services and less‘public administration,

neither of which is particularly rélevant to this study. The size dist?ibution

rof service'firﬁs is shown in Table 11.

Table 11: SIZE DISTRIBUTION : SERVICE SECTOR
(percentage in each size category)

proportion of { proportion of total
total employment (%) no. of firms (%)
size category | BHIA Stanningley HHTA Stanningley
<11 6.2 18.5 L6.5 46.5
11-24 9.0 39.6 26.2 39.4
D5-99 17.4 32.9 18.3 12.7
| 100-199 - 15k 9.0 5.0 1.4
i 200-499 15.9 - 2.5 -
! 500-999 20.0 - 1.0 -
1000+ 16.1 . .- 0.5 -
| total small 32.6 91.0 91.0 - 98.6
total large 674 9.0 - 9.0 1.
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

As with manufacturing, a few large firms in HHIA make a very
significant contribution to employment with 4% of firms accounting for
50% of all service employment. Serviee firme in Stanningley tend to be
small, with an average size of 15.9 employees cqmpared with 47.5 in HHIA.

The firms employing more than 200 in HHIA are:

no. of firms SIC MLE description
1 21 601 gas
1 23 . 821 other retail distribution
1 2h 865 other business services
1 2L - 866 central offices not
: ‘ allocable elsewhere
26 886 public houses |
26 .. 899 other services (cleansing)
27 . 906  local government services
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With the exception of the one firm in MLH 821, which is the second
largest employer in HHIA, the other categories are not of central interest
to the'prbject and the comparison of service industry becomes much better.
SIC 23 is well represented in HHIA and Stanningley although with the
exceptionrof one firm each in HHTA and Stanningley SIC EE/MLH'é 703 and TOU
(road haulage) are not well represenﬁed.with mbst firms tending to be quite
small. This is because most large road haulage companies are located

to the south of the Leeds urban area.

2.3.5 Infrastructure and traffic generation

Az noted previously the Stanningley area contains a‘mixturé of pub;ic
~and private ownership; a mixture of infrastruéture and buildings_ranging
from very‘old through immediate posﬁ—war to very new. A number of firms
nave recently commericed’ operations in the area and at least one well
established firm is ekpanding on existing premises. Similarly there is a
range of éqnditibns for local streets and for,aécess to individual premises.
To this extent Stanningley éan be accepted as representing in part the
infrastructure of HHIA while at the same time providing a valuable range

of conditions of buildings and premises not characteristic of many of the

other possible control sites.

The review of the literature) noted that in general manufacturing
was not associated with particularly high goods vehicle generation . rates.
The general similarity of activity mix in the two study areas will ensure
that the sample of firms from both will adequately cover a rangé of
generation rates. Both SICs 22 and 23 are represented in each area -

these groups being associated with significantly higher generation ranges.

2.4 Sample selection

2.%.1 Holbeck Humslet Tndustrial Aree.

Using the procedure outlined in section 1.4.3 and ref. 8 a preferred
sample of 12 firms by activity, éize'and location within HHTIA was drawn
up. Because of the requirement to satisfy éimultaneously a nunber of
gampling criteria,because of the fact that within some categories the
number of firyms avﬁilable for possiblerinclusion was not large., and because
inevitably there were some firms who refused, or were unable to participate
(see Ch.3), there are some differences between.thé preferred and actual

samples. These are shown in Tables 12, 13 and 1k.
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Table 12, HHIA; PREFERRED AND ACTUAL SAMPLE - BY ACTIVITY
Economic |e.v. . SIC* Proportional Preferred | Actual
status generation sample based on :

rate emplayment |no. of
: : | firms _
high o2 0.3 0.5 1
declining | medium 3,12,18 2.4 1.5 2 1
low 6,7,15 - 3.6 2.2 3 b
high 20,23 -] 3.0 5.7 L 5
expanding | medium 5,11 1.8 0.7 1 -
low 9,17 . 0.5 0.7 1 1
Total 12 12
* - 8IC's 3-19, 20, 22 and 23 were considered for inclusion.

As suggested in Seetion 1.4.3, with only 12 firms it is not
possible to obtain a statistically reliable sample. In the first
place, declining and expanding is indicative of conditions within the
urban area as a whole. The available data on commercial wvehicle
generation rates is limited and suggests wide ranges within SIC's or "
groups of indusgtries. The high, medium and low categories adopted here
are based on results of previous studies, but have not been rigorously
defined in terms of generation raté per employee or unit érea. To
determine the preferred sample, a judgement must be made between the
relative importance of numbers employed and numbers of firms. In the

cage of HHIA, the differences in samples based on each are not large.

Table 13. HHTA: PREFERRED AND ACTUAT, SAMPLE - BY SIZE#
Size category Proportional sample Preferred ' Actual
hased on ' : '
employment |no. of firms
emall (5 - 99) 3.5 (2.8)[10.k (9.6) 6 8
largé {100+} 8.5 (9.2} 1.6 (2.4} 6. b
| Total 12 ' 12
* Based on SIC'S 3-27; .numbers in brackets are size distribution

for manufacturing only.



.-.32._

Determination of a preferred size distribution necessérily
involved some compromise between the criteria of employment 'and mumbers
of firms. Based on employment aione, it was feit that small fifms,
recognised by all levels of government as being an importdnt element

in economic regeneration, would noﬁ be adéquately represented.

.Consgquently, the preferred sample was adjusted to increase the relative.
number of small firms. The preferred sample was allocated to the six
activity categories of Table 10 on the basis of the size distribution
of firms within individual SIC's. For example,-if study area firms in
SIC T are typically large, then clearly thé firm selected for study from
this SIC should be large. ' '

Finally, the 12 firms must repréSent é range of locations with the
study area. TFive sub-areas were identified to represent varying
infrastructure and building stock and to ensure that potential
development areas or ITA's were included. The sub-areas are (Fig. 6):

A {west):. - Domestic Street/Ingram Distributor

B {west/central): David Street, Water Lane/West of the. South

Leeds Interchange 7

¢ {east/central): South Leeds Interchanée to Hunslet Road

D {east): East of Hunslet Road

E {(north): Meadow Lane/Great Wilson Street

The preferred and actual distribution of firms between these sub—

areas 1s shown in Table lh.l

Table 1k. HHIA: PREFERRED AND ACTUAL SAMPLE - - BY SUB AREA
Sub-area Preferred Actual
A 2 2
B h L
c 3 3
b 2 2
E 1 1
Total | 12 | 12
1 The preferred sample does not necessarlly reflect the pr0portlon

of total employment or number of firms in each sub-area.
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2.4.2  Stanningley
Tables 15, 16 and 17 indicate the preferred and actual sample by
activity, size and sub-area. Figure 7 shows the divigion of the study
area into four sub~areazs to reflect differences in_infrastructure,

building stock and accessibility.

Table 15. STANNINGLEY: PREFERRED AND‘ACTUAL SAMPLE = . BY ACTIVITY
Ecoﬁ@mic ¢, SIC * :Progqrtional sample [PreferredjActual
status generation | based on: '

: rate employment [no.of firms

high 22 0.2. 0.6 1 1

declining | medium 12,13,18 - 3.9 3.6
low 6,7,15,19 - 3.3 2.6 '3 3
high 20,23 | 2.2 3.7 3 3
expanding | medium - - - - -
low g,17 2.1 1.0 2 - 2
Total 12 12

* 8iC's 3«19, 20, 22 and 23 were considered for inclusion

Table 16. STANNINGLEY: FPREFERRED AND ACTUAL SAMPLE - BY SIZE*
Size category Proportional sample Preferred Actual

. based on
employment |no. of firms
small (5-99) | 5.9 (4.3) {10.9 (9.9) 5 4
large  (100+) | 6.1 (7.7) | 1.1 (2.1) T g
Total 12 12
¥ based on SIC's 3-27; numbers in brackets are size distribution

for manufacturing only
#% 3 of which employed between 100 and 110 persons
Table 17. STANNINGLEY: PREFERRED AND ACTUAL SAMPLE - BY SUB AREA

Sub—-ares . Preferred Actual

Leeds—Bradford Road (west of Richardshaw Lane)
Grangefield Industrial Estate B
Leeds—Bradford Road {east of Richardshaw Lane)

wiw =N
V1R e D

Broad Lane/Swinnow Lane/Swinriow Road

Total 12 12
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2.h.3 Comparison of samples: HHIA and Stanningley

Table 18 shows the final sample of firms which were selected from
each study area. It should be noted that thefe has been no effort to
mateh firms on a one—to-one basis since this would result in a sample
from at least ome of the areas which was not representative of its
industriel structure. The actual and preferred samples agree
reasonably well, the main discrepancies being: |
HHTA a) Because of the small nmumber of firms available for

participation and a number of refusals, and the fact
that a numbér of "firms in the group are one—off and
not representative, there are no expanding medium
commeréial vehicle generating firms in the sample.
(In terms of typé of workforce, however, this group
is adequately covered by other engineering sectors

included elsewhere.)
b) There are scmewhat more small firms than desirable.

Stanning— a)  The Broad Lane/Swinnow Lane/Swinnow Road sub-area
ley contains more firms than indicated by the preferred

sample.

It is unlikely that these factors will affect the validity of the

survey results or the general conclusions drawn for each study area.



Table 18: HHIA AND STANNINGLEY
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ACTUAL SAMPLES

economic | e.v. gcetual sample¥®
status | generation | SIC HHIA Stanningley
, | nign 22 1 small (8) small (23)
3- _ -
nedium 12 - 1 large (13)
13 - 1 large (19)
18 - | 1 small (6) 1 large {20)
deciining T
: 6 1 large (1)} large (13)
1 small (2) _
7 1 large (3) large (15)
low small (1)
15 1 small (k) -
19 - -
20 1 large (12) small (21,22)
high 1 smal; (7}
23 1 large (10) large (24)
expanding 2 small (9,11)
medium > - -
11 - ~
low 9 - large (16,17)
17 1 small (5) -

¥ numbers in brackets are used-
subsegquent analysis,

to identify individual firms in the
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3. RESPONSE RATES

3 1 Overall response rates

Firms satlsfylng the selectlon criteria were 1dent1f1ed and their
suitablllty confirmed by 31te 1nspect10ns. Initial contact with these
firms wes by telephone and the mejority of firms were able'to-indicate
a general willingness to ?articipate or definite refusal at this stage.
(In a numbeerf caseé return telephone calls were required). Several
Pirmg requested_written backgro;hd information aﬁd were subsequently
re-telephoned. Those firms expressing interest in the project were
visited to further outline the work -

and to discusg participation. OF the 26 firms which
were v151ted only two subsequently declined to partlclpate., Detalls

~of the overall response of firms to the.progect are given in Table 19.

. Table 19: RESPONSE RATE : OVERALL

 HHIA Stanningley

no. of firms contacted _ 27 26
contacts not followed up/firm not suitable 3 ‘ "k
not available for participation at time

of surveys but option of future

participation left open
refusal
final sample ' : 12 ' 12
response rate on all firms contacted Ll u% - 46.2%
response rate on contacts followed up . 50.0% | 5h4.5%

Contacts were not followed up where a more suitable firm'iﬁ the
same category indicated a Willingness to participate, where the firm
proved to be too small (less than five persons employed), or where
because of the nature of their operations it became clear that they
were not appropriate for a study of this kind. Seven firms Weré unable

to participate at the time the surveys were conducted, mainly because
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they were undergoing internal re-organization or were in the process of
major gtaff redundancies. Although they indicated the possibility of.
future involvemenﬁ this was not followed up because of timetabling
constraints. The 24 firms in the final saﬁple all agreed to all aspects
of the survey work (Table 2), with the exception of one firm (number 22)
which, in the course of the surveys, refusedlto distribute the‘empioyee

gquestionnaires.

Of the 15 firms which refused o ?articipate, eight were from
SIC 23 {(distrib: trades), fqur frbm'SIC“T (mech.eng.), and one each from
SICs 5, 11 and 18. The relatively high.rate of refusal from firms in
the distributive trades (eight refusals for a final sample of %) is
unusual in view of the fact that this SIC is typically associated with
high levels of commercial vehicle dctivity and transport is an important
element in firms' operations. Refusal did not appear. to depend'bn size
of firm (seven large and eight small in a fiﬁal-sample ofll2 of each),
aﬁd thererwaé‘no evidence that the reasons given for refusal were
aésociated with any pérticular industrial gfoups or sizes of firms.
The stated reasons for refusal are given in Table 20 and the distribution

of firms between study areas in Table 21.

Table 20:; RESPONSE: STATED REASONS FOR REFUSAL

| reason for refusal no. of Firms stating reason

HHIA Stanningley*®
time commitment too great | 2 1
' no staff available : 1 2
firm does not consider they have any _
transport problems . . 1 3
firm could see no benefit in thé project 1 -

refused o allow distribution of
questionnaires %o employees : -

company policy not to become involved

no reasons given

* two firms gave more than one reason for refusal.
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Table 21 RESPONSE: REFUSAL BY SIC AND STUDY AREA

no. of firms refusing
SIC
HHTA | Stanningley
5 chemicals 1 -
mech.eng. 1 3
11 vehiecles 1 -
18 printing - 7 - . 1
23 distrib. trades : 5% : 3

¥ four of which came from a sub~area identified by the District
Council as a potential ITA,

With such small numbers involved it is difficult to draw coneclusions
which would add to the interpretation of the survey results or provide
guidance for other work involving the sampling of manufacturing and
. service firmg. Given the commitment to the project required of
participating firms the overall response rate is encouraging.an& may
suggest that firms view transport issues seriously enough 0 be prepared
- to assist in the identification and solution of problems. Comparison ~ .
of the response rates between the two study areas does not support
Suggestion_s' made early in the projéct that whereas inner city firms
are concerned and actively aware of their transport problems this
would not'be the case in the ocuter control. It also suggests that any
bias affecting the applicability of the results of the management
interview to the‘study areas as a whole.— it had been srgued that"
participating firms would be more concerned with trénsport'issues than

 Pirm in general — will be equally evident in both areas.l

3.2 Employee questionnaire

It.was decided to attempt'lOO%'samplés of employees in each of the
participating firmsg, and this was acceptable to all except one of the

1. One intention of the other surveys conducted at each firm was to
substantiate and quantify problems mentioned in the management interview.

2. Allowance was made to consider less than 100% samples in the case
of large firms (employing more than 500 persons). No firms fell
- into this ecategory.
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firms (SIC 20, employment 36). Partly for cost-effectiveness reasons,

- and partly at the reguest of the firms themselves, internal distribution
and collection was agraﬁgedrby the firm.l The day of completion of the
questionnaire - the day for which journey to work date was asked - was
also flexible. There are two implications of this method of administration

of the questionnaires:

(i) Responses cover different days of the week, during a period in
June 1979 (eight pilot firms) and Jamuary-February 1980 (16 main
survey firms).‘ |

(ii) Although the importance of ensuring that a1l employees received
a questionnaire was stressed to maﬁageﬁent, it has not been
possible to determine accurately the distribution of qpéstionnaires
amongst the different categories of staff in each firm.

The first of these is not seen as a serious issue and the fact that
all days of the week areradequately_represented-ﬁay be an advantage. Since
both the pilot and the main survey were conducted outside the main holiday
periods traffic conditions can be regarded as normal. With the exception
of bus fare increases and the introduction of a reduced fare "yl bi-ride”
experiment,oﬁ selected services passiﬁg through HHIA there were no
relevant changes to the trahsport system between the two survéys and no

gignificant transport problems during either survey.

Point (ii) above w1ll not be serious provided that all categories of
employees (e.g. by sex and job) are adequately represented in the
respondents. This is because analysis is primarily on the basis of mode
gplit for data grouped by study area. The implications of mode split
for different employee categories, and the problems associated with
‘different modes, can then be related back to the kﬁown breakdown of
total employment (either for any particular firm or for the study areas
as a whole). A rigorous assessment of the responses for bias by sex
“or job has net been conducted but Table 22 shows the differences in the
characteristics of the total workforce of the 24 firms compared with the

characteristics of the respondénts.

-ns e e L) L) L] e . - e * e LIECIE) LI

1. The pilot indicated that most firms were not prepared to record
distribution to different departments or sections separately, or
to allow ITS staff to have dlrect contact with employees to distribute
‘" gquestionnaires. '

2. These comments also apply to the visitor questionnaire, c.V. driver
interviews and on-site surveys.
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- Tgble 22  CHARACTERISTICS OF- WORKFORCE: ALIL EMPLOYEES AND RESPONDENTS
{percentages)
by sex _ by job type
all employees| respondents all employees respondents -
male | female |male [female office|works office| works
HHIA 80.9 19.1 T3.1 26.9 hO.Sl 52.5 43.5 |56.6
Stanningley} 79.7 | 20.3 |75.8 | 2k.2 27.9 | T2.1 b7.% |52.6
Total 80.2 19.8 T4 T 25.3 32.9 67.1 k5.9 j5k.1
by full time/part time2
all employees respondents
S full timg part time full time “part time
HHTA 86. % 13.6 87.5 12.5
| Stanningley 93.7 6.3 91.1 8.9
Total 91.7 8.3 89.7 10.3

1. Firm no.l has head office functions and accounts for 47.2% of all
office employees in HHIA,
split for HHIA becomes 34.6% and 65.4% respectively.

If firm no.l is excluded the office/works

2. Excluding 3 HHTA and 2 Stanningley firms for which the full time/part
time split of either employees or respondents was not established.

With the possible exception of disaggregation by job type for Stanningley,

where works employees are somewhat under-represented in the sample, it

would appear that all groups are adequately covered.

This, and further

comnents below, should be considered when interpreting the results.
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Table 23 RESPONSE RATE: EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

firm | 8IC | total employees response rate overall_resPOnsé
no. employment| receiving on those . rate on total
| 2 questionnaire | receiving a employment
o " | questionnaire -
| % | % %
1 | 6 | 500 81.0 1 s 18.2
> {6 33 1.k, : n.k. 30.3
3 7 | 152 88.2 - 78.) - 69.1
koj1s | 73 . n.k. 46.9 52.1
5 |17 65 80.0 21.2 1 16.9
6 |18 31 64.5 95.0 61.3
T 20 86 n.k. n.k. 53.5
8 22 28 ~ n.k. n.k. 21L.k
9 23 32 100.0 8k4.8 87.5
10 23 119 . 80.7 36.5 29.4
11 j23 T2 65.3 89.4 - 58.3
12 |20 | 118 {  82.2 33.0 27.1
1.1%
total] HHIA|1309 (g%.;) o (gé:ET | | (Eg:g)
13 |6 | o8 88.0 38.6 33.9
1k 7 36 97.2 42.9 . W17
15 i 213 8L4.0 55.9 . 47.0
16 "9 220 n.k. n.k. 22,7
17 9 100 81.0 51.9 42.0
18 |12 | 102 95.1 54.6 52.0
19 {13 | 250 . n.k, 38.7 . 39.6
20 118 | 326 92.9 30.4 - 28.2
21 20 38 94.7' 63.9 - 60.5
o2 20 26 n.a. 7 n.a. ' n.a.
23 22 36 n.k. n.k. 52.8
ol 23 113 . 85.0 39.6 33.6
total 1958 88.7% k1,5% 35.8
Stanningley|’ (89.7) (46.3) (41.3)
overall 3267 85. hxx hl.S** 35.6
total i (8570) (51.3) 1 (42.6)

Numbers in brackets are unweighted mean response rates.
n.k. : not known

n.a. : not applicable (firm refused to distribute)

¥ 8§ firms only #*#16 firms only.
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Table 24  RESPONSE RATE: EMPLOYEES BY SEX AND JOB

firm| SIC Jtotal response rates (%)

no. employment overall 'v.male | female office works
1 6 | 500 18.2 | 16.3 35.0 || 18.0 17.6

2 6 33 . 30.3 26.7 25,0 81.8 h.6

3 7 | 152 69.1 67.6 10.0 38.9 6.7

L 15 T3 52.1 | k2.9 52.5 75.0 k3.9

5 17 65 16.9 14.3 100.0 28.6 15.5
6 18 31 61.3 60.0 100.0 100.0 51.7
T 20 86 53.5 L7 T1.b | 54.9 51.h

8 | o2 28 ol.L || 18.5 - | s0.0 25.0

9 23 | 32 87.5 T0.0 100.0 | 85.7 T2. 7
10 23 119 29.14 27.1 30.6 hi.2 23.5
11 23 T2 58.3 4h L 4.1 . 69.6 38.5
12 20 118 27.1 26.9 28.0 36.5 19.7
Total HHIA {1309 35.4 30.8 - k8.0 37-5 33.1

(43.8) P_(38.5) (52.2) (56.7) | (36.7)

13 | 6 | ug8 33.9 || 29.2 | 50.0 57.3 23.9
1L T 36 ST ho.9 - 50.0 35.0
15 T 213 47.0 k2.5 66.7 59.0 36.3
16 9 220 22.7 25.3 8.7 i k8.1 1k.3
17 o |100 42,0 43.8 - | 35.0 8k.6 35.6
18 12 102 52.0 Lg.L 66.7 93.3 3h.T
19 |13 250 39.6 39.6 33.0 100.0 25.1
20 18 . | 326 28.2 19.1 L0.6 53.6 © 20.0
21 20 38 60.5 58.3 100.0 100.0 42.3
22 20 26 n.a. | n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
23 |22 36 52.8 51.6 60.0 55.6 51.9
ol 23 113 33.6 22,0 | €9.2- - || 38.1 26.0
Total [958 35.8 || 32.2 | Lo.2 59.7 25.6
Stemningley (41.3) || (38.5) | (48.2) || (671.2) | (31.5)
Overall 3267 35.6 |l. 31.6 43.2 48.8 28.3
total (42.6) |l (38.5) | (50.3) (61.7) | (34.2)

(Response rates are calculated on total employment in the relevant category.

Numbers in brackets are unweighted mean response rates. Firm 22 did not

distribute employee questionnaires.)
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Overall response rates by firm and by study area are listed in
Table 23, and Table 2k giﬁes response rates by sex and job catbegory.
As noted, since the distribution of guestionnaires to different employee
categories within each firm is not known, the response rates quoted
in Table 24 have been calculated on total employment in the relevant
category (as provided by management}. The relatively high pfoportion
of all employees who actually received a questionnairel (Table 23}
is encouraging and suggests that the distribution to all categories

was satisfactory.

For the firms for which data is available, a somewhat higher
proportion of Stanningley employees received questionnaires. There is
however, no difference in response rates on gquestionnaires received,
or on overall response rates, between the two study areas although the
range of response rates for individual firms appears to be less in
Stanningley. Table 23 suggests that the proportion of employees
receiving a guestionnaire does not depend on the size or activity
of the firm, but does depend on management's attitude to the project
as a whole. Although there are exeeptiOns, response rate may decrease
slightly as size ofifirm increases; This is partly a reflection of
the characteristics of the workforee (a high proportion of works
employees in the larger firms] and partly because of the lack of personal

contact between maﬁagement and employees.

The overall gimilarity in response rates between HHIA and Stanningley
conceals g large difference in response by Jjob categofy of employee.
A considerably larger office response rate in Stanningley than HHIA
is sufficient to compensate for both the lower proportion of office
eﬁployees in the Stanningley workforce (Table 22) and the lower response
-rate of Stammingley works'employees compared with those of HHIA.
As a generalization; Table 24 indicates that response rates are
typically higher for females than males, and for office compared with

works employees.

1., Given the usual absences for business, holidays, sickness etec.
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3.3 Visitor guestionnaire

The ¥isitor questionnaire was left in the reception area of each
firm and the Tirm's receptionist/telephonist asked visitors to complete
a form before leaving. The duration of the survey was one day for the
pilot and five consecutive days for the main survey. The number of

completed gquestionnaires received from each firm is shown in Table 25. -

Table 25 RESPONSE RATE: VISITOR QUESTIONNAIRE

firm no. SIC total - duration of number of
employment survey {days) completed
questionnaires
1 6 500 5 1
2 33 5 -
3 T 152 1

4 15 T3 5
p 17 65 > 10
6 18 31 1 -
7 20 86 5 15
8 22 28 1 1
.9 23 32 P 28
10 23 119 5 2k
11 23 T2 1 2

12 20 118 5

_ total HHIA 96
13 6 498 1 7
1k 7 36 5 i
15 T 213 5 8
16 9 220 5 23
17 9 100 5 25
18 C12 102 5 i3
19 13 250 > T
20 - 18 326 1 9
21 20 38 5 1
22 20 26 5 T
23 22 36 1 -
2k 23 113 1 1
..................... T total Stanninglex' 102"
overall total 198
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The most- obvicus feature is the low number of completed returns.
Although there is no record of the actual number of visitors calling at
each firm, the overall response rate is thought tb be in the'region of
15-20%. Similarly it has not been possible to check for any bias in

the sample of respondents.

The number of visitors at a firm depends very much on the nature of
the firm's operations rather than total employment. While this explains
some of the low returns there are a numer of firms where difficulties
with the admiﬁistration of the questionnaire have been responsihle for

the poor response. These difficulties include:

(i) lack of liaison/briefing between management and
receptionist

(ii) poor physical environment in the reception areas

' of many firms

(iii)  the attitude of receptionist to the project {(in
spite of monitoring during the survey by ITS staff)

(iv) . other demands on receptionist® time

(v) regular visitors to the firm frequently by-pass the

reception area,

The sample provides data on each study érea as a whole but with a number
off firme it is difficult to draw conclusions as to visitors' perceptions
of site specific problems.- Offset against this is the low cost of
conducting the survey, and the benefits to be gained by attempting

to enlarge the sample.

3.4 Commercial vehicle driver interview

Commercial vehicle driver interviews were conducted over an average
working day at each firm aﬁd included the drivers of the firm's own
vehicles and all other goods or service vehicles arriving-at the premises.
Drivers of vehicles making more than one trip to the firm during the
survey day were only approached once for an interview. A summary of the

response of drivers is shown in Teble 26.

/
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Table‘26f RESPONSE RATE: COMMERCIAL VEHICLE DRIVER INTERVIEW
firm| total no. no. of no. of . | no. of response rate
no | veh. movements | effective attempted | successfullas % of
' recorded veh. movements|interviews interviews|effective veh.
suitable for movements
interviews
1 6 6 6 5 83.3
2 25 25 25 18 T2.0
3 2o 15 12 12 80.0
b | 8 5 5 3 60.0
5 1 1 1 - -
6 8 8 8 8 100.0
T 35 35 32 31 88.6
8 T f T 2 TL.L
9 67 62 62 bt 75.8
10 ik 1k 1k 13 92.9
1| ko 40 31 29 72.5
12 13 13 13 9 69.2
total 26 231 216 180 T7.9
HHTA (72.1)
13 | 15 15 15 13 86.7
1k 8 8 8 8 100.0
15 10 10 10 10 100.0
16 27 25 25 25 100.0
17 11 11 1l 10 80.9
18 b b L 2 50.0
19 16 15 15 13 86.7
20 22 22 22 20 90.0
21 8 6 6 5 83.3
22 b Y k L 100.0
23 10 10 T 70.0
2 L5 11 11 11 100.0
“total 150 141 139 128 90.8
Stanningley (88.2)
overall 396 372 355 308 82.8
| total : {80.2)

(Numbers in brackets are unwelghted mean response rates)
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From a total of 396 vehicle movements, 372 were suitable for
interviews (i.e. effective movements) and, of these, interviews were
Aattempted with 355 drivers. Of the interviews attempted, 86.8%
were successful, resulting in an overall response rate on effective

movements of 82.8%.

The discrepancy of 17 between effective movements and attempted
interviews is due mainly to vehicles being missed because of insufficient
survey staff and/or the short length of time the vehicle was on-site.
Cost effectivéness considerations, combined with difficult site layouts,
meant that at a number of firms vehicles were occasionally missed.

The majority of the 17 drivers refusing an interview stated that they
did not have tim.el and/or considered they did not have any transport
difficulties. BSome interview were refused because of the policy of

the vehicle owner, for example security vehicles.

4, MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW

4.1 Interpretation and background

4,1.1. Interpretation The intention of the management interview

(and associated self-completion questionnaire) was threefold. Firstly.
it provides essential backgfound information which is summarized in

the separate case studies prepared for each firm - see Appendix I for

an example. Although firms within a particular industrial classification
are likely to show an overall similarity, there can be considerable '
variation in factors likely to influence the type and impact of
transport prbblems between individual firmsz. Some of these factors

are related to the firm's background,and include on-site conditions

and infrastructure, staffing arrangements, type and scale of operations,
and production arrangements., In view of this and the relatively small
sample size, the results have simply been grouped by study area and

no attempt has been made‘at this stage to disaggregate on the basis of
activity. |

1. This probably accounts for the somewhat higher refusal rate of
HHIA drivers (16.7% c.f. 7.9% for Stanningley) since two of the
HHIA firms operated trade counters where there was a very fast
turnaround of vehicles.

2. For example, reference has already been made to the large
variation in c¢.v. generation rates within industrial groupings.
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Secondly the interview was intended to allow firms themselves

to raise what they perceived to be their transport problems.

Since

the position of the respondent within the firm may influence the

reporting of problems, interviews were conducted with senior manage—

ment who could comment on transport, production and personnel aspects

of the firm's operations (Table 27).

Table 27: Monagement interview - position of respondents

HHIA Stenningley
firm| emptt respondent(s) firm| emp't respondent(s)
500 | transport manager 13 498 | (i) ind.eng.manager
2 33 | general manager (ii) production controller
152 | (i) managing director (iii) cemtral prod.controller
(ii) transport manager 14 %6 | works mamager
4 73 | (i) production manager 15 21% | (i) production engineer
_ (ii) production mamsgeress (ii) shipping manager
5 65 | financial director (iii) personnel manager
6 31 | managing director 16 220 | manager
7 86 | warehouse/distr. mamager 17 100 | works manager
8 28 | transport manager 18 102 | director
9 32 | mansging director 19 250 | works manager
10 119 | director | 20 326 | (i) transport manager
11 72 | (i) transport manager | (1i) works manager
(ii) dispatch manager 21 38 | (i) director
12 118 | (i) asst.co.secretary (ii) director
(ii) transport mansger 22 26 | maneging director
(iii) works director 23 36 | director
24 113 | director/co.secretary

While this wae achieved with most firms there were a number of

cases where it was clear to the interviewer that the respondent lacked

a full grasp of the type, and implications, of the firm's transport-

related problems.

This' occurred with Ffirms 1 and 22, and to a much

lesser degree with firms 7, 17 and 24. To a large extent this is
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unavoidable, particularly with the smaller firms where there may only
be one poasible reéponde:nt. Eight firms chose to have more than cne
respondent present at the interview o ensure that all aspects were
adequately covered. In a number of cases specialist advice was sought

Tor particular questioﬁs during the interview.

Thirdly, management was asked the effect of problems, and where
appropriate to estimate the cost (or suitable proxy) imposed on the
firm., Although firme were advised of the scope of the interview during
the initial personal visit this last aspect proved most difficult.

Many firms were unable to-place a cost against pa.i'ticular problems and
in the cage of other firms the estimates which were provided mmst be
regarded only as indicative of IrJa.nageﬂ:te:rrf::s-l aggessment of a problem.

An unprompted followed by a prompted approach was adopted for the
identification of problems. The project was presented to management
as g study of the transport requirements of urban industry, and it was
specifically explained that the type and extent of problems associated
with (particularly) goods movement and person trips were under
investigation, while at the same time allowing the study to be wide-

ranging so as to include other issues which were coneidered significant.

4.1.2 Background. The importance of transport will depend only

in part on a firm's principal activity, and there are likely to be

large differences between firms. To provide a background against

which the results of the management' interview can be viewed, Table 28
indicates the firms' transport costs and managements! assessment of

the importance of transport in terms of overall operations and
specifically for business and visitor trips. Transport costs were
estimated as a percentage of total noﬁ-capital coats, with management
indiegting whether this included wehicle depresia.'bion/replacemen‘b or not,

Transport costs follow the expected pattern with typically low
values for the manmufacturing industries. The value for firm 16 appears
high, and there ig some variation in SICs.20 and 23 depending on the
precise activity of the firm. There is no evidence that firms?' -
transport comts are higher in one study area than the other.



52

to transport

7-

this queation was not ssked in the pilet survey

Table 28: ment interview: imporitence of tranaport
firm no. | SIC | employment]| transport- imﬁortahue perious~ |importance| lmportence
oostr (% of of neag of of of vigitor
non~caplial | transport tpt. Vbuainegs tripe'
conta) : problems’ trips
1 & | 500 ° n.8. - 2 4 2 3
2 6 33 2,07 1 2 3 3
3 7 152 2,0t 1 4 3 n.e.
4 15 75 3.07 1 4 1 3
5 17 65 5.0% 1 1 2 4
6 18 31 20.04 1 1 2 n.z.
7 20 86 15,09 1 2 1 1
) o8- 28 100,056 1 4 2 B
9 23 32 n.8.° 1 4 1 2
10 3 119 5.0° 1 1 2 1
11 23 T2 d.k. 1 1 1 n.8.
12 20 118 12.0% 1 3 1 2
Mean moore,
Hural 97.9 60.4 81.3 65.6
13 6. 498 1252 3 5 P N8
14 T 36 n.8. 2 4 2 3
15 7 213 2,57 1 4 1 2
16 9 220 9.44 2 3 3 3
17 9 100 | 1.0 1 5 4 4
18 12 102 4.0° 2 4 3 3
19 13 250 3.0% 1 2 4 3
20 18 326 d.k. 2 2 3 -
21 20 38 4.0% 1 4 2 5
22 20 26 1.5 2 2 5 3
23 22 36 a5.0%8 1 1 5 2.8,
24 23 413 14,07 1 5 5 n.2.
Mean soore;, .
Stanningley’ 85.4 39.6 47.9 43.8
1. 1 = extremely, 2 = very, 3 = fairly, 4 = not very, 5 = not at all.
2. 100 = extremely through to O = not at all (see Appendix II for explanation of mean scores )
3. epbtimete includes ellowance for vehicle daprecia‘!;ion/raplaoemant
" 4. entimats does mot inolude allowenoce for vehicle dspreciation/replacement
5, not etated if estimate includes sllowance for vehiole deprecistion/replecement
6. moad haulage firms who conaidered all, or nearly all, of their costs were attributeble




25

The importance of transport was rated somewhat higher by HHIA
firmg and, more significantly in terms of comparison of study area
results, the effecte of transport problems were rated considerably
higher by HHIA firms. This is partially explained by the fact that
three out of the :E‘ourl EHIA firms with "extremely serious effects of
transport problems" were engaged in distribution or required frequent
face to face contact with clients. In gpite of this it is inberesting
to note that in response to this prompted question five HHIA firms
and seven Stanningley firms (41.7% and %8.3% respectively) stated
that they were not, or not very seriously, affected by transport

Problems. As can be seen from Table 28 these firms represented a

wide range of SIils.

Taken overall both business and visitor trips were more important
to HHIA than. S'banmngley firms. Ma:eagemen‘t in both study areas
congildered business trips by the firm's staff to be more important
than visitor trips to the firm although the difference was not large
in Stamningley. Study arez mean scores conceal large differences in
importance bebween individual firmg. These differences result from
the particular characteristics of the firm's activity and its
operations and cannot therefore generally be assgociated with broad
industri.al 'groupinge such as SIC.

4.2 Prcblem identification

4.2.1 Problem grouping. The remainder of this chapter sumarizes
. {the transport probleme which were identified by management and then
c-oneiders their severity and effect. For the reporting of problems

it has been useful to group those associated with person and commercial
vehicle trips into the following seven categories:

person trips . group A: problems on-route to site -
(employees, business, group B: parking problems

visitors) _ group C: public transport problems
commercial vehicle group D: problems on-route to site
trips (goods and group E: problems at the site
services) - _ group F: loading/unloading problems
person or C.v. _other traffic problems: problems which
trips cannot be assigned to groups A to F
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and then to use two further categories to describe problems that are
not directly related to actual trips. These are:

internal problems problems relating to transport or

: transport operations resulting directly
or indirectly from internal company
policy or firms' operating procedures

other problems any other prbblem related to transport,
firms* transport operations, or to
firms! loocation '

4.2.2  Major problems identified by menagement. . The extent to

which problems within the groups ocutlined above were mentioned by
management in respomse to an vnprompted general question asking firms
to specify their transport problems, and to be as wide ranging as
possible, is shown in Table 29. Management were aleo asked a series
of prompted guestions relating to possible problems and Table 30
lists the numbers of firms in each study area indicating that they
experienced the stated problem. The discussion of these problems ism

dealt with in subseguent sections of this chapter.

Table 29: Management interview ~ unprompted problems1

(number of firms mentioning each problem)

problem - HHIA  } Stanmingle
S (12 firms) (12 firms
. gp A - on route to site 2 3
% g, gp B - parking 2 1
[z gp C ~ public transport 6 8
gp D - on route to site . 3
[47] . .
5 .ﬁ gp B - at the site _ 3 0
o+ gp F - loading/unloading 2 0
other traffic problems 2 1
_iﬁ'berna,l problems 2 T
other problems 5 3

1. refer to Appendix III for deteils of individual firms' responses
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Table 30: IMomagement interview — prompted problems
nutbers of firms

¢.v. manceuvrability

HHETA Stanningley
group prompted problem no. no.
o ) ’ affected affected
problems on roube: 2 (8 firms) | (8 firms)
A congestion/delays - journey to work 2 3
A congestion/delays - business trips 3 1
D congestion/delays - c.v. trips 3 2
A,D indirect route or one way streets 2 2
i public transport for employees 7 T
AorD poor road surface within 1 mile 3 4
inadequate on-site parking for: (12 firms} | (12 firms)
B employees! cars 4 2
B company cars 1 2
B vigitors! cars 5 2
E goods vehicles 1 1
T inadequate loading facilities 2 1
B/F at least some loading on-street 4 3
_ restrictions on delivery times: (12 firms) | (12 firms)
D,F,other traffic| for goods-in, imposed by the firm 0 3
D,FP,other traffic| for goods-in, imposed elsewhere 0 0
D,F,other traffic| for goods—out, imposed by the firm 0 0
D,F,other traffic] for goods-out, imposed elsewhere 3 5
vehicle height or weight
restrictions:
B,F at the site 4 1
D elsewhere 0 0
available space on site affects:l (8 firms) | (8 firms)
other traffic gtockpile levels 5 3
other traffic dispatch scheciules/ frequency 3 1
F loading/unloading : 4 2
B 5 3

1.

2.

only asked in main survey i.e. 8 firms in each study area.

ineluding thoge firms who mentioned .:the problem unmprompted
(see Table 29).
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Inprompted, firms typically mentioned two problems each,
and with the exception of public tra.nspbr‘t', internal and "other", the
reporting rate was low. While problems did not appear to be associated
with either particular types of firms or leocgtion within the respective
gtudy area, of the 18 times group A to F problems were mentioned by
HATA firmg, 12 were associated with the six manufecturing firms
whereas the six distributive trades/construction/haulage firms
mentioned these problems only five times in spite of their (tyjpica.lly)

7 greater involvement with txanspdrt. during their day-to~day operations.

One firm in each study area stated that they had no traffic or
transport related problems, and only one firm (in Stanningley) mentioned
an internal or "other" problem without also mentioning a traffic or

trip related problem.

4.2.3 Format for problem discussion. The main focus of this project
is on prohlems within groups A to F, and particularly those which are
amenable to improvement through public policies. Section 4.3 therefore
sunmarily discusses those problems which were outside groups A to ¥,

while Sections 4.4 and 4.5 discuss groups A to C and D to F respectively
in some detail. The results are presented in note form as summsries for

e ach study avea and individual firms are not described except to
illustrate a point. Appendix ITI containg the resulits of the major

items asked in the management interview for each firm. The approach has
been to treat different types of trips sequéntially, to examine manzage-
ment's assessment of the different problems (groups A to F) on those trips,
" and then to assess the impact on the firms. The following format has been
used where possible in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 for each type of trip (the
diagram below uses employee journey to work as an example)

employee journey to work - and similarly for
(for both HHIA and - business trips
Stanningley) ' - visitor trips
A - . - personal trips
grox:tp i = 01:.1: o) grm'x_p G and then commercial
problemns problems | problems |- vehicle trips
[+ _ I
gimilarly similarly
- 1 — T ___
unprompted prompted | | severity effect, any | comments,
) cost other | SUIMETY
- date




4.3 Problems outside groupg A 'b6 B

4.3.1
HHIA.
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Other traffic problems.

Other traffic problems were mentioned by two distribution firms.

They referrved to restrictions, delays, and non-acceptance of goods at the

delivery end of the itrip and resulted in lost time, rescheduling of

deliveries, and return vieits, estimated by one firm to cost £1 OO/mon‘bh.

Both firms distributed widely and delivery problems were not associated

with any

particular location.

other relied mainly on ocutside haulage.

One firm used its own wehicles while the

Stammingley. -Excessive and inefficient trips caused by fragmented
operations between two sites were the only reported "other trafficM

P roblem in Stanningley.

4.3.2

Internal problems.

problems reported in both study areas.

Table 31 ligte the types of intermnal

Table 31: Monapement interview: unprompted intermal problems
description effect cost
lack of liaison between n.s.

affects delivery schedules

n.sl

-not stated

HAIA prodn. and tpt. depts.
(2 flms) reliance on outeide difficulty planning contributes to
hanliers deliveries and coliecticne | site coats of
| £1000/month
reliance on outside ) delays in production, small
haylege i.e. vehicle delays in deliveries
tavailability esp. for (i) higher unit cost for £650/month
small loads (3 firms) small loads .
' (i)aisruption to dispatch N.a.
achedules
a.vaiiabili‘ty of suitable loss of business n.s.
. HGV drivers and mechanics
Stanningley|availability of preferred| n.s. - pilot firm n.s.
(7 firms) |vehicle for fleet
replacement
restrictions on drivers' () n.s., - pilot fiwm n.a.
hours {2 firms) @n.e. - " "
gov'!t administrative time of senior management n.a.
requirements related to
operating a fleet of HGVs
lack of gov't incentives ina.bi:_l.ity to invest in n.a.
for capital investment new, more efficient
in the service sector premizses
. Nh.a, = pilot firm ; no cost estimates were asked
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4.3.3 -Other problems. Table 32 lists the types of other problems
reported in both of the study areas.

Table 323 ygggggment interview: unprompted other problems
description effect cost
vehicle servicing and diffienlty obtaining 'no cost
repairs : replacenent vehicles
occasional vehicle hire of alternative £400/month
breakdowns - vehicle, recovery of
vehicle and load
(i) vandalism, run-down n.s. - pilot firm n.a.
area :
_ (ii) disorganised site n.s. - " " N8
HEIA 1ayout
(5 firms) | (i) vehicle reliability (1) affects delivery - n.s.
, gchedule
(i1) loss o? goods in (ii) no effect n.s.
transid
(iii) high baulage rates (iii) must be comsidered n.s.
: when planning delivery |
gchedules
Ei) loss in transit’ i) n.s., - pilot firm n.a.
ii) lack of loecal ii) eo. veh. used to
faeilities collect lunch orders
high heulage rates n.s. | £500/month
Stammingley| vehicle repair and service | n.g. - pilot firm n.a.
(5 firms) non~trangport problems inefficient double handling n.a.
resulting from fragwented | and reduced warchouse
operaticns capacity
n.a, = pilot firm - no cost estimates were asked

n.s. = not stated

1. due to pilfering egp. if outside haulage used.
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4.5.4 Some conglusiong. The interview was designed to
allow menagement to raise gny problems of this type and to comment
on their effect and cost. The response of firms mentioning these
problemg is an indication that for a numbér of firms these are
seen as peing as important as, if not more than, problems within
groups A to ¥, zalthough oclearly the scope for possible solutions
rests much more with the individual firms. Since there was no
subsequent prompting or probing on these issues in the interview,
there is the possibility that as s group the reporting of these

p roblems may be underrepresented. Almost without exception
problems are independent of firms'! activity or location. As the
tables indicate, they are frequently associated with the
organisation and administration required to keep a fleet of
vehicles operating; or to difficulties obtaining reliable hsulage,
at the time when it is requii'ed, and a.f an acceptable cost.
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4.4 Group A to C problems: person trips

4.4.1. -+ Employees! journey to work

Group 4 (on route to site). Table 33 liste managements! response
1o possible group A problems.

Table 3%5: Management interview: employee journey to work,
group A problems

(number of firms mentioning problem)

HETA Stanningley
unprompted - pilot! (8 firms) .0 0
unprompted —~ main survey (16 firms) -0 2
prompted2 - main survey (16 firms) - 2 1
stated dégmee of seriousness of n.a. not very (2)
unprompted problems
types of problems : congestion(2) | congestion(3)
| costs incurred (16 firms) (g£/month) 1 1
(£50) (25)
location of umprompited and Leeds/Bdfd(2) | study area (1)
prompted problems _ ' Leeds/Bdfa(2)

1. Group A problems were not asked as a prompied question in the
pilot survey

2. The prompted question referred to congestion. Firms mentioning
an unprompted group A problem were not asked the prompted guestion.

Effects and costs: (i) The overall effects of group A, B and C
problems are discussed below.

(ii) Late arrival and consequent lost time were the most obvious
effects although staff dissatisfaction was also mentioned.

(iii) Costs were estimated at £50 (HHTA) and £5 (Stanningley) per
month. This is equivalent to £0.42 and £0. 13 per employee pei' month
respectively. Costs were due to late arrival resulting from the effect
of congestion.

Comments: (i) For each study area the reported effect on firms is
small but should be viewed in the context of effects (such ag

recruitment) discussed below.
(ii) Congestion was the only group A problem mentioned.

(iii) The results do not suggest thet firms in HHTA suffer different
types of problems, or to a greater extent, than those in Stanningley.

'(iv) See also Chapter 6 for employees' jourmey to work details and
perception and rating of group A problems.
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Group B (parking) Table 34 lists managements' response to possible
group B problems.

.Table 3h: Management interview: employee journey to work, Group B problems

{number of firms mentioning problem)

| HHTA Stanningley
unprompted - pilot (8 firms) 1
unprompted — main survey (16 firms) 0
promptedl - pilot & main survey L
(24 firms)
stated degree of seriousness of fairly (1) n.a.
unprompted problems
types of unpromptéd problems inadequate n.a.
on-site
employee pkg.
costs inecurred (24 firms) ‘ o] _ 0

1, The prompted guestion referred to shortfall of on—site employee
parking. :

Effects and cosﬁs:

(i) The overall effects of group A,B and c problems are discussed below.

(ii) One HHIA firm lost productive time due to inefficient parking and
need to repark cars in on-site employee car park.

(iii)No firms reported that costs were incurred.

Comments:

(i) 1In the older street network of HHIA on-street employee parking caused
by inadequate on-site provigion can cause manoeu#ring difficulties
for commercial vehicles.

(ii) There is some indication that parking for employees may be more
difficult in HHIA. _

(iii)See also Chapter 5 for results of parking surveys, and Chapter 6 for
employees stated parking location and walk distance and perception of

parking problems,
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Group C (public transport)
to possible group C problems.

Table :

(number of firms mentioning problem)

ment interview: employee

journey to work, Group C problems

Table 35 lists managements! response

HHTA S'banningley
unprompted - pilo1;1 (8 firms) 1 1
unprompted - main survey - (16 fiyms) 5 T
promp‘bedz - main survey (16 firms) 2 0
stated degree of seriousness of very(1) fairly(6)
unprompted problems fairly(2) not very(2)
not very(2)

not at all(1)

types of problems ~see Table 36 see Table 36

costs incurred (16 firms) : 2 5
location of unprompted and study a.reag2; study area(2)
prompted problems Leeds/Bafd(6) | Leeds/Bafda(6)

1. Group C problems were not asked as a p:bom:ﬁted question in the

pilot survey.

2. The prompted question referred to bus travel in general (J'_ncluding

congestion). Firms mentioning an unprompted group C problem were
not asked the prompted question.

Effecte and costs: (:L) The overall effects of group A, B and C problems
are discussed below.

(ii) Table 36 contains details of the t;yjpe., effect and costs of

problems mentioned by individual firms.

(iii) The main effect mentioned was time lost through late arrival,
There were also implications for working hours and shift and overtime
arrangements, and for retention and recruitment of suitable staff.

(iv) Cost estimates ranged from £30.3 to £0.97 per employee per month.

Comments: (i) The highest reporting rate of any problem group.

- (ii) The type of problems mentioned covered the full range of possible

problems. Reliability and service frequency were the most common.

(iii). Reliability was mentioned somewhat more in HHIA, otherwime there
appears to be little difference between HHIA and Stanningley in the
type, and extent, of problems mentioned.

(iv) With the exception of bus stop locations (mentioned by one HHIA and two
Stanningley fi:r:ms), the types of'problems were independent of location.

(v) See also Chapber 6 for the results of the employee questiomnaire.
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Tgble 363 Management interview: public transport problems

acheduling labour {staff
travel directly from
home to dispersed job
sites)

firm no. problem offect cost
o1 ii) sexrvice covarage . Myery'! gerious; mainly extra n.8
ii} transfers (caused by time and cost to employees, plue
location of firm gouth of effeat on recruitment policy
oity centre) ~ and lebour omtohment areas
o2 service frequency affects start time of a.m. shift | £1000/month
03 walk distance to bus stop Mfeirly" important; no specific {pilet firm
< (cauaed by new road system) effeots mentioned . .
E 04  |relisbility nd delays by not stated -
other traffic)
. 05 |relimbility (buses not erviving) | late arvivel of staff, lost £100/month
production time
07 gi) reliability i) late arrival d.k. .
ii) gervice fregquency ii) difficult for staff to
) work overtime
13 zi) service frequency {i) employees need private pilet firm
i ii) walk dist. bo bus stop transport to meet shift
(no bus service into times
Grangefield 2nd Estate)
14 (i) service frequenoy (1) need to provide co. fpt. £35/memth
for staff working weskends;
lopt time as siaff leave
early to catch bus
{i1) walk dist, to bus astop
{no bus service into
Grangefield 2nd Estate)
15 relisbility (eep. leeds to no direct effect on firm -
Pudsey services)
16 service frequency (and possibly | lost time through lafe ervivel/ n.8.
reliability early departure; industrial
relations
E 17 (1) reliability (1) lost time through late £180/month
arrivel
(i1) oomt of bua travel

< .

« 18 |(4i) service coversge and {1} lost time through Iat £100/month
possibly relisbility), arrivel . (totel of
travel time by bus (i} & (ii) etaff reluctant late ayrwivale

(ii) cost of bus travel to worlk oftime if they by cer & bus)
can gat a 1ift home
19 (i) mervice frequency {i) difficulty meeting a.m. £450/month
’ times {total of
(ii) need to use more than (11) & (ii4) recruitment i,id & idt)
cne stage diffioculties for skilled
{iii) cost of buas travel labour
21 gi) service coverage - {i) & (i1) zefers to both j to |£450/month
: ii) need to use more then w and businese tripm: {doubtful
one ptege loat time, difficulty acouracy
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Effects of group A4 to C problems

The review of the literature (6) and the pilot surveys suggested

that the transport problems of employeecs would affect the firm

principally through lost time (and hence reduced productivity), staff

dissatisfaction, and difficulties retaining and recruiting suitable

staff. A series of prompted guestions were designed to determine

the extent and severity of these effects, and the resulis for each

study area are tabulated in Table 37. (Appendix ITIT contains responses

from individual firms.) In interpreting the results of Table 37
it should be noted that there may be transport factors other than
gimply the Jjourney ito work which may affect managements' reporting

of the effects. For example difficulties with personal trips during

the day may influence absenteeism, turnover and recruitment (see

Section 4.4.4) although the impression gained during the interviews

was that journey to work was the principal transport factor.

Table 37: Manasement interview: effects of problems, employees
late arrival . . mI staff
of gtaff -absen‘beels turnover
HHIA |Stan.] HHIA | Stan. JHATIA | Stan.
no. of firms reporting problem 8 9 6 3 7 7
mean geore; severity of pro'blem,'
all firms (100 = extremely 27 23 25 {10 |.23 | 19
serious; O = not a problem) ‘ ‘ '
meay gcore; severity of problem
for those who reported problem 41 31 50 L2 39 | 32
(100 = extremely serious, ' : S K
0 = not a problem)
mean scorej; importance of trans-
port for those who reported the 66 36 25 25 1k 14
problem (100 = extremely; '
0 = not at all)
no, of firms reporting that
transport contributed to the 8 8 3 2 4 2
problem '
recruitment
HHTA |[Stermingley
no. of firms reporting I:ecrui'bmen't difficulties 10 11
recruitment concentrated 4n particular areas for 11 41
transport reasons (16 main survey firms only)
recruitment difficulties in particular areas for 0 1‘
transport reasons

1. plus unprompted comments from one pilot firm in

each. gtudy area.
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Comments: (i) Taken over all firms in each ares the degree of
geverity for late arrival, absenteeism and turnover wase approximately
equivalent to "not a2 serious problem", although of course the rating
is considerably greater if only those firms which stated they were
affected are conasidered. The exception was absenteeism in Stanningley,

where there was no obvious explanation for the lower degree of severity.

(ii) Transport was an importa.n'tifactor in late arrival, particularly
for HHTA firms. For HHTA firms which reported late arrival transport
factors were estimated %o be responsible for 75-80% of lost time,
equivalent to 6.2 minutes/employee/week (or approx. 0.25% of productive
time). The corresponding figures for Stammingley were 25-30% and

3.2 minutes. In view of the apparent importance of public transport
difficulties, the mode split of 48% and 2‘!%Ji by bus in HHIA and
Stammingley respectively may explain g large part of this difference.

(iii) Transport factors were considered to play a relatively minor

role in contributing to gbsenteeism and turnover, and there was no

difference in managements' assessment of its importance between study

areas.

(iv) Recruitment of suitable staff affected nearly all firms irrespeotive = -

of abfivity or location, however only one of the eight HHIA

- specifically asked had a policy of recruiting locslly for transport
reasons. On the other hand half the Stanningley firms attempted to
recruit locally and the exftent to which this was successful may be seen
from the high proportion of Stammingley employees who walk to work -
20% compared with 8% in ARTA®, Management considered there to be
little difficulty in recruiting from particular areas because of

transport reasons..

(v) Recruitment difficulties were experienced with the following

categories of employees: :
“no. of firms experiencing
recruitment difficulties

HHTA Stanningley
managerial/professional 2 5
office (clerical/technical) 3 5
skilled 6 8
semi~gkilled 3 4
other 1 0
difficulty with at least one category 10 firms 11 fiymg

1. See Chapter 6, Table 58,

2. - Bee-Chapter 6, Table 5B. It should be noted that close catchment
.areas are more exbtensive in Stammingley, partly the result of slum
clearance in HHTA,
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and there was no clear difference in sbility to recruit particular

categories between the study areas.

(vi) The effects discussed above depend to some extent on work hour

arrangements and firms' policy towards travel assistance for employees1

work hour arrangements all work fixed hours except
(main survey firms only) one HHIA firm which operates
‘ an wnofficial flexitime system
and one Stanningley firm where
the lunch bresk may be varied

- vwnofficially
travel_a.ssistance for the van collects staff at home® -
journey to work (all firmss 2 HAIA firms.
excluding use of co. vehs. Staff working o/time or weekends
by management and others) reimbursed for cost of trips -

1 Stanningley firm.,

The extent to which company policy was designed to alleviate
journey to work problems, or encourage retention/recruitment of
staff, was therefore somewhat limited in both study areas.

4.4.2 Business trips
Group A (on route to mite)

Table 38 lisgte managements' response to poésible group A problems.

Table 38: Management interview: business trips, group A problems
(mumber of firms mentioning problem)
' HHTA Stermingley
unprompted - pi].ot1 (8 firms) 1 0
‘unprompted - main survey E16 firmsg 0 0
prompted® - main survey (16 firms 3 1
gtated degree of seriousness of .
unproupted problems fairly (1) el
types of pro'blemss2 congestion (4) congestion (1)
indirect route/ indirect route/
one-way streets (1) | one-way streets (2)
location of umprompted and gtudy area (3) central Leeds (3)
prompted problems2s3 central Ieeds (1)
. external (2)

1., Group A problems were not asked as a prompted question in the pilot
SUrVey .

2, The prompted question referred to congestion. One HHIA firm and
two Stamningley firms also stated that business trips were afifected
by indirect route/one-way streets.

3. One HHIA firm specified more than one location.

1. Sée Appendix IV for details of arrangements at individual firms.
2, Not available to all staff of either firm. '
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Effects and costs: (1) The oversll effects of group A, B and C
problems are discussed below (Table 40).

(ii) The main effect was lost time and, for one HHIA firm, consequent

loss of business.

(iii) Lost time as a result of congestion (and to some extent
indirect routing and one-way streets) imposed costs on one firm
in HHTA andthree in Stanningley. '

Comments: (i) Congestion was the most frequently meniioned problem
and occurred within the HITA study area as well as the central area
generally. It was reported more frequently by HHIA firms.

(ii) Although four firms incurred costs, the unprompted responses
suggest that group A problemssre not of great concern to management.

(iii) Pirms in both study areas experienced similar types of problems.

Group B (parking) ' o
Table 39 lists managements® response to possible group B problems.

Table 39: Management interview: business trips. sroup B p Toblems

(number of firms mentioning problem)

HHIA Stanningley

unprompted - pilot (8 firms) : 1 0
unprompted - main survey (16 firms) 0 0
prompted! - pilot + main survey 1 o

(24 firms)
gtated degree of seriousness of fairly (1) n.a.

unprompted problems :
types of unpromplbed problems parking in n.s.

| 7 central Ieeds (1)

location of unprompted problems ceniral Leeds (1) n.a.

1. The prompted question referred to shortfall of on-site parking
for company cars.

Effects and costs: (i) The overall effects of group A, B and C
problems are discussed below (Table 40).

(44) Response indicatesthat effects and costs are minimal. One firm
in each study area indicated that costs were incurred as a result of

time lost searching for parking in central Leeds.
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Comments: (i) There were two types of group B problems - on-site
parkihg shortfall and inadequate parking elsewhere. (viz. central
Leeds).

(ii) There was no indication of differences in the type or severity

of problems between study areas.

(iii) See also Chapter 5 for results of the parking surveys.

Group ¢ (public transport)
No firms in elther study area reporited using public transport
for business trips, except for infreguent 1o:b,g distance rail or air

tripe outside the region.

Effects and costs of group A and B problems: Table 40 lists the
stated degree of importance of business trips, the extent to which

they were inconvenienced, and the effects and coste incurred.

Table 40: DManscement interview: business trips, effect of problems

HHTA (12 firms) | Stemningley (12 firms)
no. of firms for which busi- 12 10
ness trips were important
mean s¢ore; degree of .
importance’ 81 48 _
no, of firms for which busi-
ness trips were inconven- 6 6
ienced by group A and B
. problems
mean scores degree of
inconvenienci? 25 30 .
operations affected 1 1
coats incu:r.'re_d2 .2 4
(£/month) group A: £320 group A: £280,£40,£10
group B: £50 group B: £20 _
type of effect/reason gp A: lost time & | gp At lost time (3)
for inconvenience business (1)
gp B: lost time() { gp B: lost time (2)
n-SO (4) Il.B.

1. OSee Appendix IT for explanation of mean scores.

2. DManagement found it difficult to unambiguously assign costs and
effects to either group A or group B.
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Comments, groups A and B: (i) Tn spite of the stated importance
of business trips for HHIA firms, and the number of firms which
ndicated that trips were inconvenienced by group A and B problems,

the effect on firms' operations was not extensive.

(ii) The mean score suggests that on average trips were not

seriougly inconvenienced..

(iii) Congestion within HHIA and central Leeds was the most
freguently mentioned problem.

loss of business.

(v) Both study areas experiexiced gimilar types of problems. Twioce
as many Stanmningley firmg incurred costs. '

- 4.4.3 Vigitor irips.
Group A (on route to site)
Table A1 lists mansgements' response to possible group A problems.

Table 41: Menagement interview: wvisitor trips, group A problems

(number of firms mentioning problem)

HHETA Staxningley
umprompted - pilot! (8 firms) 1 0
unprompted -~ main gurvey 0 q
?16 flI'IIlS
prompted main survey o 3
(16 f:.rms)
gtated degree of seriousness
of unprompted problems not vezy (1) R.8.
types of problems difficulty finding | confusion caused by
‘ gite for first adjacent traffic
time visitors3(1) | managementd(1)
congestion (1) difficulty finding(®
n.s. (1) congestiond (1)
locations study area (3) study area (4)

1. A prompted question was not asked in the pilot.

2. The prompted question referred to difficulties with visitor trips
in general. :

3. Caused by one—way street system.
4. Street closure, signalizZation and parking restrictions.

5. Czused by parked and loading vehicles in frontage street.
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Effects and costs: (i) The overall effects of group A, B and C
problems are discussed below (Table 43).

(ii) Effects were minimal.

Commente: (i) Difficulty finding firms presumably only affects

first time or infrequent visitors.

(ii) The response did not indicate significant differences between

gtudy areas.
(iii) Refer to Chapter 7 for results of visitor gquestiomnaire.

Group B (parking) ‘
Table 42 lists managements! response to possible group B problems.

Table 42: Maonagement interview: vigitor trips, group B problems
(number of firms mentioning problem)

HHIA Stanningley

unprompted - pilot (8 firms) 1 0
unprompted - main survey (16 firms) 0 1
promp‘l:ed1 - pilot + main survey ‘ 5 2

(24 firms) '
stated degree of seriousness of not at all (1) n.s.

unprompted problems
types of unprompted problems on-street pkg. |on-street pke.

restrictions(1) restric'tions%ﬂ

1. The prompted question referred to shortfall of on-gite parking
for visitors! cars.

Effects and costs: (i) The overall effects of group A, B gnd C problems
are discussed below (Table 43).

(ii) Effects are minimal.

Comments: (i) Inadequate on-mite parking for visitores mentioned by
more firms in HHTA than Stammingley.

(ii) Refer to Chapter 5 for results oi‘ the parking surveys.

Group & (public transport)
No firms in either study area reported difficulties for visitor

trips caused by public transport. The visitor questionmaire (Chepter 7)
indicated that almost all visitorsused private transport.
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BEffects and costs of group A and B problems: Table 43 lists the
stated degree of importance of vigitor trips, the extent to which

they were inconvenienced, and the effects and costs incurred.

Table 4%: Management interview: visitor twips, effect of problems

(m2in survey firms only)

- HHTA - Stanningley
(8 firms) (8 firms)
no. of firms for which wvisitor . - 7
trips were important ’
mean score; degree of importance 66 by -
no. of firms for which visitor ‘
trips were inconvenienced by 5 3
group A and B problems ‘
mean score; degree of inconvenience : 29 1L
operations affected 0
coste incurred 0 0
type of effect/reason for -
inconvenience no effects (5) 1013555 of goodwill
no effect (2)

1. Bee Appendix II for explanation of mean scores.
2. Thisg had no real effect on firm.

Comments: (i) The fact that visitor trips were regarded as more
important on average by HHIA firms probably reflected the sales/
distribution function of some of the firms (2 firms have showrooms

end 2 operate trade counters).

(ii) Managements' knowledge of, and interest in, trips by visitors
was (in general) considerably less then for business trips by their

own staff.

(1ii) There were no firms where mansgement was actively trying to
identify, or ease, problems of visitors., The impression gained during
the management interview was that a.ny' problems applied only to
visitorse and not to the firm. This might be understandable in view
of the stated negligible effect of visitors! problems.

(iv) Bxcept for shortfall in on-site parking (five HHIA and two
Stamningley firms) there were nob significant differences in the

type or severity of reported problems.
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4.4.4 Personal t:r:i;gs1 . Management were asked a prompted
guestion relating to difficulties with, and effects of, personal

trips made by employees during the day. Table 44 lisgts the
response. One HHTA firm provided an unprompted comment relating
to inadequate local facilities.

Iable 44: Management interview: personal trips, problems and effects

(number of firms mentioning problem; pilot plus main survey)

HHIA (12 firms) Stenningley (12 firms)
unprompted - pilot (8 firms) 11 0
unprompted - main survey 0 0
(16 firms)
prompted - pilot + main
survey (24 firms)
- inadequate local
facilities 5
- transport difficulties 5 5
~ paid time lost 4 5
types of problemsz
- group A 'I3 0
- group B 0 12
- group C 22 4
~ other ol 17
aggistance provided by firm o8 28,9
costs incurred (g /month) n.s. ‘ 2
(€20, £140)
paid time lost 4 5
estimate of paid time lost firm |emp% |[manhrs [firm |emp' [man hres,
no. logt/wk | no. logtfuk
1 (500 9 |13 [a98 | a.x.
2 33 1 14 36 2
4 73 2 16 [228 5
T 86 2 17 [100 | d.k.
18 102 10

Inzdequate loeal facilities

Some firms stated more than one problem

Accesg to central Leeds

Parking in Pudsey towmn centre

Inadequate bus service to central leeds

Inadequate bus services to Bramley (2) and Pudsey (2)

Insufficient time to reach local faoilities during lunch break

Company vehicle used to collect lunch orders; HHIA (2), Stanmingley (2).
Use of company vehicle to give lifts on personal trips, 1 firm,

O 0 ~3 VU4 W N =

ot e

ase Comme sse LN ] L] L) anw o ea sas aesn LN} L

" 1. Personal trips by employees during the day, e.g. lunch, shopping
and gervices such as bank, dentist, etc.



13

Effects and costs: (i) No firms reported that operations were
affected by personal trips.

(ii) Although reported by a total of nine firms, lost time is smell
in terms of number of employees. The average for all firms which
1ogt time was 1.76 mins/employee/week, and the maximum lost by any
one firm about 6 m:i:as/ employee/week. The average is sbout one-quarter

of that for late arrival - gee p 65).

(iii) Travel assistance was given by four firme, two of which
estimated that cosis were incurred. |

(iv) There was no indication from the menagement interview of the
extent to which difficulties with personal trips might lead o
employee dissatisfaction and retention/recruitment problems.

Comments: (i) There wae no indication that effects such as lost
time were more severe for particular types of firms, or those
employing a particular mix of workforce.

(ii) Although local facilities were oconsidered inadequate by more
Stanningley firms there did not appear to be significant differences
in the type, severity or effect of transport problems.

(iii) Effectsand costs of personsl trips depend to some extent on -
firms' policy towards employees extending the lunch break (either
with or without pay) to enable trips to be completed, as well as any
travel agsistance or service provided by the company. The lunch
break arrangements adopted by the main survey firms are listed in
Table 45 and Appendix IV gives details of working hours and travel

assistance for individual firms.

Table 45: Management interview: lunch bresk arrangements

(main survey firms only)

HHTA (8 firms) | Stenningley (8 firms)

lunch bresk can be exbtended

~ with pay

- with pay for scme staff,
without for other

- without pay

—*--'IlI'\J\.NI\)

P

\.N\J'IIO.h—\
-

lunch break cannot be extended

1. Including 3 firms in each area which only allowed extrs time to
be taken for important trips (e.g. dentist, doctor, etc. but
not for lunch or hopping) .
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Firms which allowed the lunch breask to be extended adopted
a variety of policies am to whether the extra time was with or
without pay. It was common for office staff to take time with
pay and for production staff to take time without pay. A1l nine
firmg which reported that paid time was lost allowed the lunch
break %o be extended (for important trips only in the case of
five firms),

(iv) Only one firm in each study area operated an (unofficial)
gystem of flexitimg/variable lunch break.

(v) TPacilities are not distributed evenly in either HHIA or
Stanningleyj. Because of the size of each of the areas the
location of individual firms will be an important determinant of
_ the extent of difficulties with personal trips2.

(iv) See also Chapter 6 for results of employee questiomnaire.

[ [ L] e e a e LI} ra e «aaw L LI .l.l_

1. Mainly located in the city centre to the north of HHIA; and in
~ Poudsey and Bramley town centres to the south and east respectlvely
of Stannlngley.

2. Location in relation to the facilities themselvés and also to
transport services e.g. walk distance to bus stop, availability
of suitable bus services.
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4.5 Group D to F problemsi. commercial vehicle trips

k.5.1 Group D (on route to site). Table L6 lists managements’

response Lo possible group D problems.

Table 46. Management interview: commeércial vehicles, group D problems

(number of firms mentioning problem)

HHIA . |Btanningley
' o1 . |
unprompted - pilot™ (8 firms)
unprompted — main survey {16 firms)
prompted ~ congestion (16 firms) -2 2
indirect route/one vay streets o
{16 firms) : 2 0
poor road surface” (16 firms) 7 3 h
height or welght restrictions
{24 firms) 8] 0
stated'degree of seriousness of fairly (2) N.B.
unprompted problems "~ |not stated (1)
types of unprompted problems , congestion (3) n.a.
costs incurred (l6 flrms) (£/month)‘
congestion ‘ 0 1 (£100)
indirect route/one way streets 1{£50) n.a,
poor road surface? . 1 (&5) 0
locatidns (unprompted and prompted
problems)
congestion o study area/ study area
central Leeds(3) (1) :
Leeds/Bdfd (1) external(l)
external (1) ' ‘
indirect route/one way streets study area (2} n.a.
poor road surface2 . on—site (1) sﬁudy ares,
study area (2) (4)

1. Group D problems were not ssked as a prompted question in the pilot.

2. The question specifically referred to the road condition within
1 mile of the site.
Effects and costs:
(i} Few firms stated that they were affected or that costs were incurred.
(ii) The response to a series of prompted questions relating to delays in
“delivery of goods=-in 1s shown in Table 47,
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Table 47, Management interview: effects of delays, goods—in

(Number of firms mentioning problem, pilot and main survey)

HHTA Stanningley

i (12 firms) (12 firms)
frequency of delays in delivery: '

> 1/week 2 0
> 1/month 1 0
< 1/month 2 i
never T 8
usual length of delays:
< 1 hour 1 1
< 3 day - 1 0
1-1 day 1 3
1 day ~ 1 week 1 0
longer o 0
n.s. 1 0
group D problems contributing 1 1
to delays 1 1
effects of delays> lost time (1} lost time (1)
lost orders/ lost orders/
sales (2) sales (1)

reduced output reduced output -
(1) o (3) '
no effect (2) supplies obtained
elsewhere (2)
no effeet (1)

no. of firms stating operations

affected _ 3 3
operations afTected by group D . 3 3
problens 1 1
costs incurredh (£ /month) : 2 1
due to gp.D:1(£80) |due to gp.D:0
other: 1 (£250) other: 1 (£50)

+ Refers to congestion on local roads in both cases.,

Some £irms gpecified more than one effect.

Refers to effect of time lost because of congestion in both cases.

= w n K

. Excluding the costs mentioned in Table 46.
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Only 2 firms attributed delays to group D problems. Delsys Tfor the
remaining seven firms were inevitably caused by suppliers not meeting
orders on time or the unreliability of oubtside hauliers. One HHTA
firm estimated that time lost through congestion resulted in a cost
of £80/month. ' '

(iii)Table 47 enables the effects of group D problems to be placed

within the context of other causes of delays in supplies.

Comments and Summery: (i) Group D problems did not appear to be of

serious eoncern to management.

(ii) Of the problems mentioned, congestion and indirect routeing'are
the only problems which affectéd firms. Although frequently
mentioned, the poor condition of roads within the study areas
resulted in only a small cost to one HHIA firm. This was in spite
of several firms mentioning vehicle servicing and reliability
(Table 32). | '

(iii)Congestion may be more of a problem to HHIA firms; and it was
seen as mainly a local study'area problem for those HHIA firms
which reported it. Similarly indirect routeing was a loeal
problem for the HHIA firms which mentioned it.

(iv) Managements! perception of group D problems is likely to be
influenced by the fact that for the firms surveyed most trips
were made by non—-firm vehicles.l _

{v) See also Chapter 8 for results. of the commercial vehicle driver

interview,

LR ) LY L) s 0 " LEC Y Py PR a0 e e e e LI

1. 83.1% in HHIA; T4.7% in Stanningley - see Chapter 8, Table




T8

4.5.2 Group E problems (within site)

Table 48 lists managements' response to possible group E problems,

Table 48. Management interview: commercial vehicles, group E problems

(Number of firms mentioning problem)

HHIA Stanningley
unprompted - pilet (8 firms) 1 0
unprompted — main survey (16 firms) : 2 0
prompted: inadequate on-sgite parking
(24 firms) 1 1
available space affects on-site _
manoceuvrability (16 firms) 5 3

on-site height/width restrictions (24 firms) L

stated degree of seriousness of fairly (1) n.a.
unprompted problems not very (1)

C n.s. (1)
types of unprompted problems : restricted ' N.a.

manoeuvr, for
large loads({l)
access into

site (2)
effects (unprompted problems only) lost time (2) | n.a.
: n.s._(l)
costs incurred (24 firms) (£/month} 1 0
(e80)t

1, Lost time due to access difficulties.

Effects and costs: Two HHIA firms lost time and one of these firms

egtimated that costs were incurred.

Comments and summary: (i) Although effects were not felt extensively,

the response by management suggested that on-site difficulties
might occur more frequently in HHIA than Stanningley.

{ii) The response may be influenced by the fact that most vehicles
were not owned by the firms themselveés, and by the rela$1vely small.
proportion of large vey}gles which visited the firms which were
surveﬁed (Chapter 8). _ 7

(iii)See also Chapter 8 for results of the commercial vehicle driver

interview and survey of on—site conditions,
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4.5.3 Group F problems (loading/unloading)

Table 49 lists managements'®

response to possible group F problems.

Table ko,

(Number of firms mentioning problem)

Management interivew: commercial vehicles, group F problems.

HHIA Stanningley
unprompted - pilot ( 8 firms) -
unprompted — main survey (16 firms)
prompted: inadequate loading facilities
: (24 firms) 2 1
at least some on—street loading (100%(1) (10%(2)
(24 firms) 4 (50%(1)] 3 (n ;’ (1)
( 5%(1) e
‘ {2.5%(1)
available space affects loading 7
(16 firms) L 2
frequency of delays during loadlng/unloadlng
{24 flrms) several times/day 0 1
several times/week 1 1
several times/month 3 2
less frequently 2 3
never 6 5
time restrictions imposed by the 1
firm (24 firms) 0 3
stated aegree of seriousness of unprompted very (1) n.a.
problems - 7.8, {1)
types of unprompted problems difficulty ldg.
speec. product n.a.
(1} :
care req'd unldg.
dangerous chems. (1)
effects (uhprompted problems only) lost time & delay=
. to other vehs.(1l) N,.a.
no effect (1)
operations affected (16 firms) 1 0
costs incurred (16 firms) (£/month) 1, 0
' (£1000)

1. Restrictions apply only-to deliveries to

o the firm.

2. Firm 2: Group F problems contribute to total on-site costs of £1000.
For its SIC and employment this firm had an unusually high level of

eomnereigl vehiele activiby.
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Effects and costs: Only one HHIA firm was affected by loading or
unloading delays which, because of the specialist nature of the product,
contributed to additional handling costs.of £1000/month. (see Section

4,3,2), No firms stated that on—street losding involved extra costs.

Comments: (i) Delays during loading or unloading were seen by most
firms as a suppliers' problem. Similarly on—-street loading was
not regarded as a difficulty even if it resulted in disruption
to through traffic. |
(ii) Table L9 suggests that loading operations were non—optimum
at about one-third of firms and that over one-half experienced
loading delays.
(i1i)With one exception effects and costs were not seen as significant.
(iv) Where management could unambiguously identify the reasons for
delays (5 firms) they were the result of staff not being
available to unload vehicles, This was more an internal matter
related to staffing levels although having implications in
_ terms of cogsts to suppliers.
(v) There was some indication that group F problems were more widespread
‘in HATA than Stanningley. ‘ j
(vi) See also Chapter 8 for the results of the commercial vehicle driver

interview and survey of on-site conditions,

4.5.4 Other possible problems related to goods and services

In addition to group D, E and F problems, management were asked
a number of more general prompted questions on available space,
stockpiles and delivery schedules. This was because of the possibility
that these could be influenced by, or related to, both the firms'
transﬁort operations and to problems within groups D, E and F.

Table 50 summarizes the response to these questioms.
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Table 50. Management interview: other problems related to goods and services

(Numbers of firms mentionimg problem; all guestions were prompted)

~ extra costs incurred
(£/month)

- transport contributes to
extra cost

avallable on—site space affects
despatech schedules or frequency

restrictions on delivery times
imposed by customers

larger or heavier vehicles would .
help deliveries

HHTA Stanningley

stockpiles (24 firms):.

levels are non~optimum 5 8

transport affects levels 0 0

extra costs incurred 1 5

(amount not stated) | (£5000,2400,
£1500,£100,n.58.1)
. avallable on-site space affects .
stockpile levels (16 firms) 5 3

deliveries from the firm (24 firms)

- distrib. frequency is non-opt. 5 6l

=~ transport affects distr. freq. 1 3

(reliance on
suppliers vehs.— 1)

.
(veh.size determd.
by intermal policy)

| loeation of

(inadequate 1dg.
facilities - 2,
shortage of
drivers - 1,

customers — 1)

6
(£300,8400,8L00,
d.k. - 3)

3(gp.D(1)
(gp.F(2)

1
(loading bay
restricts veh.hght.)

1. One firm specified two reasons.

Comment and summary: (i} Stockpile levels were freguently

and there were consequent cost penalties. The reasons

non—opbtimm

were not

related to transport factors and excepf fbr one.Stanningley firm

the ‘costs were associated with cash flow considerations. Transport
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of excess stockpiles to a second warehouse was estimated by
one Stanningley firm at £400/month. Space availability might
be more of a factor for HHIA firms and was the single reason
for non-optimum levels given by four of the five HHIA firms
which stated that levels were non—optimuml.

Distribution frequencies or schedules were non—optimum for almost

half the firms. The reason was mainly customer requirements

although inadequate on—site loading facilities at two Stanningley

- Pirms and space restrictions at three HHTA firms contributed to

distribution problems. Costs were incurred for a variety of
feasons ineluding extra storage charges, extra mileage and lost
time. Tt appeared from the interview however that the management
of many firms had difficulty specifying precisely the reasons why

costs were incurred.

(iii)Both non-optimum stockpiles and distribution frequencies affected

firmg in HHTA and Stanningley. Neither the type of problem, nor
its effects, were influenced to a large extent by transport factors
although available space limited stockpile levels in HHIA.

Apart from this factor nelther issue appeared to depend on location.

%.5.5 Some conclugions (i) Partly because of the high proportion

of commercial vehicle movements made by non-firm vehicles, management

frequently regarded group D to F problems, and any resulting costs,

(ii)

as a matter for suppliers rather than the firm itself.

Group D problems related to congestion, indirect routeing and
one—way streets, and poor road surface. ~Congestion and routeing
difficulties were more associated with HHIA however few firms
incurred costs as the result of lost time, Group D problems were

not seen as a major contributor to delays in supplies of materials,

(iii)Loading delays occurred infrequently and in most cases did not

impose costs, Site conditions appeared to be worse in HHIA although
insufficient staff to unload Wasrgiven as the main reason for delays.
On—street loading did not impeose additional handling costs on firms
and was likely to be more of a pfobiem tofthfough traffic than

the firm itself. '

L ) - s L] LI L L) LN ) LI s sa LIS e ew

Stockpiles of one further firm were considered to be affected by
available space, however management did not consider that levels
were non—-optimum.
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(iv) Group D to F problems did not significantly affect stockpiles
or delivery schedules although the former was influenced by
available on-site space and the latter by restrictions imposed

by customers.,

4.6 Comparison of group A to F problems

4,6.1 Interpretation. This section compares the different'tyﬁes of
reported problem in terms of extent and severity, using the detailed
results presented in Sections 4.4 and h;S. Firstly problem groups and
study areas are compafed in Section 4.6.2. Section 4.6.3 then lists
the more important specific problems within groups A to F and Secfion
4,6.h attempts to determine any differences between types of industry

in reported problems or their effeéts.

The tabulations should be interpreted with caution. Many of
the problemg and thelr response rates are nof directly comparable.
Question phrasing used in the interview is also often not directly
comparable for different'problems or problem groups.and the number of
guestions posed may have given undue emphasis to some problems., Costs
may be inecurred by the firm in spite of the fact that menagement
considered that operations were not affected. Similarly management
may'consider that the effect of a problem such as time 1ost through
late arrival may not affect operations or directly result in identifiable
costs. Costs will also be incurred by those firms suffering
absenteeism, turnover and recruitment difficulties where part of the
difficulfy was attributable to ﬁransport factors, Interview design
does not allow these indirect costs to be unambigucusly assigned to
a particular problem group although the impression gﬁined during the
interviews suggests that most are due 1o group C problems. (Refer to
Appendix III - Effect of transport — staff).,

To faéilitate presentation, responses to several prompted questions
relating to one particular problem group have simply been added to
give the total number of instances the probléms were mentioned. This
is the case for groups D to F, and hence comparison between problem
groups as to relative degree of severity should be made in the context

of the detailed comments of Sections b.4 and L.5.

%.6.2 Comparison of problem groups Table 51 summarises the response

of management to prdblems within groups A to.F and lists the number of
firms which indicated that operations were affected or costs were

incurred as a result of the problem.



Table 51. Manegement Interview: Comparison of problem gfoups

{Numbers of firms mentioning problem)

Problem group ' Response ra.tel : Operations Costé Comments
HHIA . Stanning.e: affected® incurred3
pilot |man | ° | pilos | matw | | WA | Stan. | ma | sten,
Group A (on route to site) .
{i) employees. journey to work o/4 0/8 2/8 o/l 2/8 1/8 0/12 0/12 1/121‘ 1/12'*‘
{ii) business trips 1/4 - 0/8 3/8 o/li 0/8 1/8 1/12 1/12 1/12 3/12
(iii) visitor trips 1/h 0/8 2/8 o/h 1/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 o/8
(iv)__' pérsona.l trips o/h 0/8 i/12 0fh ‘OIB 0/12 0/12 0/12 n.g. n.2. |Paid time lost - see note 5.
Group B (parking)
(i) employees ‘journey to work i/ | o/8 | khz o/k o/8 22 o/iz | of12 | o/f12 o/i2
(ii) business trips /4 0/8 | 1/12 0/l 0/8 | 2/12 0/12 | ofaz | 1712 | 17126
. (iii)} visitor trips - 17k 0/8 5/12 o/fk 1/8 2/12 o/12 0/i2 o/fl2 . of12
{iv) personal trips o/h 0/3 0/12 o/ o/8 | 1/1i2 ‘o/12 of12 n.a. | n.s. |Paid time lost - see note 5.
-Group C. (public transport) T i
(i) employees journey to work 1/4 5/8 2/8 1/h /8 0/8 o/12 o/12 2/8h S/Bh .
(ii} business trips o/h 0/8 0/8 0/h "o/B o/8 0/12 o/f12 0/12 | 0/12 | o firms use public transport
(iii) visitor trips - o/s | os8 0/8 o/h 0/8 0/8 01z | o/12 | 0/12 | 0/12 | Visitor use of public
transport is insignificant
(iv}) personal trips - o4 0/8 2/12 o/ 0/8 hyio of12 of12 n.a. n.a, [Paid time lost — see note 5,
Group D {on route to site)T 2/h - | 1/8 | T2 o/fh 0/8 6/12 ifiz | 1/12 2/8 1/8 | Refers to a total of U
: prompted guestions - see
. . note 7 and Table L6.
Group E (within site)] 1/h 2/k (10/12 o/ 0/8 5/12 o/i2 | on12 | 152 0/12 | Refers to a totel of 3
. . . prompted guestions — see
i note T and Teble 48.
Group F (1oaaing/unloaaing)7 1/h 1/8 |16/12 | o/k 0/8 |16/12 1/12 o/12 1/12 0/12 | Refers to a total of 5
) : - : prompted qQuesticns — see
note T and Table b9,
x WP, = unprcrmptéd- P = prompted. If & problem was mentioned unprompted, the subsequent prompted guestion was not asked.
2. Costs may be incurred even though operat:.ons are nob affected. _
3 Only those firms which actually stated a money cost have been 1nc1udec1 Firms which stated an c;,i‘fect such as logt time but &id not
estimate a money cost have been listed as & footnote.
b, In eddition, 8 firms in each of HHTIA and Stanningley stated that paid time was lost as the result of late arrival wlthout spnnn‘ymg

to which mode this referred.

Footnotes 5, 6 and T are on next page.

8.
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Table 51 footnotes (cont'd)

5. 5 firms in each of HHIA and Stanningley stated that there were

: transport difficulties for employees making personal trips. It
was not possible te assign the difficulties of 2 HHIA firms to a
particular problem group. U Pirms in HHIA and 5 firms in
Stanningley stated that paid time was lost as the result of
difficulties with personal trips withoubt specifying unambiguously
to which mode or problem group this referred.

6. An azdditional Stanningley firm mentiocned lost time searching for
parking in the city centre but did not estimate a money cost.

T. A geries of prompted gquestions were asked relating to problem
groups D, E and F. The prompted response, whether operations
were affected, and costs incurred which are tabulated are the sum
of responses to all these questions, plus any wmprompted effects/
costs mentioned. '

Comments : .

(i) The number of firms whose operatioﬁs were affected by group A to F
transport problems is very small. There is no indication that
operations of HHIA firms were more seriously affected'than those
of Stanningley firms.

(ii) The number of firms which estimated that money costs were incurred
as the result of group A to F problems is similarly very small
and there is no- indication that more HHIA firms inecurred costs
than Stanningley firms, or that the magnitude of EHIA costs were
greater than those of Stanningley. - In fact more Stanningley firms
appeared to incur costs as the result of group A and.C problems,

(iii)Of the full range of possible transport problems mentioned by, and
prompted to management, those which were reported to any significant

degree and which may possibly affect firms were:

unprompted prompted
Group A | Stanningley HHIA and Stanningley
Group B - | HHIA
Group C |HHIA and Stanningley Stanningley (personal trips)

Group D | HEIA -
Group E | HHIA : -

Group F |- - : HHTA and Stanningley :
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(iv) With the possible exception of group B and E problems, there do
not appear to be differences between study areas which were
unambiguously caused by loeation.

(v} Refer to Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 for the results of the other

surveys conducted at each f£irm,

4,6.3 Types of problems
Table 52 lists the specific problems within groups A to F which

were mentioned or discussed in the mangement interview and indicates
the trips which experienced the particular problem and the resulting
effect on firms. Reference should be made to Sections 4.4 and L.5 for
mahagements! assessment'of_the severity and relative importance of the

various problems and their effects. -

Comparing the problems in Table 52 with those suggested by the

literature review (Table 1):

Not mentioned in literature review Not mentioned by management

B. Inadeguate parking elsewhere B. Cost of car parking

(e.g,.01ty or local centres) A and D. Congestion ecaused

-C. Walk distances to bus stops by parked or loading

F. Restrictions on loading/ vehicles

unloading times imposed by ~-| D. Narrow/twiéting streets

eipm pe .
the firm itsel F. Inadeguate on-street loading

zZones

D and F. Restrictions omn
delivery times and loading
zones imposed by local
authorities

4h.6.4 Effect of industrial classification

Section 1.4.3 {Figure 2) outlined the criteria adopted for the
selection of firms in each study area. These were primarily de51gned
to ensure that, as far as possible, each sample would be representative
of 21l manufacturing and assoclated services. Tt was also intended that
firms covering a range of (i) type of workforce (ii) economic status1
and (iii) level of goods vehiele activity would be included so that
there would be the possibility to test whether there were differences
in the type or severity of problems (and their effects) between these
broad categories of firms. It was recognised when determining sample size
that this might be difficult to analyse in practice.

1. Indicated by declining and expénding industries.
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Table 52. Management Interview: Types of problems

frips experiencing problem Effect of problem on firm

employee
journey
to work
‘business
tor
personal
trips
commercial
vehicle
trips
empl oyees
journey
to work
business
risttor
personal
trips
commercial
vehicle
trips

visi

Group A
Congestion 2%

=~
\ .
-

lost time, [Lost time[none llost time?
staffingl [Lost
- - fbusiness

Indirect route/ x 4 4 x 8. Lost timefnone [n.a.
one-wey sbtrast

difficulty finding x x ¥ x LB n.a. none |n.a.
poor road surfacJ X X % x n.a. MNaBa N.6. [N.8.

Group B
Inadequate on-
site parking for:
employees Y |n.a. [p.a. (0.8, lost time?m.2. ~ |n.&. [n.8.
company cars n.a. ¥ |n.a. in.a. n.a. none O.6. [N.8.
visitors n.8. [0.8. v in.a. T.a. ° n.a. none u.8.

Inadequate on-
street parking
for visitors N.&. |D.8. Y |n.a. N, N8 noene [f.g.

Inadequate
parking alsewners x

Group C
service coverage

service freguency:
walk distance
transfers

cost

reliebility

.
»
=~
=
»
H

lost time[n.a. [lost time

Nost time (n.a. n.a, [n.a.
staffing! in,a. n.e. {lost time
effects on jn.a, n.a, [lost time
production (n.a. N.&,., [n.a.
schedules |n.a, N.8. |08«
- refer to0 |n.a. N.B. [N.8.
Table 36

L ]
- R N

L

T

Group D .
congeation " : time lost

indirect route/ -
one-way streets
poor road surfacer

Group B
restricted

manoeuvrability
into or within . -
site v lost time

lost time
none

A

inadeguate on-
site parking o v none

Group F
inadequate

loading .
facilities? : ‘ " ' lost time
on~street. . .
loading : v none
apace.restricts .
loading ' none
loading delsys v/ lost time
restrictions on '
loading times

{imposed by
the Firm) Y : none

1. I.e. possible effects on absenteeism, turnover, recruitment, and possibly staff dissatisfaction

2, Including diffieulty loading/uplosding specismiist or dangerous products.
= yesy x = no} 7 = possibly
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The responses by the management of individual firms listed
in Appendix ITT provide an initial azsegssment as to possible
differences bebtween types of firms. Given the restriction on
“comparisons imposed by sample size Appendix ITI suggests that
‘unless significant differences can be detected between manufacturing
(SICs 3-19) on the one hand and service orientated firms (SICs 20,
22 and 23) on the other it is unlikely that further analysis would
reveal other differences. This is because (i) by the nature of
their activity firme in the service group aré typically more
dependent on transport for their day-to-day operstions, (ii) these
two groups are typically essociated with low and high levels of
goods vehicle activity respectively,. and hence it would be expecied
that there could be differences in managements! assessment of the
impact of transport problems, particularly as they relate to

commercial vehicles and the movement of goods and services.

Table 53 lists the response by management to a2 series of
possible problems for firms in the manufacturing and service groups.

The mumbers of firms in each group are:

HHTA {| Stamningley | total

manufacturing (SIC 3-19) ' 6! 8 14

service orientated (SICs 20, 22, 23) 6! 4 10

1. of which 2 are pilot firms

Once allowance is made for the different composition of the
pilot and main survey samples, Table 53 indicates that when avei'age
response rates per manufacturing firm and per service firm are
calculated:

(i) Manufacturing firms appeared worse off as regards
group A and C problems, and staffing issues1 . While
group B problems were more frequently reported by
service firms;

(ii) There was no difference for group D to F problems or
their effects.

1. This may be the result of workforce composition and the importance
manufacturers place on suitable skilled labour.
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Table 53. Management interﬁiew effect of lndustrlal classlflcatlon

Huimb ey of firms mentioning problem

-Manufacturing

(

4 firm

5]

Service
10 fiyms)

JStan

Totall

HHETA

Stan | Yotal

1

(1) Poss;ble Erablems, grougs A to c
Groun -A

unprompted (2h ‘firms)

prompted (congestion and-indirect routeang
for employees and business - 16 fzrma) -

Group.B
unprompted (24 f1rms)

prompted (total instances of parking
. shortfall - 2 firms)

Group C - (journey to werk only)
unprompted (24 firms) -

prompted (mdditional to- unprompted 16 flrms)

Unprompted questions: average proport1on of
firms mentioning problem

Prompted questlons‘ average prbportlon of flrms
mentioning problem

HHTA

a(o.ad)

12{0.86)
0(0)

5(0.29)'

é(p.lhf

7(0.50)

:“(o.ha)_

{0.65)

1 1(6.10}
1 f4{o.67)
0 iltd;lo)_

ﬁ 9(0.90)_

1 2(0,20)
0 fe(o,33)

{0.13)

{0.63)

-|{ii) Possible etfects of nroblemsl_groups A to U
Late arrival

no. stating at least some time lost due to
transport . (2h firms) . PR

. Absentee1sm
no. stating at 1east some absenteeism due
to transpart (2% firms)

Staff turnover -
no. stating at least some turnover due to
transport {24 firms)

Recruitment )
recruitment in part1cular areas for transport
reasons : ’
unprompted (8 firms)

prompted {16 firms)}

Business trips

Gosts incurred ss result of transport
difficulties with business tripa (24 firms}

Visitor trips
costs incurred as result af transport

difficulties with visitor trips (16 firms}

Personal trips
paid time lost as result of transport

difficulties with personal trlps {2h firms)

Prompted questions; average proportion of firms

mentioning_effect?

{a(0.57)

"-3(0.29)

4(0.29)

1{0,25)
5{0,50)

4(0.29)

o{o)

8(0;571

(0.36)

2 |s(0.50
L0 d(o]

o.. 2(0.20}

o |1(o.2%)
0 ! 0(0)

o {2(0.0)

o oo} 1

Continued .....
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Table 53 {continued)

Manufacturing ' Bervice
(1h firms) (10 firms)

HHIA | stan | Tote® | mHIA | Stan | Total

{iii) Possible problems, groups D to F

Group b .

unprompted (2% firms) 1 o | 1{0.07}| =2 o | 2(o.20)
proapted (congestion, indirect routeing, .

poor road surface ~ 16 firms) 5 5 lwo{o.71) 2 1 3(0.50)
Group E : :

unprompted {2k .firms . 2 0 2{0.14) 1 0 1(0.10}
prompted (parking shortfall, 24 firms) 0 o {o0) 1 1 {2{0.20)
prompted {available space affects on-site ‘

manceuvrebility ~ 16 Firms) 2 3 5{0.50) 3 0 3(0.50)
prompted {on-site ht/wt restrictions

- 2k firms) 2 1 13(0.21) 2 o fz(0.20)
Group F :

unprompted (12 firms} 2 0 2(0,14} 1 0 4] o{o)
prompied {inadeguete loading faeilities

- 2h fimms ) ‘ 1 1 gef{cab)f 1 ¢ f1(o.10)
prompted {at least some on-street -

loading = 24 firms) 2 2 4(0.29) 2 1 3(0,30)
“prompted (availsble space affects

loading - 16 firms) 2 2 fh{o.b0)§ 2 0 |2(0.33)
prompted (loading time restrictions imposed

by the firm - 24 firms) o 1 | 8{0.57) ] 2 :12(0.20)

Unprompted questions: aversge proportion of
firms mentioning problem (0.12) (0.20)

Prompted questions: average proportion of
firms mentioning problem . . {0.30) {0.29}

{(iv) Posgible effects of problems, groups D to F

and other problems
- Deliveries to the firm
deleys in deliveries due to trangport

factors (24 Pirms) 0 i 1(0.07) 1 0 1{0.,10)
Loading

occcurrence of losding/unlosding delays

(24 firms) ] 5 T(0.50} L4 2 6(0.60)

Stockpiles
stockpiles at nen-optimum levels due to

transport factors {2h firms) ) 0 ooy - £y 0 o(o}
.available on-site space affects stockpile ;
levels (16 firms}) N 3 5{0,50) 3 1+ o }3(0.50)

Deliveries from the firm
distribution freguency at non—optimum level

due to transport factors (2h fiyms) 1 2 3(0.21) 0 1 1{0.10)
available on-site space affects dispateh
schedules or freguency (16 firms) 2 11 3(0.30) 1 o} 1{0.,17)
restrictions on delivery times by ‘
customers (24 firms) 0 % jh{0.29) 3 1 jk(0.%0)
Prompted questions: average proportion of | )
firms mentioning effect - ’ (o.27) ¢ (0.27)

1. HNubers in breckets are propertion of menufacturing or service Tirms who mentioned problem
or effect.
2. Excluding the unprompted question on recruitment,

.
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Since it would be expeched that differences would be most pronounced
for (ii), and that sexvice firms could be somewhat more affected by
transport factorsz, yet no differences have been identified,'there

does not appear to be a case to consider other possible disaggregations.
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5. PARKING BSURVEY

5.1 Background and summary

5.1.1 HHTA. Most of the prinecipal roads that are used for movement
through HHIA have waiting and/or loading restrictions elther all day or
during peak periods, and there is unrestricted parking on both sides of
most local access roads. There are no metered spaces although at the
northern boundary of the study area there is one public "pay and display"
park for approximately 50'cars. There are no other public off-street car
parks, A considerable number of vacant sites throughout the area are
frequently used for general pérﬁing on an ad—hoé basis. There is a small
lorry park with capacity for 10-15 vehicles (depending on vehicle size)
adjacent to the "pay and display" park. Parking is free, and restricted

to commercial vehicles over three tons unladen weight.

The firms with on-street parking restrictions outside at least

part of thelr premises are:

Firm no. - Type of restriction

1 (i) No waiting or loading any time (front )
(ii) No waiting working day (side)

3 (i) No waiting or loading any time

(ii) Unrestricted (internal road, cul-de-sac)

i (i) No waiting or loading eny time (front)

(ii) Unrestricted (cul-de-sac at rear)

5 (i} No waiting any time (one side of frontage road)

(ii) Unrestricted but narrow road {other side of
frontage road)

6 (i) No waiting or loading any time (front)

(ii) Unrestricted (cul-de-sacs at sides)

8 ' No waiting or loading peak periods

In addition, the frontage road of firm no. 10, which is used as a

through route, is of such width that on-street parking is not practical,
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5.1.2 Stanningley. Parking on both through and local access roads
in Stamningley 1s generally unrestricted, the exception being the combined
no waiting any time/no loading peak periods control imposed at three
locations on roads used for through movements. At two of these it is
designed to improve the capacity of signalised intersections. Vacant

land resulting from slum clearance along Town Street (Leeds—Bradford Road)
provides approximately 140 spaces for general use on an ad-hoc basis;
there 1s a designated car park with 50 spaces within the Grangefield
Industrial Estate; and several other areas of informal off-street parking
both ﬁithin the estate and elsewhere in the study area. Irrespective of

type or location, no charge is levied for parking in Stanningley.

Eleven of the twelve Stanningley firms have unrestricted parking on
adjacent streets. Firm no. 19 has no Waiting any time/no loading peak
periods on two frontage roads aithough these restrictions end within 100
yards of the firm's main office entrance. There are no firms where
permitted on—street parking would seriously reduce road capacity or

inconvenience through traffic.

5.1.3 . Summary of parking ponditiqps. Parking surveys were carried

out at each firm over one full working dayl, during which a record was
taken of the estimated number of unused on-site and on—street spacesz,
of evidence of inefficient parking or parkiﬁg'in non—designated areas of
the site, and of any on-street parking by goods vehicles associated with
the firm. Table 54 summarises whether Ffirms experienced one or more of

a number of possible problems at least once during the survey day.’

. . .o *ae “na «ue ans " "en se an sue

1. DTNot necessarily the same day of the week for all firms.

2. Only on-street spaces within a nominal 100 yerds of the firm were
considered.
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Table RA: Parking survey: summary

(occurrence of problem at least once during the day)

1.  some on-street parking may be possible

ocn—-site , _ on-gtreet
| pkg. at pkg. in non-| inefficienty pkg. at | vkg. goods |
Firm No. capacity | designated parking capacity| affected by | vehs.
' areas restrictions| pkd.
or narrow o
roadst

1 - yes - yes4- yes -

2 - yes - - - yes
3 - ves o= d.k. yes -

42 - - R - yes® yes ~

2 _ : '

5 ye& - - yes - -

62 yes - yes d.k.? yes yes

o : ‘

T - Jes - = - -

8 yes - - d.k. yes yes

2 .

2 - - yes - - ~
102 - - - yes4 yes -
11 - - - d..k.3 - yes

2 _ _

12 - - yes yes ) yes
total HHTA _3 4 3 5 6 5
132 ~ yes yos d.k.3 - -
14 - yes - - - -
15 - yes yes - - -
16 - - - - - -
17 - - - - - yes
18 - - yes - - - -
19 - yes - - yes yes
202 - yes ves d.k.3 - -
21 - - yer - - -
22 yes - - - - -
232 - - - a.a.> - -
24 - - - d.k.3 - -
total .

Stanningley 1 6 4 - 1 2

2. these firms stated a parking shortfall in the management interview

3. although not estimated it is certain that there was on-street
capacity at these firms ‘

at capacity because of restrictions or narrow roads
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5.2 On-gite parking _
5.2.1 Survey results.- The conclusion from Table 54 is that althoush
on-site parking may not be as inadequate as might be expected of an inner
area, or as would be inferred from the management interview1 ,» it nevertheless
affected three firms to the extent that parking was at capacity for the
following periods:

firm 5: 1000 - 1130

firm 6: 0800 - 1200

firm 8: 1000 - 1200
which represent the btime of maximum goods vehicle activity and visitor trips.
Two of these firmg (nos. 6 and 8) also had at least partial restriction of
.adjacent on-street parking, and the mansgement of all three considered
parking to be a pi:'oblem. There were five HHIA firmg which stated a parking
shortfall in the management interview that was not substantiated by the site
surveys. At worst there were four vacant spaces during the day at three
of these firms, and five and six spaces respectively at the other two. It is
quite possivle that these could be filled gt times by employees, visitors
or company vehicles.

5.2.2 Parking in non-designated areas and inefficient parking. A relatively _'

large number of instances of on-gite parking in non-designated areas and
inefficient use of available spaces wag observed. The former should be
interpreted with caution since although an area of the site not specifically
designated may be used for parking this does not necessarily mean that this
ceuses difficulties such ag manceuvering for commsrcial vehicles or internal

movement of materials. In fact difficulties were only observed at firm no.3.

Inefficient parking is likely to be more serious because of the consegquent
reduction in capacity. This reduction caused a parking shortfall at firm no.6.
for four hours, during which time visitors were forced to park on-sgtreet;
aﬁd‘resulted in lost time as vehicles were re-parked at firme 13 (visi'bors'
cars) and 20 (employees' cars). There were no obvious effects of inefficient

parking at the remaining four firms where it was observed.

Without adequate enforcement by firms these two aspects of on-site parking
have the potential to disrupt operations and result in lost time and
inconvenienbe, particularly for those firms where on-sibe parking provision

is limited or access within the site is cramped.

»ea LI} LN} sss s LI asse “-ea [N} . a LI ] L] an e

1. 7 firms stated a shortfall of at least one category.
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De2ed Tevel of r;grovision..: Differences in on-site parking between
HATA and Stanningley are supported by consideration of the number of spaces
provided per employee. Overall 32.9% and 43.1% respectively of employees
drive a car {or van) to work in the two study areas (Chapter 6); however
the unweighted average number of spaces per employee determined from the

surveys is 0.23 in HHIA and O.57 in Sta.nningléy1 .

Figure 8 shows the relation between total employment and number of
on-gite spaces provided for each firm., It indicates that with the possible
exception of very small firmas the number of spaces per employee does not
appear to depen& on the size ofr the firm; and that over the full range of
gizes of firms surveyed the level of provision in HHIA is consistently
less than in Stanningley. Similarly the proportion of vacant spaces during
the day (taken as the unweighted mean of the proportions for individual
firmg - Figure 9) suggests that at the time of most vehicle activity,
~namely 0900 - 1200, availability in HHIA is ‘some 20~30%‘ lesge than in
Stanningley and that someone arriving at a firm in HHTA is likely to find
agbout 25% of the on-site spaces unoccupiedz. Total vacant gpaces gvailable
during the day divided by total capacity (i.e. weighted mean) is also shown
in Figure 9. '

Using the values in Figure & to calculate the least squares straight
line of best fit gives:

HETA S = 0.38 - 6.09 (82

Stanmingley S = 0.36E + 11,79 (R®

where S = no. of on-sj.te gpaces provided

0.96)
0.86)

Al

B = total employment
While these fit the observed data well it is likely that a more realistic
relationship allows for a certain minimum level of provision of on~site
parking even for very small firms, and that {irms which provide no employee
parking will neverthelesg attempt to provide some spaces for visitors.
Figure 8 gsuggests that this is the case for both study areas.

In spite of the relatively small samples it is clear that the immer
city firms provide subsbtantially less on-site parking than those of
Stanmingley, Managemenits! comments tend to confirm this and the resulis of
the employee questionmaire indicate that 25% of HHIA employees who drive to

1, Caleu'_iésfed""en' fotal number of on-site. spaces -and-total. employment ai
-each firm. 'Gorrespondiné' 1Q&eigl*rl:ed. a.vera.gés are 0.24 and 0.43 respectively.

2. Study area unweighbed means may cericeal large differences between
individual firms. ' :
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work park on-street compared with 6% in Starmingley (Chapter 6). The
vigitor questiomnaire results (Chapter 7) show that 28% of vieitors to
HHIA firms park on-street whereas the corresponding figure for Stamningley
is 35%. It may be that this lower HHIA proportion is at the expense of
employee parking, with firms having limited site area reserving spaces
gpecifically for visitors. From observation during the surveys it appears
that on-street visitor parking in Stanningley is more usually for
convenience rather than non-availability of om-site spaces.

5.3 On~-street parking - , _
For half of the HHTA firmg on-street parking adjacent to the site

wag either not permitied (peek hour only for one firm) or roads were of such
width that any parking would have reduced roadway capacilty to an extent
where movement of traffic would have been seriously disrupted. In a number
of cases (firms 3, 6 and 8) some parking was possible, ai'beit at a greater
dista.nce from the firme! entrances. At two of the nine firms where parking
was feasible, available spaces were at capacity for at least part of the day:
firm 5: 0900, 1430 (and only one space available 1530 - 1630)
firm 12: 0830 - 0930 '
and only one space was available at firm nb.? at 1130 and from 1300 - 1400,
No instances of full utilization of on-street provision were noted in the
survey of Stamningley firms. In keeping with the conclusions of the on-site
surveys, on-street parking of goods vehicles associated with the firm being
surveyed was more prevalent in HAIA than Stanningley.

5.4 Some conclugions .

~ The results of the parking survey cover only one working day at each
firm, and no estimate has been made of possible daily fluctuations in parking
demand. Nevertheless the results indicate that both on-site and on-street
parking conditions are more severe in the inmer area, largely due to the
available space on—-site; restrictions imposed by the local authority designed
to facilitate movement of through traffic; and by the system of narrow local -
access roads. Partly as a congequence of this the om—-site provision per
employee in HHIA is substantially less than Stammingley, as is the proportion
of vacant on-site spaces during the morning period when the majority of trips
occur. Consideration of on-street parking availability further accentuates
the differences between study areas. The results ghould be put in the context
of the other surveys conducted at each firm, none Bf vhich contradict these
general conclusions, although it is worth noting that management of eight firms
indicated an on-site shortfall which was not observed during the survey day.
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6. EMPLCYEE QUESTIONNATRE

6.1 Interpretation and background
6.1.1 Interpretation. Self completion questiommaires were

distributed to employees of the firms being surveyed. Samples of
100% were attempbed, and the response is discussed in Section 3.2.
The intention of the questiommaire was firetly to obtain background
information on the journey to and from work, and any personal or
business trips made during the day. Secondly respondents! perception
of, and attitude towards, problems associated with these trips was
determined. Respondents were first given the opportunity to mention
any unprompted problems, and then they rated the degree of
seriousness of possible prompted problems on & four point scale.

Tn the case of the pilot survey firms, when aliternative guestionnaire
formats were tested, employees either provided unprompted comments

or rated a series of possible prompted problems. The pilot
questionmaires are however sufficiently compatible with those of

the main survey to allow them to be analysed together.

A total of 463 and 700 completed questionnaires were obtained
from HHIA and Stanmingley, representing 35.4% and 35.8% respectively
of the total workforce (full-time plus part-time) of the 12 firms
which were surveyed in each study area. The extent to which the
samples adequately represent the characteristics of the workforce
of the survey firms can be judged from Teble 22, which showed that
Stamningley works employees were somewhat underrepresented. Table 55
relates the mize of the sample to total study area employment and
to employment in the SICe of specific interest in this study. Sample
gizes are inevitably smaller in HHTA which is a2 much larger

industrial complex.

Table 55: Employee gquestiionnaire: sample size
(percentages) :

HHTA | Stanningley

total employment of firms surveyed:

(i) % of total study area employment 5.3 37.5
(810 3-27) L
(ii) % of total study area industrial 6.6 42.9

employment (SIC 3-19, 20,22 and 23)

responses to employee questionhaire:

(1) % of total study area employment 1.9 13.4
(s1C 3-27) .
(ii) % of total study area industrial 2.4 15.3

employment {SIC 3-19, 20, 22 and 23)
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Because distribution and collection of questiomnaires was
by the firm itself there was no control over day of completiocn.
Table 56 shows that all days are adequately represented. There
has been no assessment of whether day of completion has any effect

on either trip data or problem perception.

Table-ﬂﬁ: Employee questionnaire: day of completion

(percentages)

Mon,. | Tues. | Wed. | Thurs. | Fri. | total
HATA 19.4 6.3 14.6 | 34.9 24.8 | 100.0%
Stanningley 31.2 | 25.8 | 13.2 | 20.4 9.4 | 100.0%

The method of prasentation follows the format used in the
mansgernent interview chapter. The type and extent of group A to C
problems are considered in relation to the Jjourney to work
(Section 6.2), business trips (Section 6.3) and personal trips
(Section 6.4). Section 6.5 discusses the types of problems which
were mentioned in the previous sections and makes an overall
agsegement as to their relative ssverity. = Results have
been presented as aggregates of responses from all firms in each
atudy area. Full resulis of the employee questionnaire for each
firm can be found in the individual case study reports, and
reference 13 containg a listing of the data from the questionnaires
which have been retained on computer file. A zoning system
congisting of 28 intermal and 12 extermnal zones based on ward boundaries
has been adopted for the analysis of home location of employees
(Appendix V). |

6.1.2 Background: journey to work. Apart from some basic

background material such as type of workforce, mode split and so on,
data which do not show sighificant differences between gstudy areas
and which are unlikely to influence employees! perception of, and

subsequent analysis-oﬁ problems has not been included.

(i) Workforce characteristics, Table 57 contains a breakdown
'cf the respondents and demqnstrates the close
similarity in workforce charscteristics of the two areas.

e
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Employee ouestionmnaire: workforce characteristics

(percentages full time plus part time; part time component of total

is shown in brackets)

(totals may not add due to rounding)

managerial/ office works/ total
HHIA professional | (clerical/ | production
technical)
male 13.7 (0.2) | 12.8 (0) | 46.6 (2.0) | 73.1 (2.2)
female 0.9 (0) L 16.4 (4.9) | 9.6 (5.4) | 26.9 (10.3)
total 14.6 (0.2) 29.2 (4.9) | 56.2 (7.4) ﬂ_;oo.o (12.5)
managerial/ office works/  total
Stanningley | professiomal | (clerical/ | production
technical)
male 18.3 (0.2) 14.2 (0.2) | 43.4 (0.3) 75.8 (0.6)
female 0.4 (0) 14.8 (4.5) 8.9 (3.8) 24.2 (8.3)
total 18.7 (0.2) | 29.0 (4.7) | 52.3 (4.1) || 100.0 (8.9)

(ii) Mode split. Table 58 presents the modes used for the journey

to work (private mode has been taken as car driver/passenger

and van driver/passenger)
Table 58: FEmployee questiomnaire: mode gplit

managerial/ |office works/ || male female [ total

HHTA professional|clerical/ |production
technical)
: 6

private2’’ 79.1 37,1 53.7 | 49.1%| 20.7° | 41.6
public 17.9 57.6 51.0 §37.9 | 75.2 | 47.7
walk 3.0 3.0 1.0 8.9 4.1 7.6
O'bher-l‘l 0 2.3 4.3 4.1 0 3.1
total 100.0 100.0 - 100,0 100.0 100.0 |1100,0
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mansgerial/ | office works/ [f male | female $otal’

Stanmingley|professional clerical/ productio
technical)

private 87.7 52. 4%.5 59.4 54.0
public!© 7.7 19.4 26.0 f 19.4 20.7
walk 2.1 26.0 22.2 14.0 19.8
0'[71‘163‘.‘11 1.5 2.0 8.3 T.2 5.5
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0  100.0

1. For the journey from work there was an increase in the perceniage
transport of 4.9% in HIIA and 3.4% in Stemmingley.
this was almost entirely at the expense of publie
presumably caused by people obtaining lifts,

using private
In both areas
transport and

2. 78.7% car/van
3. T79.7% car/van
4. 84.0% car/van
5. 89.5% car/van
6. 44.0% car/van
7. 29.5% car/van
8

driver; 21.3% car/van passenger (HHIA)

driver;
driver;
driver;
drivers;

20.3% car/van passenger (Stamningley)
16.0% car/van passenger (HHIA)
10.5% car/ven passenger (Stanningley
56.0% car/ven passenger (HHIA)
driver; 70.5% car/van passenger (Stanningley)

. 25.5% of those respondents using private mode travelled in a company

vehicle (HHIA)

9.. 15,00 of those respondents using prlva.te mode travelled in a company
vehicle (Stanmmingley)

10. Bus only (no respondents travelled by rail)

11. Including motorcycle and bicycle.,

Comment 1

mey influence the interpretation of employee guestiomnaire and management

interview results

include:

(i) Differences in mode split between the study areas which

~ proportionally less use of public transport in Stamningley,

particularly for females. and office (clerical/technical) categories.

~ proportionally greater use of private transport in Stammingley

- greater proporiion walking in Stanningley, particularly females

and office (clerical/technical) catégories.

This is almogt

certainly due to the higher proportion of employees living in

adjacent residential areas (see (v) below)

- limited evidence suggested that fewer HHIA employees have a car

available for the journey to work (see (iii) below).




104

(ii) There has been no further analysis of "other modes" because
of the small nuimber of employees involved and because solutions to
ease their problems are unlikely to signifieé.ntly benefit firms.
(iii) Car availability. Questionhaire responses relating to car
availability are frequently difficult to interpret. The
approach adopted was simply to ask employees, "Was a car
available for the joﬁmey to work?" Table 59 lists the

responses.

Table . loyee gquestionnaire: ocar availability

(percentage of respondents who answered this question)

HHTA Stanningley '
mode of journey car car not car car :iot
to work: available |available tota;l. available | available total
private " 85.6 14.4 100.0 86.9 13.1 100.0
public 2.2 97.8 100.0 | 7 3.8 96.2 100.0
walk 0 100.0 100.0 10.3 89.7 100.0
other 0 100.0 100.0 22.9 771 100.0

While there are not large differences in car availability for
those using private and public modes for the Journey to work, the
proportion of respondenfs walking and using other modes who

have a car available is considerably higher in Stanningley than
HHTA,

location and differing car ownership ré,tes.

Thig is likely to result from a combination of home

Teble 60 lists the stated travel time %o and
from work by mode, and suggests that there are not 1a:bge

(iv)

Travel time.

diff‘-em:.t'ences in travel Gime between areas.
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Table 60: Employee guestionnaire: mean stated travel time (minutes)

HHTA Stanningley

__ to work from work to work from work
private 22.7 26.0 18.4 20.2
(14.4) (16.4) (14.3) (15.1)
public 4.4 | 37.6 36.6 36.8
(18.7) (17.3) (18.5) (19.4)
walk 17.8 18.4 14.6 13.7
(10.2) (11.5) (9.4) (8.3)
other 14.2 16.2 12.6 13.2
(5.9) (6.9) (7.5) (8.0)

(Wumbers in brackets are standard deviations)

(v)

Home locations, Héme locations for all employees of each
gtudy area are plotted in Figure 10, and Figures 11 and 12
show home location by mode of journey to work for HHIA and
Stanningley respectively. Only thosé travelling by private
(car or van) or public (bus) mode have been plotted in
Figures 11 and 12. From the travel times in Table 59 it is
clear that most walkers live within about a mile of thedir
workplace, and from Table 58 those using "other" modss
{mainly motorcycle or "bicycle) are a relatively small
proportion of the total workforce in each area.
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Comments: The results indicate generally the expected pattern

of walkers 1i1fing cloge to the study areas, bus users living

predominantly in the older suburbs, and car uses in the newer

wmes. Particular results of note are:

HEIA (1) a significant cross city centre movement from
the N.E. (zones 8, 23) particularly by bus

(ii) a high level of bus use from the freestanding

towms to the south of the built-up area (zone 36)

Stenningley (i) a significant cutbound bus movement (from zones
2, 5, 15)

6.1.3 Ba ound: buginess trips

(1)

(a1)

The sample of respondents who reported business trips was
small, viz. -

28 respondents in HHIA reported meking 75 trips,and 33
respondents in Stanningley reported making 78 trips.

Resulte in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3 should therefore be treated
with caution.

Trip characteristios. Tgble 61 lists the characteristics of

reported business trips.



Table 61. Employee guestionnaire:
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characteristics of business trips

(% of reported trips)

HHTA Stanningley
Mode split:
private 93.3 100.0
public 6.7 0
walk 0 0
other 0 0
100.0% 100.0%
Time of departure from Ffirm:
0730 ~ 0930 30.0 32.1
0931 ~ 1200 LL .0 30.8
1201 - 1k00 18.0 12.8
1ko1 - 1630 8.0 11.5
1631 - 1800 0 12.8
100.0% 100.0%
Destination:
study area 4.8 0
Leeds /Bradford 57.1 67;6
region 28.6 17.6
outside region 9.5 .7
100.0% 100.0%
Length of trip i1.e. total time away from
building:
less than z hour 19.0 15.2
z - 1 hour 267 ah.2
1 - 2 hours 2L.L 27.3 .
2 -~ L nours 14.3 18.2
L+ hours 19.0 15.2
100.0% 100.0%
Comments:

(1) Business trips were typically made by car and ecommenced before

midday.

About one-third of destinations were outside Teeds/

Bradford and total time'away from the firm was more than one

hour for 50-60% of all trips.
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6.1J+§§ckground: _Qersonal trips

(i} Extent and daily variation. Table 62 lists the proportion of
respondents in each study area who reported meking at least one
personal trip, and the average number of return trips per person

‘making any trips.

Table 62. FEmployee guestionneire: persomsl trips, extent and variation

Mon Tues Wed’ Thurs | Fri average
% of respondents
reporting at least
one tripl:
HHTA 11.9 10.6 10.8 13.0 14.9 12.24
Stenningley 1kh.3 13.1 13.6 13.6 16.6 1h,2k
Average no. of tzips
per person:
HHTA 1.07 1.14 1.08 1.10 1.12 1.10
Stanningley 1.09 1.09 1.06 | 1.08 1.09 1.08

1. Because of non—completion of this section of the questionnaire the
extent of personal ‘trips is likely to be understated to an unknown
extent. -

(ii) Trip characteristics. Table 63 lists the characteristics of reported

personal trips.
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Table 63, Imployee guestionnalre: characteristics

of personal trips

(% of respondents)

HHIA Stanningley . |
Trip purpose:
lunch 35.8 53.7
shopping 25.4 21.3
services 13.9 10.6
otherl oh,8 Ih.b
100.0% 100.0%
Mode split - B o 3
private 32.4° 60.2
public 18.9 5.4
walk 46.5 31.2
other 2.2 3.2
100.0% 100.0%
Average cost of return trip for those using
public transport : 20.6p 41.9p
Averﬁge total time away from firm per
return trip 39.0mins 42 .9mins
Proportion of trips with destinations inside’
the respective study area 45.9 66.2

1. Because of guestionnaire design. a large proportion of trips reported
in the pilot survey could not be categorised by purpose.

2. T1.6%

car/van driver;

L

28.4% car/van passenger (HHIA)
. 88.0% car/van driver; 12.0% car/van passenger (Stanningley).
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Comments:

(i)

(11)

(dii)

(iv)

6.2
6.2.1

Both study areas showed & slight increase in the proportion

of employees making trips on Friday.

Although precise figures are not available it appeared from
the questionnaires thait proportionately more Stanningley
employees travelled home for lunch., This might account for
the glightly higher proportion of respondents meking trips
and for the differences in trip purpose. '

Car use was considerably greater in Stamningley; however

fewer travelled as passengers than in HATA, The trip home

for lunch may be partly responsible, as is the mode split of
the journey to work. . Almost half the HHIA employees who
made trips were able to walk to their destination in spite

of the fact that compared with Stanningley fewer destinations
are inside the study area. The definition of the study area
boundaries is the main reason. The central shopping ares of
Leeds to the north and the Hunslet town centre to the south
are both excluded from the HHIA study areas whereas Stanningley

contains a number of small shopping areas.

Propertionately more HHIA employees use bus, but trips are
relatively short and usually to the central shopping area.
Fewer Stanningley employees use bus, but the itrips that are

made are more wide-ranging.

Group A to C problems: journey to work
Group A (on route to site)

Car or-van.driver/passenger. : Table 64 lists employees! response

to possible ,grbup A problems.,
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Table 64. FEmployee gquestionnaire: Group A problems, private mode

(% of enployees who used private mode mentioning problem)

HHTA Stanningley
un— prompted |mean |un— promptedimean

_ - | prompted! scorel|prompted score
Delays by traffic 148.8° 61.9 30.1 | 34,32 bl .3 18.k
Indirect route 1.8 20.6 8.8 1.1 12.3 4.9
Effect of traffic ' 7
management measures Tl n.a. Nn.a8. 6.4 h.a. n.a.
Poor road surface 1.2~ n.a, " D& 2.1 n.a. n.a.
Others - . 1.23 n.a. n.a. 5.33_ | n.a. . 8.
Stated at least one :
unprompted problem 37.6 33.2
Stated there were no / _
problems 8.2 4.2
No response (unprompted) 54.2 62.6

1. BSee Appendix IT for caleculation of mean score .
2., Beveral respordents stated more than one aspect of the problen.

3. For example traffic light failure, accidents, bad weather ete.

Comments s

(1) Delay due to congestion was the only vmprompted problem which was
reported to any degree. Proupting increased the response for both
delays and indirect route. Only delay was rated of any significance
by employees.

(ii) Both delays and indirect roube appeared to be more severe in HHIA,
This was supported by employees! stated variability of their
Jjourney to work: ‘

HHTA Stanningley
journey to work varied by: '

less then 5 mins 44.4 - 60.2
between 5 and 10 mins 44.4 33.4
more than 10 mins 11.2 6.4

100% 100%
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(iii) Employees' overall rating of their journey to work did not vary
greatly between study areas, viz. 32.1 HHIA and 28.0 Sharmmingle 1.
Similarly the proportion of unprompted problem locations specified
as within HHIA and Stanningley were 41.8% and 38.4% respectively
and in regponse to the prompted question on delays 29.6% of
HHTA respondents and 26.1% of Stenningley respondents specified

a location within the study area.

(iv) Comparison with management interview: Employees! response
supported managements!? cla:i.m that congestion was the only
significén‘h problem, The inference from both surveys was that
congestion throughout the urban area contributed to journey +to
Worl_c- difficulties, although HHIA's location close to the centre
may have aggravated the problem. On the other hand cangestion in
Stanningley was frequently associsted with the Outer Ring Road.
The journey time variability listed above supports managements!
assessment that although equal numbers of firms lose time at least
partially because of transport factors, itransport was a much more
important factor in HHIA (Table 37)°.

Walk Table 65 lists the response of employees who walked to work to
possible group A problems.

L ] LR saa sune L L) aanw [} LN [ LI ] L LN

1. See Appendix II for calculation of mean scores.

2. See Section 6.2.4 for a discussion of late arrival.
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Table 65. Emplqyee quesfionnaire:rrgroup A problems, walk mode

(% of employees who walked to work mentioning problém)

HHTA Stanningley

un- prompted|{mean _ [un- |prompted|mean

prompted | score ‘prompted - gcore
Delays by traffic 7.1 21.7 8.7 | 1.0 11.5 5.1
Indirect route 0 4.3 1.k 0 6.4 8.1
.Effect of traffic
management measures 3.6 | n.a. n.a, 0 n.a, n.a.
Danger walking O T.d 30.4 21.7 1.0 25.6 ih.1
Poor road/footpath ' ‘
surface ‘ n.s, N 2.0 N.8. n.8.
Walk distance 0 n.a, N.a. 1.0 n.a. n.a.
Others 0 n.a. n.8. 2.02 n.a. n.a.
Stated at least one
unprompted problem 17.9 7.0
Stated there were no
problems 1k.3 3.0
No response‘(unprompted) 67.8 90,0

1. See Appendix II for caleculation of mean scores

2. Vehicle exhaust

Comments:
(i) Delays by traffic and danger walking were the only problems reported
‘ Yo any extent. The stated degree of severity, measured by the

mean gcore, wag low except for danger walking,

(ii) Both delays and danger were reported by proportionately more EEIA
employees, and the overall rating of their journey was 29.2 comparsd
with 21.4 for Stanningley. This may partly be due to the slightly
longer jourmey time for HHIA employees, 17.8 mins compared with
14.6‘mins. N

(iii) Except to the extent that management in Stanningley attempted to
recruit locally to ease journey to work difficulties, the management

interview contained no comments on those walking to work.
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6.2.2 Group B (pa.rking)
Table 66 lists the response of employees who travelled to work by

private 'hi‘anspor‘b to poseible group B problems.

Table 663 Employee questionmaire: Group B problems

(% of employees who used private mode mentioning problem)

HHTA  Stanningley
un- prompted meam‘l un-— prompied mean1
prgmpted score prompted score
inadequate parking 0 5.8 2.8 0 3.7 1.7
parking cost 0o 19 -] 1.9 0 0.7 0.3
walk distance from parking 0 3.2 1.5 0.4 2.3 0.9

1. See Appendix IT for calculation of mean scores.

Commentse
(i) Response rates and gtated degree of geverity were extremely low. These
suggested that the problem was not serious for employees and that

there were not large differences between gbtudy areas.

(ii) Tn addition to the problems in Table 66, employees provided data on
parking location and distance. The results are listed in Table 67.

Teble 67: Employee guestionmaire: parking date

(% of respondents who used private mode)

HHTA Stanningley
parking location:
 firms's car park 67.7 82.5
other off-gtreet 2.7 2.5
on-street, 24.7 6.1
car not parked 4.9 8.9_
100.0% 100.0%
sta.‘l:'éd walk distance from parking:
0-50 yards ‘ 83.0 ' 85.8
50-100 yards 9.1 8.2
100-200 4.2 3.5
200-400 " : 1.2° 1.6
400+ yards ’ 2.4 0.9
B 100.0% 100.0%
proortion of respondents who
| stated that time was spent %.1% 2.4%
searching for parking '

(totals may not add due to rounding)
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With the exception of on-street parking which was more prevalent

in HHIA, neither Table 66 nor 67 indicate differences in parking

conditions between study areas (as stated by employees).

parking may reduce roadway capacity amd cause manosuvring

On—street

difficulties for commercial wvehicles but did not lead to increased

walk disbances.

(iii) Employees' response to possible parking problems did not support

either the management interview or parking survey results, both

.of which indiceted that conditions were more severe in HHIA
(Chapters 4 and 5).

6.2.3  Group C r(pu'blic transport).

Table 68 lists the response to

- poesible group C probl_ems of employees who travelled by public itransport.
Table 68: Employee guestionnaire: group C problems

(% of ‘employees who used public transport who mentioned problem)

HHTA Stanningley
un- promplted mea\,n-l | un~— prompted mea.n1
prompted score | prompted score

delays by traffic 5.6 1.1 |3%0.6 6.2 35.8 }16.9
indirect route 0.6 21.1 1.3 0.9 20.0 {11.9
effect of traffic

mgnagement Measures 2.8 N8, |N.&. 0.9 -1 n.a. |n.a.
poor road surfaoce 0.6 n.a., [Nn.a. 0] n.a. |n.a.
inadequate service

frequency . 9.0 A4.4 125.0 7.1 48.3 |31.7
inadeguate service

coverage . ' 0.6  n.a. {n.a. 5.3 n.a. [n.a,
reliability 36.0 70.6 [46.5 37.2 64.2 141.9
walk digtance from

bus stop 4.5 4.4 120.0 4.4 20.0 |10.3%
cost 0.6 55.6 |38.7 0.9 55.0 |39.4
transfers 4.5 17.8 |10.7 2.7 7.5 |11.4
crowded huses 7.3 n.z. |n.a. 2.7 n.8. n.a.
comfort 0.6 n.e. |n.a. 0.9 n.a. |n.a.
danger walking 22.8 |11.3 10.0 5.8
others 1.1 Nn.&. |[N.8. 0.9 n.e. |n.a.
stated at least one

wr ompt ed. problem A42.7 48.7

stated there were no

problems 6.2 0.9
no response (unrampted)| 51.1 50.4

1. BSee Appendix II for calculation of mean scores

2. Buges not keeping to rtimeta.ble
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Comments:

(1)

(i1)

Religbility (i.e. buses not keeping to timetable) was extengively

reported in both study areas as an unprompted problem, There

gre no discernable differences between study areas in the

unprompted problems which were mentioned except perhaps

"crowded buses" (worse in HHIA because of its cemtral location)

and "inadequate service coverage" (worse in Stanmmingley because

of its outer location).

On prompting, the réank order of problems in terms of stated

degree of seriousness was:

delays by -traffic

indirect route

inadequate service frequency
reliability

walk distance

edst

tranafers
danger walking

HHTA {Stanningley
4
5
5
1
T
2
6
8

o @ N W - s OV AN

(iii)

The prompted respomse rates and mean
were differences between study areas

- delays by traffic (worse in

geores indicated that there
ins:
HHIA)

- walk distance from bus stop (worse in HHIA)
- danger walking {worse in HHTA) .
In addition reliability appeared somewhat worse in HHTA, and

service freguency worse in Stanningley. Table 69 liste background

data supplied by respondents against which stated problems can

‘be assessed.
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Table 69, Employee questionnaire: public transport data

(% of employees who used publie transport)

HHIA Stanningley
Average travel time (minutes): '
all trips ' 3.k 36.6
trips of one stage 29,8 30.4
trips of two stages h8.9 49,5
trips of three stages 55.0 73.3
Stated variability:
less than 5 mins 2h.9 30.0
5 — 10 mins h8.8 49.3
more than 10 mins 26.3 - 20.7
100.0% 100.0%
L 7 .
Average . cost™ (one-way) 34.7 p. 37.7T p
% using multiride or season tickets 19.1 10.3
Number of stages on trip:
one T2.9 T1.5
two 2h.6 26.3
three or more 2.5 2.2
100.0% 100.0%
Stated walk distance:
0-50 yards 12.h 19.5
50 - 100 yards 11.0 13.
100 ~ 200 yards 18.1 18.5
200 - 400 yards 22.4 15.8
400 - 800 yards 21.9 23.
800+ yards L N 8.h
100.0% 100.0%
Overall rating of journey to work 4o.1 ho.7

(100 = very dissatisfied,
0 = very satisfied)

1. March 1980 prices
2., Main survey respondents only
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(iv) The overall rating of the journey to work was idemtical for
both areas. Relizability and delays can be compared with stated
variability. Differences in variability were not large and would
not explain the large difference in reporting of delays, but did
- agree with response rates for reliability. It is likely
that respondents had difficulty separating congestion effecis
from other factors affecting relié.bility. It might be reasonable
to conclude that reliability affected both areas more or less
equally, but that congestion was a greater contribution to
relisbility in BHTA, =~ '

(v)  The statedwalk distances in Table 69 indicated that HAIA
respondents walked relatively further than those in Stanningley,
however the difference would not appear large enough to account
for the difference in mean score. Danger walking would in part
be related to walk distance, but also to street environument,

which seems more likely to explain mean score differences.

(vi) The smalj. reported difference in service frequency cannot be
related to the data in Table 69 with any confidence.

(vii) Consider':ing_ the location of the study areas in relation to the
" urban area as a whole, and the home locations of respective
workforces, there were surprisingly few differences in public
transport travel and its perceived problems between HHIA and
Stamningley. It is clear however-tha'ls there were several issues
of major concern to employees using public transport. These

were relighility, cost, delays by traffic and service frequency.

(viii) Comparison with management interview. The results support
managements' assessment of group C problems, although the
management of only one firm (in HATA) mentioned cost as a problem.
Management of two HHIA and five Stamningley firme estimated that
costs were incurred through late aa.:crivaﬂ,liI . The results of the

employee questionnaire do not suggest any reasons for this difference.

6.2.4 Late arrival. The results of the employee questionnaire provide
a comparison againet which managements! estimate of late arrival can be
judged. They should, however, be treated with caution because (i) the
ineidence of late arrival is likely to be underreported to an unknown

1. late arrival resulting from all modes - Table 3.
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extent, (ii) some late arrival will be "genuine"1, and (iii) it is not

possible to assign reasons for late arrival, in particular the

contribution made by transport factors. Two approaches can be adopted.

The first considers stated start times and arrival times from the

employee gquestionnaire for each gtudy area, and the second compares

employees! stated arrival times with managements'! stated start time
for a gingle firm.

Table 70 liets the respondenits in each study area who sthated an

anriva; time later than their nqrmal gtart time.

Table 70: BEmployee guestionnaire: gbated late arrival

HHTA Stamningley

percentage of total resrondenis who

stated late arrivael 3.2 ' 2.6
percentage of late arrivals which

were 15 minutes or less! 7343 55.6
mode aplit of those respondents

who

gtated late arrival: _ ' .
private A6.7 T77.8

public 46.7 R
walk 6.6 1.1

100. 0% 100.0%

1. A nominal cut-off above which non-treneport reasons for late
arrival could be expected to predominate.

Commentsg:

(1)

(i1}

The number of respondents wae small (15 in HHTIA; 18 in Stammingley),
however the figures might imply that transport-related late
arrival was more of & problem in HHTA,

The mode gplit data for HHIA does not indicate that late arrival
was associated with particular modes. In the case of Stanningley
however propdrtionately more private mode useré'reported late
arrival, ‘ '

Anzalysis of a single HATA firm using management's stated start time
confirmed that (i) employees understated late arrival, (ii) the
majority of late arrivals were less than 15 minutes, and (iii) late
arrival wag nob associﬁﬁgd'with particular modes. It also appearsd
that on the basis of émployees' stated arvival times management
overestimated time lost through late arrival. |

For example business calls before arrival at the firm, employees
taking time in lieu, ete.



Table Ti. Employee guestionnaire: mode comperisons
. (totels may not sdd due to rounding)

HHIA Stanningley
(i) steted variability in travel time: veries by: varies by:
(% of respondents using each mode) < 5 mins 5 = 10 » 15 < 5 mins 5 ~ 10 > 10
private Ly Lh,}4 i1,1 60.2 33.4 6.0
public 2.9 48.8 26.3 30.0 49.3 20,7
walk ar.1 9.7 3.2 82,5 1k.9 2.6
other k5.5 45.5 9.0 83.8 13.5 2.7
Total (all respondents) 38.1 4,3 17.8 58,8 32.4 8.5
{ii) Overall rating of journey to work very satis. neither { wnsat. very very satis. ‘neither | unsat. 1}ery
{% of respondents using each mode) satis. . unsat. satis. unsat.
private 12.0 62.0 13.9 9.5 2.5 244 k9.6 | 18.0 5.3 2.3
public N7 55.0 19.9 16.k b1 h.6 54.6 20,4 13.9 6.5
walk 12.5 66.7 16.7 0 k2 3.8 k7.8 1h.5 2.9 v
other 0 6.9 15.4 0 7.7 33.3 58.3 8.3 0 0.
Total {all respondents) 8.2 59.6 16.9 11.7 3.6 22,5 | 50,8 . 17.B 6.8 3.1
{1iii) Mean score of‘rating of journey to
work (100 = very dissaitisfied;
0 = very satisfied)
private 3e.l 28.0
public 40,1 ko.T
walk 29.2 21.h
other 3h.6 18.8
Total {all respondents) 35.7 29.8
{iv} Proportion of respondents providing
at least one unprompted ccmmep‘h
private 37.6 33.2
public b7 LB.7
welk 17.9 7.0
other 23.1 16.7

174}
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6.2.5 Problems A to C,ngurney to work, comparative data

The tables in Sections 6.2.1, 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 allow comparisons
between areas for each problem group. It is useful also to compare
trip details for different modes in order to assess their relative
advantages and disadvantages. Table Tl repeats some of the data presented
in previous sections and allows inter-modal comparisons of Jjourney time
variability, employees rating of their journey to work, and response rates
to unprompted questions. The mode split in each area (Table 57) is ,
important in evaluating the results. The relative advantages of walking
are coupled with a high proportion of Stanningley employees who walk to
work, and conversely the relative disadvantages of travel by bus are

coupled with a high proportion of HHIA employees using this mode.

6.3 Group A to C problems: business trips

Table 72 lists details of the unprompted and prompted probiems

which were mentioned by employees who reported making business trips.

Table T72. Employee questiohnairgjwbusihess trips, group A to C problems

(% of respondents who made business trips mentioning problem)

HHTA Stanningley
7 B ﬁnpfdmptea prompted unprompted fromﬁéed
Delays by other traffic (A) 3.6 82.1 0 57.5
Indirect route (A) , 0 25,0 0 18.2
Difficulty finding parking at _
destination (B) S 0 3.3 6.1 . 60.6
Difficulty fiﬁding'parking cn
return (B) 0 . 3.6 0 0
Danger walking (B) 0 7.1 0 3.0
Other (A) T.1 n.a. 3.0 n.a.
Stated at least oreunprompied
problem 10.7 n.a. 9.1 n.a.
~ Stated there were no problems 17.9 n.a. 18.2 n.a.
~ No response (unprompted) - j TL.h n.a. T2.7 N.a.

Comments: (i) Unprompted response rates were low. On prompting only
congestion, parking availability at destination, and to a lesser
extent indirect routeing, were seen as significant problems by
respondents. o
(ii) Few respondents specified locations. The locations which were

stated are listed below:
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Taﬁle'Té(a)_ Employee questionnaipe: business trips, locations of problems:

HHTA

_ Stanningley
(percentage) I —rras Tds/Bdfd | else- study Tds/Bard | else—
_area where || area where
Delays by
traffic 18.2 36.4 45 L 0 STk 28.6
Indirect ' 1
routeing 0 66.T 33.3 0 100.0 0
Difficulty '
finding
parking at o - :
O : 40.0 60.0 0 100.0 0]

destination

1. Only one Stanningley respondent specified a location.

(iii)

The only problem dependent on location and which might be

worse for HHIA respondents was delays, which was seen as more of a

local problem in HHIA,

(iv) The results support the conclusions of the management interview

(Section 4.L.2) that firms in both study areas experienced similar

types of problems, and that local congestion was more severe for

BHTA firms.

The employee questionnaire results do.not help explain

the fact that twice as many Stanningley firms mentioned that costs

were incurred.

6.4

Group A to C problems:

personal trips

Table T3 listé details of the unprompted and prompted problems which

were mentioned by employees who made personal trips.
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Table 73: FEmployee quesbionnaire: pergonal trips, group A to C problems

(% of respondents who made personal btrips mentioning problem)

HHTA Stanningley
unprompied |promphed lunprompted prompted
delays by traffic (4 or C) 0.5 13.5 0 11.8
indirect route (4) 0 4.9 0.5 4.5
difficulty finding parking at '
destination (B) 0 6.5 0 5.9
difficulty finding parking on
return (B) 0 3.2 0 0.9
inadequate service frequency
: (c) 0 5.9 1.4 2.3
inadequate service cover ' '
(?ﬁe 0 | mn.a. 0.5 n.a.
reliability (C) 1.6 6.5 0.5 3.6
transfers (C) 0 2.7 0 1.4
cost (B or C) 1.1 5.4 1.4 3,2
danger walking (B or C) 0o - 5.4 0 5.9
other transport problems 0.5 n.a. 0.5 n.Q.
insufficient time in Iunch | |
break 1.6 N.&. 0.5 n.a.,
lack of local facilities 0.5 n.a. o n.a,
stated at least one unprompited :
problem - ' 6.5 n.a. 5.4 n.a.
stated there were no problems 11.9 NS 4.5 n.a.
no response (unprompted) 81.6 N2, 90.1 | n.2.
Commentas

(i) Even after allowing for a reduced response rate for this section
of the question:mz«a..i.re1 s the proportion of those respondents making
personzl trips who provided unprompted comments was extremely
small. Apart from delays caused by other traffic prompting did
not reveal:any ma.j.or problems.

- (ii)} The response did not suggest differences in type or extent of problems

between study areas.

1. Details of personal trips followed a sec‘Eion requesting considerable
journey to work data. '
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(iii) of ‘those responding to a prompted question, 13.5% in HHTA stated
that they were prevented from making personal trips becsuse of
transport reasons. The corresponding figure for Stanningley was
6.8%. The reasons given for not making trips were:

]Ei'_FJIA1 S‘banningley1

indirect route 1 0
service frequency 3 3
gervice coverage 1 0
reliability T 3
walk distance to stop 1 0
transfers 0 1
coat 2 3
other transport problems 1 0
insufficient time in lunch

break. _ 2 2
lack of local facilities 0 1

Although the response rate indica.‘bed that it might be more
difficult to make trips in HHTA, the reasong given for not meking
tripe did not suggest differences between study areas.

(iv) The types of transport prchleme mentioned 'bjr etployees agreed with
those gtated by mansgement (Ta'ble 44). Except for the proportion
of respondents prevented from meking trips (higher in HHIA) there
was no indication from either survey that the type, severity and
effects of personal trips varied significantly between study areas.

6.5 Comparison of group A to C problems

Table T4 lists speciﬁ‘.‘ie problems within groups A to C which were

- ‘mentioned or prom_p‘bed in the employee g_u"estionna.ire,l and indicates the
trips which experienced ihe particular problein. . It summarizes material
Presented in preceding sections, and highlights the relative severity
of (i) delays for car amd public tramsport users, (ii) indirect routing
and (iii) gifficulties with travel by public tramnsport on the jourmey
to work.

L] caa ase LN LR N B 48 s- ass ewa ans ase saw e .

1 HNumbers are numbers of respondents mentioning reason.
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Table 7h. Employee questionnaive: types of problems
(combined results, HHIA plus Stamningley)

Jjourney to work business trips ﬁersonal trips
un—~ un—- un-~
prompted | prompted |prompted |prompted | prompted | prompted

Groﬁp A .
Delays by tvaffic — privete mode | 4 ‘ g x o x 7
Indirect route - private mode x e x v x X
Delays by treffic - walk mode b3 x X
Indirect royte - welk mode x x x . x X x
Effect of traffic management
measures — private mode 7 n.8. x n.a. x N.8.
Danger walking - walk mode H vy x x % 1
Poor road/footpath surface - ‘ . .
privete and walk mode x n.sa. x n.a, % n.8.
Group B
Inadeguate parking at firm
{on-site or on-street) x x x x x x
Inadequate parking et destination N.d. n.a. x 7y x T
Parking cost x x x
Walk distance from parking x x x x X
Danger walking from perking - x x x
Group €
Delsys by traffic 7 ' x % X
Indireet route x '4 x x x
Effect of traffic management
measures x n.a, x n.a, x n.a,
Poor road surface X n.8. x n.a. X n.a.
Inadequate service frequency v Y x x x ?
Inadequate service coverage ? n,a, x x X X
Reliability (buses not keeping
to timetable} _ W WY x x x 7
Walk distance from bus stop x v x x x x
Cost X -V x x ' x
Transfers X 4 x X x
Crawded buses/comfort ? n.a. X x X
Danger walking from ﬁus stop X Y x X x

v/ High response rate {nominally > 20% unprompted, 40% promphed)
Y Problem mentioned (nominelly > 10% unprompted, 20% promptedf

Problem menbtioned but response rate low or results inconclusive {nominally >5% unprompted
7.5% prompted} .

x Problem not mentioned (nominally < 5% unprompted, T.5% prompted)
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T. VISITOR QUESTIONNATRE
7.1 Background and trip characteristiocs

The intention of this survey was to obltain information on trips to the
firm which were not associated with the movement of goods and services,
Typically these would be for meetings, calls by sales representatives, to
drop off/collect documents ete. Visitors arriving at main office entrances
were asked by firms' receptionists/telephonists to complete a self-completion

ques‘bion:na.iré before leaving.

Reference has already been made in Chapter 3 to the poor response, due
in part to the fact that because of their activity and type of operation
many of the firms surveyed receive very few visitors during a normal week.

A final semple of 96 (HHTA) and 102 (Stamningley) was obtained although as
Table 25 indicates there is considerable variation in the number of completed
reburns between individual firms., A preliminary analysis suggested that
provided the results were considered in conjunction with those from the
menagement interview and parking survey the sample was sufficient to identify
the relative importance, characteristics,and problems of tripe by visitors.
The remainder of this section sunmmarizes the characteristics of reporied
vigitor tripe (Tables 75 and 76), and section 7.2 discusses the problems

which were mentioned.

There is a striking similarity in irip characteristics hebween the
study areas, which even includes parking location and walk distance, both
of which may be expected to be influenced by study area infrastructure. The
only difference of any imporitance is in origin, with a larger proportion of
HHTA trips being generated from within the study area whereas Stamningley
attracts proportionally more trips from outside the Yorkshire region. The
former is likely to result from the large concentration of industry within
HHTA, some 389 firms compared with 150 in Stanningley. The fact that
several Stammingley firme are part of nationally based groups may help to
explein the greater proportion of longer distence trips. These differences
plus the slightly lowsr frequency of visits by respondents in Stanningley
suggests that on average visitors to HHTA firms may be more familiar with
firmst! locations, the transport network and local traffic conditions.

Tables 75 and 76 indicate that for the purposes of analysis the only
vieits of any significance are business trips by car. These ave typically
made about once per month, take place in the morning and last 15-30 minutes.
There is typically little or.-no delay finding parking which is usually
on-gite and within 50 yards of final destinmation.
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Table 7 Visitor gquestionnaire: s of trip characteristics
of respondents in each study area

HHETA (96) Stammingley (102)
Origin of trip:
study area 16.1 3.8
elsewhere in Leeds/Bradford 4%.6 45.0
elsevhere in region 24.2 16.3
outside region 16.1 35.0
100% (62) 100% (80)
Trip purpose: - _
business 97.7 100.0
personal 2.3 -
100% (87) 100% (91)
Mode split:
car driver 89.6 93,1
car passenger 3. 5.9
van/gorry 4.2 -
bus 3.1 1.0
100% (96) 100% (102)
Arrival time:
0700-0930 5.3 7.9
0931-1200 46.8 42.6
1201~1400 23,4 19.8
1401-1630 , 23.4 29.7
1631-1800 1.1 -
100% (94) _100% (101)
Length of visit: (i.e. time at site)
0 -5 nins 6.3 4.7
615 " 21.2 30.2
16-30 537 45.3
31-60 13.8 15.1
60+ 5.0 4.7
100% (80) 100% (86)
Frequency of wvisits:
> 1/week 14.8 10.9
> 1/month %0.7 25.0
< 1/month 40.9 46.7
firgt visit 13.6 17.4
100% (88) 100% (92)

numbers in brackets are no. of respondents

totals may not add due to roﬂnding
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Tgble T6 Vigitor guestionnaire: parki
(% of regpondenta in each study area.5

HHIA (93) Starmingley (101)

Parking loca,'bion1 s

on~gite 71.4 65.0
on-street 27.5 35.0
other 1.1 -
100% (91) 100% (100)
Walk distance from parking location:
0-50 yds 84.1 84.0
50"“100 " 12.5 9.6
100-200 " 2.3 55
200-400 M T.1 1.1
400+ n - -
100% (88) 100% (94)

1 . Unweighted mean of proportion of visitors parking on site is
65.4% HHTIA and 61.6% Stamminglsy.

T.2 Problem identification

T.2.1 Unprompted problems, Vigitors were given the opportunity
to raise unprompted problems, and then in a subsequent section of the
questiomnaire were agked to rats a number of possible prompted problems,
Comments were provided by fourteen HHIA gnd fopr Stanningley visitors
(14.6% and 3.9% of area totals respectively) and are listed in Table T7.

Table 7T, Vigitor gquestiommaire: unprompied problems
{ "% of respondents mentioning problem)

EATA (96)  |Stanningley (102)

delays by other traffic — (group A
delays by parked wvehicles n

indirect route ")
boor road su:cfa.ce/:coad works " %

e AN\ Re e Ne

inadequate signing "
availability of parking group B

&

35.3%
&0.8%

% stating at least one problem
% stating no problems
‘% not responding o this gquestion

= = N POWWAN =R
~es R H O
7 AN e .
NS

. w

K]EL

N Ohps

NN,

Ul =
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HHTA: Congestion and delays by other traffic and parked vehicles were

reported equally by visitors based in the Leeds inner area and from outside
the region. Eight locations were specified; two referred specifically to
HHTA, two to the city centre, one to the inmer ring road and three to the
outer ring road. The two comments on parking referred to firms 10 and 12,
both of which have on-street parking difficuliies (Chapter 5). At least

two of the three comments on indirect route refer to HHIA3; both on inadequate
signing refer at least to Leeds and most probably specifically to HHIA; and
at least one of those on road condition is directed against roads within the
study area, Although the samplé is very limited it appears that vieitors
:I’.‘rbm different origing associated wmeny of the problems of their trip with
conditions within the study area.

Stanningley: Two of the four respondents were from Leeds and two from
outeide the region. It is not possible to determine precise locations of
problems although at least one referred to conditions on the Ml motorway.
As with BHIA zbout one third of all respondents specifically stated that
they had no diffioulties with their frip.

T.2.2 Prompted problems. Approximately 80% of visitors in both HHIA
and Stanningley completed the section of the questiommaire on prompted
problems. Thig figure was slightly higher for the firet of the listed
problems ("difficulty finding"), and lower for "cost of parking" - partly
because of the position of this problem in relation to the full liast of
possible private and public mode problems. These small differences in
individual problem response rates are unlikely to indicate any fundemental
difference in problem identification by visitors. Percentages mentioning
and mean scores will then be satisfactory indicators of problem perception
and severity.

Table 78 lists the percentage of all visitors who rated & given factor
as & problem on their trip., Mean scores, calculated on all respondents
. who completed & ques*l;ioz::na,irt-:‘I s are calculated on 2 four point scale from
very seriocus (100) to not a problem at all (0). Because of the small
rrrumber using public tramsport Table T8 only contains the prompted problems

applicable to visitors arriving by car or van.

1. See Appendix IT for method of caloulation of mean scores.
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Table 78. Visitor guestionnaire: rompted problems
(% of all visitors who mentioned problem, and mean score calculated

on all visitors)

TOTA Staxningley
% mean score % mean Icore
difficulty finding firm 17.8 8.5 10.6 4.6
delays caused by other . .
; 32.2 14.8 24.5 9.6
loroup & traffic :
delays caused by parked
or loading vehicles - | 222 | - 13.7 12.8 5.0
indirect route 28,9 11.8 9.6 4.6
Group B inadequate ‘pa:cking 18.9 9.3 4.% 1.8
cost of parking 1.1 0.4 - -

HBIA In spite of the low response to unprompted problems, prompting resulted
in about one-third of HHTA visitors assessing that their trip was affected by
congeation (either by other traffic or parked/ loading vehicles) and by
indirect routes slthough the rated degree of severity is quite low1 « Somewhst
fewer visitors considered lack of parking to be a problem and this tends 'Eo
agree with the stated parking locations and walk distances of Teble T6. Ik
also appears that finding firms within the study area is diffiocult, especially
for the 13.6% who were first time callers, although even for this group only
just‘ over half stated this to be a problem and the mean score of all first time
callers was only 14.6.

Stenningley: The figures suggest the relative perceived advantage of
Stanningley compared with HHIA in terms of tramsport. For example the
proportion of respondentis menmbioning btraffic problems, and the mean score of
their problem rating, was less than HHTA. Although stated parking locations
~and distances are similar for both study areas respondents apparently found
parking considerably easier in Stanningley. Similarly slthough there was a
higher proportion of first time visitors to Stamningley, there were
broportionally fewer mentioning difficulty finding the firm as a problem,

1. Compare for example the response by car users to unprompted and prompted
problems in the employee questiomnsire ~ Chapter 6, Table 6l.
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- T.3 Some comclusions
The characteristics of visitor trips vary little between mtudy areas
and the only tripe of significance o this project are those by private
transport for business purposes. When prompted, visitors to HHIA
mentioned difficulty finding the firm, traffic and routing problems,
and inadequate parking, although their rating of the severity of these is
low., The results concur with thoze of +the menagement interview, namely
that visitor trips are not seriously affected by transport factors and
thet those problems which do occur have no effeot on firms'! operations nor
-@o they result in costs being inocurred. It is unlikely that the additional
information obitained from expanding the sample would alter these conclusions,
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8. COMMERCIAL VEHICLE SURVEY

8.1 Background

8.1.1 Interpretation. On-site surveys were conducted at each
of the firms during one full working day. A suitable survey day was
discussed with management prior to the work in an attempt to ensure
that on-gite conditions and commercial vehicle activity would be,

ag far as possible, normal for each firm. Some firme require only
infrequent delivery or dispatch of goods, and for others management
stated that activity fluctuated in an unpredictable manner, so it is
possible that the vehicle movements recorded at some firms may not
represent typical days. A check was made of the vehicle movements on
the survey day at the eight pilot firmgs against company records
covering & full week. This suggested that the survey day was
sufficiently representative to ensure an adequate sample of drivers
wag obtained and that on-site conditions could be regarded as typical.

The commercial vehicle survey consisted of (i) an interview with
the drivers of all vehicles arriving at the si‘be1 in order to collect
background data on the trip and to determine the drivers! perceptions
of possible problems and (ii) observations by survey staff of conditions

"on site such as manoeuvrability, loading operations and any delay to
vehielesE. During the pilot survey prompted and unprompted approaches
to problem identification in the driver interview were tesbted. The
main survey interview of all drivers used an unprompted followed by &

rompted format.

The response to the driver interview was discussed in Section 3.4
(Table 26) where it was seen that commercial vehicle activity varied
considerably between firms and depended mot only on broad industrial
clagsification and size of firm but also on the particular operations
of the individual firms. While this variation ig unlikely to affect

"gtudy area summaries of the chavacteristice of vehicle movements and

drivers' identification of problems en route bo the site, it is a factor

‘4o be noted when considering study area totals of both drivers! on-site

problems and difficulties observed by survey staff. In particular, one
firm operating a trade counter (no. 9, SIC 2%, employment 32) was

LN ] sae L X} LN L [N} [N "aw LN “ea aae L]

1. Including the firm'é own vehicles. | Vehicles making multiple trips
to the site were only interviewed on the first trip, although a

record of subsequent trips was made.

2. On-site observations were only made during the main survey.
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respongible for 27% of all recorded vehicle movements and 26% of all

driver interviews in HHTA,

Section 8.1.2 conteins a summary of the charvacteristics of
commercial vehicle movements and provides a background ageinst which
the subsequent discussion of problems can be viewed. Vehicleg have
been grouped into five categories A to E depending on plated gross
weight and axle configuration. These are explained in Appendix VI,
Section 8.2 presents the resulte of the driver interviews as they
relate to group D problems (on route to the site), and Section 8.3
summarizes group E and F problems (at “The gite) using both the driver

interview and the o'bse:mrajbions of on-site conditiochs.

8.1.2 Characteristiecs of commercial vehicle activity. The total
mmber of vehicle movements recorded at each firm is shown in Table 79,

and vehicle type by study area in Table 80. Table 81 then lists
characteristics of trips aggregated by study area.

Comments: (i) Overall there do not appear to be significant differences
between study areas. What differences there are largely resuli from
the high number of type A& vehicles calling to pick up goods at trade
counters operated by two HHIA distribution firms. Together these

firms acocount for 43.5% of all HHIA trips, and 61.5% of all trips in
HHIA by type A vehicles were to these two firms. This helps to explain
differences in the total numbers of tripa, types of vehicle, proportions

of firms' own wvehicles, trip purposes, and destinations of goods out.

(ii) The high proportion of vehicles spending more than half an hour
on~gite in Stammingley was partly due o firms' own vehicles spending
extended periods at the site. It was seldom due to the actual time of

the loading or unloading ope:c-a.‘l’:ior;I .

(iii) There are two factors which, slthough not thought to influence the
',ro,sul_ﬁé;_-Sj;gn:iificantly, should be noted when comparing reported and
: observo& study area problems: ' '

- The higher proportion of HATA drivers spending 75-100% of their
driving time within the study area may have influenced their
perception of group D problems. (This is almost certainly the
result of location within the urban area and the large industrial

concentration in HHTA.)

[N L ] LRI sss LI LN ] a0 ass LI ] LI ) L] “se

1. An exception being firm no. 19 - see Section 8.3.
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Table T9. Commercial vehicle survey: vehicle movements at each firm

HHIA k | Stammingley
Firm | SIC Bmploy- Total mo. || Firm { SIC Buploy- Total no.
no. ment of c.v. no. ment of c.v.
movements movemnents
1 6 500 6 13 | 6 498 15
2 33 25 14 7 36 8
3 152 22 15 7" 21% 10
4 15 13 8 16 9 228 27
5 1 17 65 1 17 9 100 11
6 18 31 8 18 12 102 4
7 | 20 86 35 19 | 13 250 16
8 | 22 28 7 20 | 18 326 22
9 23 32 67 21 | 20 38 8
0 | 23 119 14 22 | 20 26 4
11 | 23 72 40 23 | 22 36 10
12 | 20 118 13 24 | 23 113 15
total HHTA | 246 total Stanningley 150
(ineluding 13 return trips) (including 9 return trips)

Table 60 Commercial vehicle survey: vehicle ty;ge1

-(p_e:;centage) T
A |B E o
o o cLa
= | = peatith
HHIA
firm's own ' :
vehicle 2,71 7.3 4.1 0.9 1.8 16.9
other 29,7 25.1 22,8 0.9 4.6 83,1
total 32.4| %2.4 | 26.9 1.8 6.4 100.0
Stanniggley_
firm's own .
'V‘eh.icle 6.8 4:8 1253 - 1-4 - 25-3
other 10.3] 21.2 35.6 2.7 4.8 14T
total 17.1] 26.0°1 47.9 4.1 4.8 100.0

1. refer to Appendix VI for description of vehicle types.
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Table 81 - Commercizl vehicle survey: s of trip characteristics
zpercentages of respondents in each study area§

HETA Stammingley
Arrival time at site: 0700-0930 23,3 22,4
0931-1200 31.9 36.3
12011400 17.7 15.4
1401-1600 23.3 20.3
1601-1800 3.9 5.6
100.0 100.0
Net time on site (including firm's own
vehicles): 0-5 mins 33.6 25.3
6-10 ming 22,6 22.9
11-30 mins 29.0 19.
321+ mins 14.8 32.5
100.0 100.0
Trip purpose:
deliver to firm 37.2 61.8
pick-up from firm 46.4 14.6
both deliver and pick up 9.8 1%.8
repair or service 2.2 5.7
other 4.4 4.1
100.0 100.0
Origin of goods in:
study area 1.7 2.8
urban area 44.8 62.5
elsewhere 53.5 34.7
100.0 100.0
Destination of goods outb:
study area 7.5 -
urban area T7.4 35,3
elsewhere 15.1 66.7
- 100.0 100,0
Frequency of visits to site (excluding firm's
own vehicles):
> 1/week 60.8 54..2
> 1/month 22.4 23.9
<< 1/month 8.7 14.6
firgt vieit 8.1 7.3
100.0 100.0
Proportion of drivers spending stated
percentage of their driwving time within
respective study area (including firm's
own drivers):
0-24% 66.0 66.0
25-49% 11.3 14.9
50~74% 10.3 14.9
75-100% 12.4 4.2
100.0 100.0

(Totals may not add due to rounding)
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- The higher proportion of type C vehicles in Stamingley way
have influenced both driver perception of on-site problems

and the number of inetances of observed on-site diffieculty.

8.2 GrowpD problems - driver interview
8.2.1 Poggible problems. Interviews with drivers of commercial

vehicles arriving at the side provided the data source against which
-avegenents™ assessment of group D problems could be judged. The
unprompted and prompted responses by drivers to é series of poesible
grovp D problems are listed in Table 82.

Table 82, Driver interview: group D problems (on route to gite
percentage of drivers mentioning problem)?

, unprompted prompted!
HHTA | Stamingley || HHIA | Stanningley
(126) (105) (180) (100
difficulty finding site 6.3 2.9 . 5.6 3.0
delays by other traffic 13.5 5.7 22.8 10.0
delays by parked or loading '
vehicles : 9.5 1.9 18.3 - 14.0
narrow or twisting streets 3.2 1.0 8.9 1.0
indirect route or one-way ‘
streets 4.0 1.0 18.9 6.0
poor road surface 5.6 2.9 29.4 23.0
height or weight _
restrictions 0.8 - 2.2 4.0
other 11.97 2.9 11.74 4.0

1. including unprompted response if appropriate, viz., if during the
interview a2 particulsr problem was mentioned unprompted it was

not asked in the subsequent prompted list of possible problems

2. Numbers in brackets are sample sgize - drivers at pilot firms were
either prompted or unprompted; drivers at main sui'vey firms were
unprompted followed by prompted (hence it is possible for the
prompted response rate to be less than the unprompted response
rate). |

3. 86.7% of other problems refer to roadworks in BHTA

4. T6.2% ™ " " nooon n non
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8.2,2 Effect and cogts,. (i) It was considered that there was
insufficient time during the interview to question drivers on the
posgible effects and costs (either to the firm being surveyed, their
employer if a non-firm vehicle, or themselves) of problems which they
mentioned, or to estimate the length of any delays on route to the

gite.

(ii) The only data source is the menagement interview in which
congestion was mentioned unprompted by three HHIA firms, congestion
and poor road surface by HHTA and Stanningley firms when prompted, and
indirect rowte/one-way streets by HHIA firms, Three firms estimated
that costs were incurred (Table 46). The management inberview also
suggested that somewhat less than half of all firmes in each study area
experienced delays in deliveries. It should be noted that Table 82
refers to traffic conditions, whereas menagements! reasons for delays
were concerned much less with these factors. In fact the inference
from the management interview was that small delays due to congestion
and indirect routing were unlikely to affect most firms' operations to

any significant ex’l:ent1 .

8.2.3 Comment and summery.
(i) Unprompted. Delays, either by other traffic or parked or loading

vehicleg, were moet frequently mentioned. Temporary roa.dworks2 requiring
diversions in HHIA clearly influenced drivers! perceptions of problems.
Many of the first time visitors experienced difficulty finding firms.

(ii) Prompted. There were significent increases in the response rate
for:

- delays due to traffic or parked or loading vehicles (HHIA)

- narrow/twisting streets (Stanningley)

- indirect route/ one-way streets (HHIA)

- poor road surface (HHIA and Stammingley)
With the exception of the first of these it seems likely from the change
in response rate that the others may be accepted byddrivers as part of

their normal operating conditions.

1. The exception might be the haulage and distribution firms which
operate their own large vehicle fleels.

2. Particularly the reconstruction of Sweet Street which was in progress

during the main survey.
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(iii) Location of problems. Drivers in the main gurvey were asked to
gpecify the location of problems which they mentioned. The proporbion
of those drivers mentioning a problem who specified a location, and the
proportion of those locations within respective study areas, are

shown in Table 83. A greater proportion of problems were identified
with conditions in the HHIA study area than was the case for Stammingley.
The local transport infrastructure, its layout and maintenance, and the
effect on through movement of parked or loaded vehicles were most
strongly associabed with the HHIA area.

Table 83 Driver interview: location of Group D problems

% of respondents % of loestions
(of those who within study area
mentioned problem)
stating o location
HHTA | Stammingley || HHIA | Stammingley
1. difficulty finding site 22.2 0 0 Q
2. delays by other traffic 51.6 25.0 50.0 0
3. delays by parked/loading
vehicles 58,6 66,7 70.6 25.0
4. narrow or twisting streets | 85.7 100.0 75.0 50.0
5. indirect route or onewwa,y :
atreets 66.7 100.0 71.4 50.0
6. poor road surface 75.6 33.3 4 93.5 60.0
T. height or weight |
restrictions 66.7 0 100.0
8. other1 8.9 | 0 80.0

1. wmostly “roadworks"

(iv) HHIA/Stanmingley comparison. Both unprompted and prompted response
rates in Table were comsistently higher from HAIA drivers. The fact
that somewhat more HHIA drivers spent most of their time driving in the
study ares may have influenced the reporting of problems although a
subjective analysis suggested that any effect on the results was
extremely small, The main difference between the study areas was in
the perception of congestion, indirect routes and one-way streets, and

surface condition of study area roads.
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8.3 GromE and F problems - driver interview and on-site observations
8.3%.1 Posgible problems. The driver interview and on-site

observation of vehicle movements by survey steff provided an indication
of the iype and extent of group E and F problems. The unprompted and
prompted responses to a series of possible problems are listed in Table g,
Table 85 summarizes the extent to which vehicles were observed to
encounter on~site difficulties, and any resulting delays, and Table_ 86
details the types of observed difficulty and their relative contribubion
~to total delay in each study area.

Tgble 8%. Driver interview: Grow E and F problems (at the site)
(percentage of drivers mentioning p:r:o'blem)1

unprompted [| prompted2
HHIA | Stamningley|i HHIA | St ingley
(126) (102? (180) (100%
manoeuvring into site (E) 4.8 1.0 6.7 8.0
manoeuvring within site (E) 2.4 1.9 10.0 10.0
obatructions suwch as eqpth, it
pkd. vehs. etc, (B) 6.3 5.7 12.2 15.0
difficulty finding loading ' :
point (B) 0 0 0 1.0
insufficient parking/waiting
spaces (E) 4.0 1.0 7.2 6.0
loading facilities not '
suited to vehicle (F) 1.6 1.9 2.2 3.0
other vehicles loading/
unloading (F) 2.4 1.9 5.6 2.0
other : 1.6 3.8 1.7 2.0

1. Numbers in bracke‘tﬁs are sample size - drivers at pilot firms were
either prompted or unprompted, drivers at main survey firms were
unprompted followed by promphed.

2, including uvnprompted response if appropriate, viz. if a particular
problem was mentioned unprompted it was not asked in the subsequent

1list of possible prompted problems.
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Table 85. On-site survey: observed difficulties and delgxs1

of total obgerved vehicle movements)

BHTA Stanmingley
vehicles encountering one or more-
on site difficulties 32.7% 29.1%
vehicles delayed 15.6% 29.1%

total delay - -

49 ming. for
2% wvehicles

102 mins, for
18 vehicles2

average delay to delayed vehicles 2.13 mins. 5.67 mins.
gverage delay to all wvehicles 0.33 mins. 1.29 mins.
drivers mentioning at least one

on-gite problem in driver interview 27.2% 23.4%

1. for group E and F problems combined.

2, 3 vehicles at firm no.19 were delayed a total of 67 minutes

waiting to load. Excluding these 3 vehicles, the total delay

is 35 mins. for 15 vehicles, i.e. average delay to delayed

vehicles = 2,%% ming and average delay to all vehicles = 0.52 mins.
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Table 86. On-gite survey: types of observed difficulty

% of vehicles 'pr-pﬁ-o:rtion of
experiencing total delay
stated recorded in
difficulty each study arsa
‘I:]IJIA Stan. HHTA Stan.
vehicle loaded on-street (F).I 13,7 10.0 n.a. n.a.
menoceuvring into site (E) i 8.2 | 11.4 1.0 1.6
menoeuvring within site (E) 6.9 10.1 8.0 1.0
positioning vehicle at loading
point (B) 4.1 3.9 - 1.0
delays due to other vehicles
loading (¥)% 1.6 | 13.9 71.0 | 67.3
insufficient parking/waiting spaces _
for delayed vehicles (E) 23.5 0 n.a. n.a.
loading or unloading difficulties (F) 2.8 1.3 8.0 15.1
other vehicles quened during 1oading/
unloading (F) 4.2 3.8 n.a. N.&.
other vehicles obstructed or -
delayed (E) 8.3 2.6 n.a. n.a.
manoeuvring away from loading
point (E) 2.3 2.6 6.0 4.0
manoeuvring out of site (E) 6.2 3.8 6.0 -
total 100,0% { 100.0%
(49 min) |02 min)

1. For the full sample of 12 firms in each area; on-street loading
was observed at 5 HHIA and 2 Stanningley firms (% of vehicles at
these firms loaded on-street were 16, 100, 7.5, 7.1, 61.5 and

12.5, 45.5).

2. TFor main survey firms only; delays were cbserved at 5 HHIA gnd
3 Stanningley firms.
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8.3.2 Effect and costs. (i) Drivers were not asked the effects
of, or costs resulting from, their stated on-site problems. The
on-gite observations provided some indication and could. be compared
with the results of the management interview (Tables 47 and 48).

(ii) Although one-third of HHIA vehicles experienced at least one
on-gite difficulty only half of these suffered a2 measurable delay.
Taken over all vehicle movements this delay was of the order of

- 20 geconds pexr trip. Delay in Stanningley was considerably more,
however if the thé effect of delays to three vehicles waiting to load
at one firm (no. 19) are removed the figures are comparsble with those
of HHIA (Table 85). The most important contribution to lost time was
through delays incurred while waiting to use loading facilities, this
also being the most commonly observed on~site difficulty.

(iii) There appears to be little difference in the obmerved effects,

and probable costs, between the two study areas.

(iv) In assessing the effects of group E and F problems the on-sgite
survey provides an opportunity to compare the response of the management

interview of main survey firms with the observed occurrence of problems,(Table 87)

Tagble 87. On-site surve ent interview comparison!
A\main survey firms only; numbers fabulated are individual firm
nunbers)

u.ﬁprdmpted unpromp‘bed :i_'cla.d.ec_l_v.a.'l:e2 “ on-gtreet " occurrence || site
comments |comments || parking loading? | of loading || menosuvr-
in MI confirme delays ability
by-0Ss  HMI 0SS ML 088 MI oss{imr [ oss
2 yes il no 2 2(16%) 1 1 2 2
5 yes | no 6 no 2 2 4 4
' 6(gp E) yos | no 11 6(100%) || 7 7 | no 5
6(gp F) yes {12 12 oq(7.596) % 9 9 | 9 9
12 yes no 17 {10(7.1%) |10 10 |l10 | 10
lno " | 19 12(61.500 15 no |12 112 -
| 23 no 14(12.5%)|| no 16 lino 14
1 17(45.5%){| 17 17 |15 | 15
P19(10%) 1§ 19 19 116 | 16
. 21 no 417 17
no 18
no 19
no | 22

1. M,I. = management interview; 088 = on-site survey
2, Goods vehicles parked on adjacent streets at least once during the day.

3, Numbers in brackets are MI estimated and 0SS observed proportion of
all vehicle trips loaded/unloaded on street.
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Inadequate parking facilities for goods vehicles in both areas
and on-site manoeuvrability in Stamningley were ynderreported by
management. However other possible problems appear to have been
reliably reported given the inherent variability which is possibl_e
with one day surveys of sgites. Therewas no evidence that mansgement
exaggerated the extent of these problems.

8.3.3 Comments and summary. (i) Unprompted response rates
for the driver interview were low. Prompting increased the response

although only manoeuvring difficulties due to lack of space and
cbstructions to movement caused by equipment, parked vehicles, etec.
emerged as a significent problem to drivers.

_(ii) The necesaity for vehicles to wait because loading facilities
‘Wwere busy was the most componly cbserved on—site difficulty and the
major causge of delays. Perhaps predictably drivers did not report
this as much as their difficulties in a.c'b'ually driving a vehicle around
the site.

(iii) Of the full sample of twelve :E‘ir:ﬁs in each area, on—~street loading
was observed at five HHTA and two Stanningley firms. In the case of

the two Stammingley firme this was more for convenience than necessity.

(iv) Although the menagement interview suggested that HHTA may be
relatively worse off then Stammingley as regards group E and F problems,
driver reported and observed differences were small and 4id not appear
to be attributable to either location or the firms' activity. The
exception may be on-atreet loading where a combination of site conditions
and level of goods vehicle activity combined to meke more HHIA firme
worse off than those in Stamningley. The effects of on-street loading
gre more likely to be felt bjr through traffic than by the firm itself.
Serious problems such as the length of delays at firm 19 were much more
1likely to be one-off situations rather than a general characteristic of
an area. A much larger sample of firms would be required to determine
-conclusively if there were in fact any effects more severely felt in

the immer areaz and caused by locational factors.

8.4 Some conclusions
0f all drivers interviewed, 56.7% in HETA and 30.5% in Staoningley
mentioned at least one group D problem, The corresponding figures for



147

group E and F problems (combined) are 27.2% and 23.4% respectively.
Type D problems were reported more frequently by drivers in HHIA

and a higher proportion of the problems were located within the HHIA
study area. This suggested a relative disadvanﬁage of the inner area.
However, the overall response to particular problems in either area
(particularly to unprompted problems) does not seem unduly high.
Whether this simply reflects resignation to, and acceptance of,

existing operating conditions is difficult to judge.

The response of drivers to specifie on-site problems was low and
the difficulties reported refer to driving the vehicle within the site.
Although on-site observations indicated that almost one—third of all
vehicles experienced at least one difficulty, the more serious delays
were almost inevitably caused by vehicles waiting to load or unload.
The average delay to all vehicles was between‘EO and 30 seconds per
visit. With the possible exception of the extent, but not necessarily
effect, of on-street loading, the surveys do not indicate large

‘differences between study areas.

9. SUMMARY AND EVALUATION
9.1 Qutline

This chapter draws together the surveys reported in Chapters L to 8
to make an overall assessment of the type, extent and cost of the
transport problems of inner area firms. These are compared with those
of firms in the outer control area, and with the list of possible
problems which were suggested by the review of the literature. The
results of the different surveys carried out at each firm are compared
and any differences noted. Comparisons are made between study areas and
between different types of firms. Chapter 10 identifies a shortlist of
the more serious problems facing firms in the inner area of Leeds and
makes some overall conclusions from the surveys.

9.2 Problem summary -— all firms

9.2.1 Person and commercial vehiéle'trips (gfoﬁPS'A.to F)
Tables 88 and 89 list those problems in groups A to F which were

revesled during the surveys and which may affect firms' operations or
result in costs being incurred. (Potential problems not identified by

the surveys have not been 1i§t§d.)
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Tabile Pl o GeNMARY s HIHTA
I'roulem %?_PTOPH' 9f severily =[fect on M- Communts
Pirms irm {as propn.
mentioning MI Ea/VG/DL 088 fstated of firms
LR j5] up hi| ap it iu MI) %ncurr-
- iy eont
GBAIE A (on routs to site)
(i) Journey to work-oar/van
- congestion/dalays 0 0.25 n.a. very/fairly KW [ naliest time, [0.23 Mi prompted severity
: staffing raefers to late
158UEE, arrivel by all modes
staff dis—
satisfaction
—- indirect routeing 0 0 n.a. n.a. x |V n.a.no effect 0
- effect of trarffic Q
BERGEEnENt nmeasures Nn.8. Nn.8&. Nala ? n.&. n.afno effect 0
a 0 n.a. n.d, T |/ n.ajno effect 0
2 0 n.a. n.a. 2 |Y n.auo effect s}
0.08 | 0.38 fairly |not very x |/ |n.aflost time 0.08 MI prompted severity
% business refers to all aspecty
of business trips
- 221 routeing s} .08 n.a. not very x |V n.aflost time 0,08
Liv) Visitor trips & budiness
~ dirrieuity rfinding a.08 | n.a. not vaeryn.a. X ? n.ane effect 0 Difficulty finding
partly cauwsed by
indirert routeing
= aongestio., aslaye 3 025 n.a. not very i v n.eJuo elfect 9] MI promplbed scvericy
refers to all aopect
of visitor trips
0 ] n.a. 1.8, x |¥ |n.sjno effect 0
8
0 0.08 n.a. 1.5, X Y | n.aJlogt time ¢ 33.%% of Plrmas
menlioned Inodequate:
time Lo reach local
facilitics (ML)
g J L., L., b 7 n.a.no eflfect ¢}
\parking'
Y Lo Work
insdequate parking 0.08 |G.33 fairly |n.a. X X {0.2%0 effect 0 088 severity refers
&t firm (on- | (on— {on- to propn. of firms
sitel|site] sitd with pkg at capacity
0.4 at leasi once
{on- during the day
street
viil) Busipess trigps
- inadeguste perzing 0 0.08 n.&. not very X x |0.291c effect 0 MI prompted severity
at rfirxm (site) refers to ell
0.k aspects of business
treet) trips
- 0.08 |n.a. fairly |n.z. X W |n.e.Jlost time 0.08
(ii1} Vialver trips
- infideg.ate pariing g.08 {uuh2 not nol, yoery X v jCEe ef et #] ML prompled severity
at rir ul wll (site) refers to nll
0.1|:-_‘| spects of
Btreet) visitor trips
vivy Personel trips
- ipsdejuate parking 0 0 n.e. .4, X x [0.25n0 effect 0 May contribute to
g1 firm {site) last time but not
0.hq stated in MI
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Tavle 88 {continucdl
Froblem M{wgyopu. Severity R e?fect on MI- Comments
of firms ; firm {as propn.
mentioning MI EQ/VQ/DI 088 | stated of firms
B in MI) incurr-
up b up - P up | B ing cost
SEOUP C {pubiic transcart)
(i) Journey to work
- congestion/deluys 0 = ¢ | n.a.} Overall {1)50% of firms
- indirect routeing Q qr 4Y x [V n.a.| effects of mentioned unprompted
- inadequate rregusncy 0.19 |0.25 | feirly/ |very/fairiy v Y n.a.| publie 0.25 |problems.These firms
- inadoquate Qoverage 0.08 nat : % [n.a.} n.a.| transport were not subsequent-—
- reliubilicy 0.2% very | VY n.a.| aifficuitivs: 1y asked & prompted
- walk distance 0.08 i n,u.0 =~ lost time question. {ii) The
- zost 0 x 7Y n.a.|~ staffing prompted question
= trapsrers 0,08 x| n.a. issues referred to public
- grovdsd buses/ 0 7 {n.a.| n.a.j- staff tpt. difficulties
zomfart dissatia- in general. (iii) MI
- Janger walking ] x|V N.8. faction? prompted severity
refers to late
arrival by all modes
{iv)66.7% of firms
mentioned time lost
through late arrival
{1i} Fersonal tri
- congesTion/delsys 0 s n.a. n.a. x |7 n.a.|Overall 33.3% of firms
- service Trequency ¢ 0.08 n.a. n.s. x|? n.s.| effects: mentioned inadeguate
- relisbility 0 o] n.b. n.a. x|% n.a.j— Lost time 0 time to reach local
- wulk distsnoe G .08 n.a. n.5. x|x n.u.p— provision faeiiities (MI)
- oot o] Q .8, .. {7 Tt of
= dukger wilking Q Q i.a. n.&, £y T.iL. transpart
wsoivtance
by irm
FRALP
- 4 N.8. .. n.&. T= n.a.|no effect Q
- 0.25 [0.25 fairly Vv n.a.]lost time 0.08 |b1.7% of firms
not experience delays in
asked deliveries but most
delays are due to
nen-tpt ractoery
- indireor routelng 0 .25 n.a. x| % n.a.|lost time 0.13 |effect is minimal
- narrow,tvisting sirveets | O 1.8, n.a. x|?2 n.a.|no effect ¢]
- ooy rozd surfss 4] 0.38 n.s. 2|V n.a.|no effect 0.13_ |costs are minimal
- Eowitnin site}
- menosuvring ints/ 0.17 [n.a. fairly x| x ? tost time c.08
out of site
- panseyvring within site (0.08 [0.62 not very x|? e lost tine o
- obatrustions such as Q n.a. n.&. not 7172 n.e.|no effect O
equipment, pkd vebs ete. asked
v - inadequate parking/ 0 0,08 [IPYIIN x| 7 4 no effect O
weiting areas
-~ obstruction caused to Q .8, T.f. X|n.w.| ? no effect 4]
‘otiier vebicles
- on site hi/wt Q 0.33 1.8, x| n.oa.] x no effect 0 see "munoeuv. within
restrictions gite" above
GROUP P {loading/unicading)
- on street loading Q0 0.33 n.a. not at all x|{n.a] 1 no effect 0 41,7% of firms have
at lezst some on
- - street lacding (038)
- insdeguute/unsuitable 0.17 10,17 very n.49. x{x X lost time & 0.13 |severity affects one
leading facilities delays to firm only
other vehs.
- able space affects |O 0.33 n.a. n.8. x| n.a. x no effect ¢}
- lelays 0 0.50 n.a. n.&. xf? ? lost time 0 11.64 of all vehs.
delayed (0S8)
Dotes: MI = management interview; B = employee questicnnaire; vQ = visitor questionuaire;
BI = driver interview; 0S8 = on-site survey
up = unprompited; p = proupted;
¥s' = hnigh raesponse rate {nominelly > 20% up; b40% p)
¥ = problem mentioned (nominally > 10% wp; 203 p)
Y = problew mentionsd but response rate low (nominally > 5% up;  T.5% p)
x = problem pot mentioned (nominally < 53 up; T.5% p)
droup 4 1o ¢ problems refer to person trips.
droup D to P problems refer to commereial vehicle trips.
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valle 89 ChONLET T IARY r TARNHTHGLEY
MI-propn. off severit effect on JHI-
Tirms Severdty : firm {(as  [propn.
problem menbioning MI iG/VQ/DT 085 | stated in ?f firmsy compents
up D up P up| p MI) incurp-
ing cost
GRIUP A (on route to site)
{1} Journey to work—ecar/ven
- congestion/ 167 |0.12 b very | fair : . .
congestion/delays 0.167 |0.125 [not very ﬁ;;lﬂér WYY | n.a.lost time, | 0.125 [MI prompted severity
Yy staffing refers to late arrival |-
issues,stafl by ell modes,
) dissatis. (?)
~ ipdirect routeing 0 0 i, ‘n.a. x| ? | n.a.lno effect 0
- effect of traffic
WENAZENSNL DessUres 4] n.a. MeBa .8, T mn.a.| n.a.]no effect 0
il dlourney to work-walk
- songestion/delays 4] 0 j I ti. n.o. X ? n.on.j oo eifect 0
- dabger walking Q Q ] .8, 1.t x Y | n.a.|ne eifect 0

piitithusiness trips

- congestion/delays U 0,125 .6, not very 5| ¢ | n.a.|lost time { 0.25 |MI prompted severity
reflors to all aspects
of business trips.

- lnairest routelng 0 0 n.a. n.a. x| ? | n.a.]lost time 0
Pivivisitor trips
- difrisulty rinding Q Q.25 n.a. | not very/ x{ ? ] n.a.jloss of 0 MI prompted severity
not at all goodwill(t refers to all aspoots
of visitor trips
- congestion delays 0 0.125 n.a. | not very/ x| v | n.a.[no effect 0 "
. not at all

- i 2% routaing 0 0 n.a. n.a. X T n.ea.|no effect 0
- erry I otrarric

| EELALSLENT mEeasures 0.083 | n.a. n.s. n.a. X h.2.| n.a.|no effect 0

sonal trips
congestion/delays 0 a n.a. n.e. x| 7} n.a.ptime lost 0 8.3% of {irms mentioned
inadequote time to rewach
local fasilities (M1;

- danger walking Q Q VRIS n.0. X ¥ n.a.no effect 8]

\parking)
ourney Lt Work

inadejuate parking o] 0.167 . g, n.a. x| x10.083|no effect o 088 severity refers to
at Tirm pon-sitelflen-sityg n-sitd . propn.of firms with
' o] pkg.at capacity &t
. Btreet least once during the day
{iijBusiness trips .
- inadequete parking G 0.167 n.a. |not very x| x [0.083[no effect 0 ML prompted severity
st fire site) ’ refers to all aspects
0 ) of business trips.

Etreet
~ inadeguate parking i

elaevhere 0 0.083 n.a. {not very 7Y | n.a. lost time [ 0.083
ViTiVisitor trips
- insdeguate parking
at Tims 0,083 ]0.16T Nes. ot very/ x| x |0.083[no clfect 7] Mt prompbed severity
not wut all site} refers to oll aspects
[¢] of visiter trips.
street
1iv} Parsonal trips
- ingzieguate parking
st fips 0 0 - n.a. x | x|0.083 jpo effect 0
(aite)
o]
Ltreet )

- insdeguate parking
elsevhers 0 0.083 M, H. n.s. x| 7} n.a.po effect 0 Mey contribute to

’ logt time but not

stated in MI.
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HI-propn.of severity effect on |MI-
- BATNS - - — firm (s |propn.
problem menticning M1 EQ/VQ/LL | 088 stated in |of Firms| COMEments
up D up bl up| » MI) incurr—
ing cost
UROUP 2 (public transport)
Wi} Journey to work

~ congestion/delays Q —— | ¥ {n.a.jOverall (i)66.7% of firms

- indirect routeing ¢} x] ¥ | n.a.]effects of mentioned unprompted

- inadequate frequency 0.333 7] ¥ n.a.| public trans. problemns, These firms

= inadequate coverege 0167 : ?in.e, { n.a.} transport were nol subseguently

- reliability 0,187 0 fairly n.8&. Y /Y §n.a.fdiffic.: 0.625 asked &« prompted

- wslk distance 0,167 x Y {tw.e.]-lost time question.

- ooat 9,04 ] /Y Ju.of-stelling (11)66.7% of rirms

- trausiers 0,167 X ¥ n.o.] issues rentioned time

- danger walking Q ¥ x| 7 n.a.} -staff lost through late

dissatisf, arrival.
.i1) Personsl trips

- congsation/delays 0 o n.a. N.&. x] ? |n.a.)Overall 0 8.3% of firms

- inpadeguate frequency 3 0.333 &, n.s. X {n.a. Efg:gtiime O 2:;21:2833;2idcquate

- dapgsr waliing G [} n.&. n.e. ? Yn.a.-provision o} local facilities.

of transport
assistance
by firm
(Commereinl vehicles)
BEJUP D (on route to site)

- congestion/delays 0 0.25 n.4. 7} 7 |[n.alost time |0.125 |33.3% of firms

- narrow/twistiog streetsy O n.e. n.a. not x{ ? {n.a.)no effect 0 experience delays in

- peor road surface 0 0.50 n.a. asked x} v |n.a.]no effect 0 deliveries but most
delzys are due to
non—transport factors

Q .8, (RN x H T no effect o}

- manseuvring within site o] 0.375 n.a, not x 7 2 o]

- ohstrusticns auch as asked

equipment, pad vehs ete| O n.&a. n.a. 7 1 n.a 0
- inajeguats parking/
walting areas 0 0,083 n.a. Xy % X 0
- on aite biwt
oot L J 0,083 TP ¥, n
{Jommereial vehicles)
IO F o losdiug enloading) )

— on street loaling 8] 0.25 n.8. not at all xin.a. 7 no effect 0 16.7% of firms have
at least some on-
street loadings

- inmdequate/unsuitable

loading Tucilities Q 0,083 n.a. Nn.sS. x| x x | no effeet o]

- available space affects

loading ¢} Q.75 n.a. .G x[n.&. | X }|no effect o]

~ izading Jelsys 0 0.583 n.a. n.s. x| x ? | lost time(?] O 13.9% of all vehs

delayed (0S8)
O 0,25 1.8, 1.5, Xin.a. X 0

Footnstes are same as previous table

for HHIA
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g.2.2 Comment

There are four striking features suggested by Tables 88 and 89:

(i} Management's unprqmpted response rate when asked to specify
thelir transport problems was low and most firms typically
mentioned only two problems.;

(ii) With the exception of public transport difficulties on the
journey to work, there was no single problem which was
coﬁsistently mentioned by a large proportion of £irms"
.management in either or both study aress.

(iii)There were many probléms which though identified by management
had, according to them, little effect on Tirms' operations.
The extent to which.this reflects acceptance of existing
conditions or a lack of appreciation of possible effects is
difficult to judge.

(iv) There were relatively few reported cases where actual costs
were incurred as the result of group A to F problems. This is

 partly the result of the low response noted in (i) above and
?artly the result of managements' inability to associate a
money cost with a particular problem and then to estimate an
actual value. Tt may be unwise to infer that because of this
some of the problems listed were not of serious concern %o ét

least some firms.

Those group A to F problems which affected operations or resulted
in money costs in HHTA were: ,
(i) Congestion and delays caused by traffic (journey to work,
' buéiness and personal trips, commefcial vehicle trips).

{ii) Indirect routeing and one-way streets (business trips and
commercial vehicle trips).

(iii)Parking (inadequate parking at the destination of business
trips.)

(iv) Public.transport difficulties (journey to work and personal
trips.)

(v} Poor road surface (commercial vehicle trips).

(vi) Manoeuvring difficulties into and within sites (commercial
vehicle trips.) -

(vii)Inadequate or unsuitable loading facilities and loading delays.




153

The most commonly recorded effect of a problem was lost time
which (provided firms' own staff were involved) presumably also resulted
in a money cost even if this was not stated by management. In addition
to lost time through late arrival, congestion and particularly public
transport difficulties contributed to staff dissatisfaction and had. -
implications in terms of staffing such as working times, shift hours,
and overtime arrangements, and for the retention and recruitment of

suitable staff.

9.2.3 Costings ,
Cost estimates varied widely due to the different size and activity

of firms and also to managements' difficulty in associating problems
“with a money cogt and then estimating that cost. The fact that
relatively few firms stated costs mekes an assessment of the reliability
of the estimstes even more difficult. It appeared that, as far as
unprompted and ﬁrompted group A to ¥ problems were .concerned, only aboub
half of those firms which considered that costs could be incurred were
able to estimate a value. The other firms could not even suggest a range
of possible costs. “Actual costs provided by management havé been

summarised in Table 90.

In addition to the costs identified in Table 90, two HHIA firms
provided company transport for the journey to work of some employees,
and two firms in each study area provided assistance for personal trips
during the day (Appendix IV). Both of these types of services result

in direct costs.

As can be seen from Table 90, several individual firms (perhaps .
10 - 20% of the sample) had quite severe transport problems. These were
usually "one-off" situations, usually the result of characteristics of
their operations, and in general it is difficult to pfedictrthese
prohléms on the basis of study area averages Or sample selection

criteria.

9.2.4 -Other problems

In addition to the group A to F problems described above, there
were also those mentioned by management which resulted directly from
internal organisation, company policy, and other more general problems
vhich affected transport operations. These were usually independent

of activity or location, although for a number of firms, it was clear
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Table 90. Management estimate of costs incurred
Group A to Cs £/employee /month
Group D to F: £/vehicle movement

HETA

Stanningley

Group A (on route to site)
Congestion — journey to work

Congestion — business trips

Group B (parking)
Tnadequate parking elsewhere -
business trips

Group C (publie transport)
Public transport difficulties

0.4k2 (1 firm)

10.32° 0.42
(2 firms}) "
+ 3 d.k.

0.42 (1 firm)

30.35, 1.54

(2 firms)
+ 2 4d.k.

0.13 (1 firm)

0.56, 0.18,
0.10 (3 firms)
+ 1 d.k.

0.20 {1 firm)

0.97, 1.80,
0.98, 1.80,
11844 5 firms)

Group D (c.v. trips on route to site)
Convestion/delays

Indirect routeing
Poor road surface

Group E {(c.v. trips at the site)
Manoeuvring into and within site

Group F (c.v. trips, loading)

Inadequate or unsuitable loading facilities6

0.31 + 2 4.k,
{1 firm)

0.10 (1 firm)
0.03 (1 firm)

0.31 (1 firm)

2.00° (1 firm)

0.50 (1 firm)

0

0

In addition, estimated lost time due to late arrival was 2L.8 minutes/

employee /month (HHIA) and 12.8 minutes/employee/month. (Stanningley)

2, Firm's activity requires frequent face to face contact with elients
and congestion contributes to lost business.

. Start time of a.m. shift affected by public transport services — may

not be a recurring cost.’
. Includeg reimbursed businesgs trips.

partly due to difficulties with outside hauliers.

3

L ‘
5. Represents total on-site costs, partly due to group F problems and
6

From the on—-site survey 15.6% (HHTIA)and 29.1% (Stammingley) of all

vehicle movements were delayed.

0.33 minutes (HHIA) and 1.29 minutes {Stanningley)

Average delay to gll vehicles was
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that they were as Iimportant as problems within groups A to F. Since

there was no subsequent probing or these issues in the managemént

interview, there is the possibility that, as a group, the reporiing

of these problems may be under-represented. The more serious related

tb:

(i) Prohlems at the delivery end of commercial vehicle trips, and

' consequent disruption to dispatch schedules. They are of a

similar type to groups E and F. _

(ii) The ofganisation and administretion required to keep a fleet of
vehicles operating.

(3ii)Difficulty obtaining relisble haulage, when it is requiredyand at

an accepbable cost.

With the possible exception of (i} (restrictions, delays and
non-acceptance of goods at the delivery end of the trip), solutions

to these problems lie largely with the firms themselves.

9.2.5 Comparison of the results of the different surveys at the firms

Where there is general agreémént.in the study area results of the
different surveys, additional weight can be given to their conclusions.
Where results do not agree it may indicate that different groups see
- potential probleﬁs in a different light or, where matters of fact are
concerned, that respondents had difficulty identifying or quantifying
the problem. Table 91 lists those problems where there appeared to be

differences in the aggregated study area results of the surveys.

From Tgble 9i, the differenées which are of most concern are:

(1) Group A: congestion/delays on the journey to work. Although stated
by a large proportion of employees of all firms to be a probleml, only
25% of .BHIA and 30%<Qf‘Stanninglex&nmnagément considered (after prompting)
that it constituted a problem to the firm. There were clearly large
differences in the asséésment of the problem by;management and
employees.

(ii) Group B: on-site parking. Managements' assessment of an on-gite
car parking shortfall at ten firms was confirmed by the on-site survey
at only two of these firms, although at six of the remaining eight
there were only a limited number of available spaces which could quite
possibly be filled on other days. Shoftfalls not stated by management

were recordedrat-two.firms.?_um

1. See tables 64 and 68 for study area responses.

2. See table 5b.
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Table 91. Differences in reéults of surveys

The table lists only those problems where there was not substantial

agreement bebtween the results of different surveys.

HHTA

Group A {on route to site)
Congestion — Journey to work

Effect of traffic management measures —
journey to work

Difficulties ﬁalking - Journey-to work

Indirect routeing - visitor trips

Group B (parking)
Inadeguate on-site parking

Inadequate parking elsewhere — business
trips

Group C (public transport)
Publie transport difficulties - personal
trips '

Group E (c.v. trips, at site)
Manoeuvring into/within the site

Inadequate parking/waiting areas

Group F (c.v. trips, loading)
Inadequate/unsuitable loading facilities

Available space affects loading

More emphasis
in EQ than MI
Mentionedl in
EQ, not in MI

Mentionedl in
EQ, not in MI

Mentionedl in
VQ, not in MT

Over—-statement
of shortfall
in MI, not
mentionedl in
EQ

SBurveys agree
{but more
emphasis in EQ
than MI)

{surveys agree

(surveys agree

More severe
in 0S8 than MI

More severe in
MI than 088

More severe in
MTI than 0SS

Stanningley

More emphasis
in EQ than MI

Mentionedl in
FQ, not in MI

Mentionedl in
EQ, not in MI

(Surveys agree)

Over—statement
of shortfall
in MI

Surveys agree
(but more '
emphasis in EQ
than MI)

IMentioned in MI
not mentionedl

_iin EQ

More severe in
DI and 088

than ML

(Surveys agree)

(Surveys agree)

More severe 1n
MI than 0SS

Menagement interview

MT =
"EQ = Employee questionnaire
VQ = Visitor gquestionnaire
DI = Driver interview

088 = On-site survey

For a problem to be "mentioned" in the EQ, VQ and DI the response

must be nominally great@r than 5% unprompted and T7.5% prompted.
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(iii)Group E: On-site conditions for commercial vehicles. Compared
with the results of the on—-site survey, HHIA management understated
the problem of inadequate parking/waiting areas while Stanningley

management did not mention - difficulties manoeuvring into sites.

(iv) Group F: Loading facilities. Compared with the results of the
driver interview and on—gsite survey management overstated somevwhat

the problems of loading operations and facilities.

In matters of fact, which can be verified by, for example, the
results of the on-site survey there is no evidence that any group of
respondents exaégerated the extent of problems in any deliberate or
consistent manner. In fact, a number of problems1 may have been
under-reported and if further study showed this to be the case, 1t could
have implications in terms of insufficient resources being devoted to
possible solutions.. It is somewhat more difficult to resolve
differences.in subjective response rates. In the case of the journey
to work, the effect of congestion is viewed as being much more serious

by employees than management.

0.3 Comparison between study areas

The. overall impression from Tables 88 and 89 is that firms <in both
study areas experienced similar types of problems, Table 92 compares
differences in the types of problems while Table 93 lists those problems

where differences in severity were noted between study areas.

9.4 Comparisons by type of firm

9.4.1 Characteristics of firms

Chapter 2 discussed in detail the criteria for sample selection and
how adeéquately the final samples satisfied these criteria. The selection
process ensured that the samples were representative of industry in
thelr respective study areas. It also enabled disaggregafion according
to the main selection criteria so that possible differences between firms
attributable to these criteria could be investigated. The management
interview provided additional information on the characteristics of firms,

e.g. conditions of tenure, age, and future plans. (Table 9h)

1. Journey to work difficulties (HHIA and Stanningley), on-site
manoeuvrability {Stanningley)}, inadequate parking elsevhere
(HHTA and Stanningley), parking shortfall in the case of some
HHTA firms. R '
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Table 92. HHTA -

Differences in types of problemsl

Stanningley:

Problem'mentioned or observed in
HHIA but not in Stammingley

Problem mentioned or observed in
Stanningley but not in HHIA

Group C (Public transport)
Crowded buses/comfort — journey
to work (EQ) ‘
Reliability - personal trips (EQ)
Walk distance — personal trips
(MI) - -
Cost - personal trips (EQ)
Group D (c.v. trips)
Difficulty finding firm (DI)
(MI and DI)

Indirect routeing

Group E (c.v. trips - at site)
Obstruction caused to other
c.v.s on the site (088)

Group A
Effect of traffic management

messures — visitor trips (MI)

Group B
Inadequate parklng elsewhere -

personal trips (MI)

Group F
Loading /unloading time

‘restrictions imposed by the flrm

(MT)

1. Abbreviations in brackets refer to the.survey in which the difference
was noted. A problem is "mentioned" if the response rate is
nominally greater than 5% unprompted and 7.5% prompted.
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Table493. HHIA =- Stanningley:

Differences in severity of problems

More severe in HHIA

More severe in Stanningley

Group B (parking) 1
Tnadequate employee parking

Inadequate parking for firms!
vehiclesl

Inadequate parking for visitors'
vehiclesl :

Group D (commercial vehicle trips)

Congestion/delays (possibly)

Indirect routeing

Group E (c.v.s at the site)

Manoeuvring difficulties3

Inadequate parking/waiting
" aresas

Obstruction caused to other
c.v.s on the site?

Group F (loading/unloading}

On-street loading 195

Tnadequate /unsuitable loading
facilities 3

Costs incurred as a result of

Group C (public transport)
public transport difficulties
with the journey to work.

Group F

On~site delays to commercial
vehiclesh

Little or no effect on firms"'
Differences between study areas

= wn e

Management stated that the problem did not affect operatlons.
operations.

noted in management interview

‘but not supported by the on-site survey.
. As measured by both total time lost per vehlcle, and the proportion

of all commercial vehicles delayed.

Az measured by the no. of firma
not the proportion of all e.v.s

which load/unload on street, but .
which are loaded/unloaded on street.
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employment 1971-T5.

. Table 9k. Condition of premises
HHIA Stanningley
(12 firms) . (12 firms)
expanding {declining|expanding [declining
gIC'gl SIc'sl sIc'sl Sictst
Conditions of tenure b owned | 5 owned | 5 owned | 6 owned
2 leaged| ]l n.s. 1l leased
Average age of Tirm (years) 73.8 88.6 58.0 66.0
Average age of premises (years) 64.2 “oh.0 59.0 62.7
Average time at present site 24,5 39.6 27.2 L5.6
(years) :
No. of premises modernised 2 2 3 L
within last 10 years
No, not recently modernised W L o 3
Total 6 6 5 T
No. of firms with plans to:
- expand on-gite
- move elsewhere
- both expand cn~site and 0
establish elsewhere
~ no plans L 3 h 5
Total 6 6 5 7
1. As measured in terms of changes in proportion of total Leeds MD
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g.h.2 Comparison by expanding and declining industries

Table 94 Lists the eondition of premises disaggregated by expanding
and declining industries, . The majority of firms whether from expanding
or declining industries owned theilr own premises, which may partially
explain why no firms in either study area were considering closing down
and establishing elsewhere. The average age‘of premises in both areas
is relatively old. There are three post World War IT premises in HHIA
and five in Stanningley. Half the HHTA and one—quarter of the.Stanningley
premises are over 100 years old. Although on aversge firms from
expanding SIC's in both study areas were younger, had been at their
present sites for a shorter period, and dccupied neyer premises compared
with firms from declining SIC's, tlie differences aré not significant when
compared with either the stages in a firm's lifecycle or the scale and

rate of post war industrial development.

With the provisc that slightly more Stanningley than HHIA firms had
recently invested in modernisation (irrespective of SIC) there are not
significant differences in the donditions or future plans of firms from
expanding and_decliningVSIC's and there does not appear to be a case to
treat expanding and declining industries separately. This is not to say
that easing the transport problems of particular deelining gigggfwill
not ﬁssist their overall financiel position. Furthermore, as Sections
h.6.Lh and 9;h.3 indicate, declining industriés are frequently those
. typically associated with low levels of commercial vehicle activity
vhile the reverse is true of expanding industries. The survey data does
not indicate that the type or severity of transport problems of individual
firms are dependent on the expected level of commercial vehicle activity.
This supports the conclusion that firms' transport problems are
independent of the economic status of the industrial group from which

they are drawn.

9.4.3 Comparison by industrial classification

In- section 4.6.4 it was argued that unless a broad manufacturing
versus service grouping of firms suggested significant differences, there
would not be a case for further disaggregation by industrial

eclassification.

Table 53 (p89) uses the management interview as a basis to identify
possible differences between manufacturing and service firms. The results

suggest that:
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i} Manufacturing firms may be relatively worse off as regardé group
A and C problems and their effects. Further examination of workforce
composifion, journey to work mode split and travel times, and
managements® statemeﬁts about recruiting difficulties is inconclusive.
It does not indicate reasons for the difference which could be
attributable to firms' activity or to a broad manufacturing/service
categorisation, although the Importance manufacturers place on

suitable skilled lsbour may be a contributory factor in HHIA.l

(ii) There is no difference for group D to F problems (i.e. related to

commercial vehicle trips) or their effects.

The second result is somewhat unexpected in that it could be
anticipated that service firms may be more affected by transport factors
because of their greater usage of transport during day-to—day operations.
Since no differences were identified there does not appear to be a case

to consider further disaggregation by activity.

9.h.4 Comparison by expected level of commercial vehicle activity

As a generalisation the service industries are characterised by high
commereial vehicle generation rates, while by comparison the rates for the
manufacturing sector are typically medium to low.2 It may therefore be
thought that service firms as a group could be ﬁore suscepbtible to group
D to F problems (i.e. those associated with commercial wvehieles). Table
53 indicates no differences between manufacturing and service firms in the
problems (and their effects) associated with commercial vehicle activity.
While further work on possible differences at this level of disaggregation
may prove usefu1§ it is unlikely that further diséggregation would be

warranted.

1. Where 62% of the manufacturing workforce are "skilled", {compared
with 33% in Stanningley).

2. Within each group the range of values is likely to be large.

3. For example; have service firms as a group invested more heavily
in facilities/fleets etc. in order to reduce previously identified
problems. - .
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0.h.5 Comparison by size of firm

Table 95 presents the results of a comparison between small and
large firms in each study area using data from the management interview

and on—-gite survey.

Table:95. Comparison of problems by size of firm
HHIA | - Stanningley
Worse for (i) On-site parking - { (i) Importance of
small firms | (ii) On-street parking of transport as a
(< 100 goods vehicles factor in late
employees ) (iii)Available on-site arrival of staff

space for loading
(iv) Possibly availability
of on~site space for
manoceuvring
(v) Possibly the effect of
. congestion on commercial
vehicle tripsl

Worse for ] mNi1- (i) Available on-site
large firms ‘ space for
(100+ - stockpiles
employees) ‘ - loading
' ~ manoeuvring

(ii) Possibly the effect
of public transport

difficulties?
1. TFirms' activity will also be a factor - many of the distributors
are small firms. '
2. Firms' location relative to bus services will alsoc de a factor.

It is difficult to éssociaﬁe problems unambiguously with a
particular size category. OF the differences noted in Table 95, it is
likely that space restriction in HHIA (both on-site, and consequent
on—street. difficulties) is most strongly related to size of firm, partly
‘because of the characteristics of premises into which small firms

frequently locate.
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9.4.6 Comparison by location within each study area

Figures 6 and 7 indicate the sub—areas into which each of the study
areas were subdivided for sample selection. A review of the problems
revealed by the surveys, grouped by location within the study area,
suggests that intra—stu&y area differences are unlikely to be as
signifieant as inter—study area differences (which themselves are small),
with the following exceptions:
- public transport. (journey to work and personal trips)
« coverage and freqﬁéﬁcy -
+ walk distance to bus stops

- on—-gtreet parking restrictions

- proximity to local facilities

- particular characteristics of the road network.
There are three sub—areas of particular interest:

HHIA ' Areas B and D (both of which have been identified as potential
Industrial Improvement Areas). On-street parking appears to
be worse than average study area conditions, due in part to

on—-street restrictions, narrow roads and lack of on—-site spaces,.

Stanningley Area B (Grangefield Industrial Estate). There is no bus
service onto the Esﬁate (and hence long walk distances to the
nearest bus stop).r The single exit from the Fstate results
in delays, especially on the journey from work, and there is

a lack of maintenance of Estate roads.

Because of the implications of the application of area wide
solutions, further examination of the identification of, and extent of,

differences in problems due to location would be useful.

9.5 Comparison with problems suggested by the literature

A review of the literature (6) provided an initial listing of
possible problems while saying little on their relative severity (Table 1).
This was used as a basis for much of the survey design. Table 96 compares
the problems revealed during the present sufveys with those from previous‘

studies.

Free, and to a large extent unrestficted, on-street parking and
loading in the two. Leeds study areas explains why several problems were
not revealed. Of the new problems shown by the present study, restrictlons

on loading times imposed by the firms themselves had no effect on their
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Table 96. Comparison with other studies
Not in literature Not in present study
Group A: Effect of traffic Group B: Cost of car parking
congestion for those walking 5
to workl Group D: Narrow/twisting streets
Groups A and C: Danger during Groups D and F: Restrictions on
walking stage of tripl delivery times and loading zones

imposed by local authorities
Group B: Inadequate parking :

elsevhere especially for Group F:  Inadequate on-street
business trips (e.g. city ‘ loading zones
centre)

Group C: (i) walk distance to
bus stop 1
(ii) ecrowded buses/comfort

Group F: Restrictions on
loading/unicading imposed
by the firms themselves

1. Also not mentioned by any firms in the management interview.

2, Mentioned (prompted) by about 10% of commercial vehicle drivers
during driver interview.

operations and probably improved their overall planning and staffing
arrangements.l Similarly difficulties walking to work and with public
transport comfort are unlikely to affect firms directly, but may

result in some degree of staff dissatisfaction. -Inadequate parking
elsevhere {especially for business trips) and walk distances to bus
stops (journey to work and personal trips) are more likely to affect
firms and their staff, and were not suggested as ﬁroblems by the review

of previous studies.

1. The restrictions may, however, be a problem to those'delivering
to the firm. .
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10. CONCLUSIONS OF THE LEEDS SURVEYSl

10.1 Conelusions relating to the type of firm

As regards the criteria adopted for sample selection, the transport

problems of individual firms in either study area were:

Independent of: Dependent on:
(i) The industrial S (i) Size of firm (HHIA only)
classification of the firm .— problems associated
with restricted on-site
{ii) The economic condition space (parking and loading)
of the industry from which Were mMore common among
the firm was drawn® smaller firms of HHTA.
(iii) The expected level of (ii) Location within the study
commercial vehicle aectivity area — location influenced
of the industry from which problems associated with
the firm was drawn - employee access to
public transport
services3
- on-gtreet parking
restrictions

- oproximity to local
facilities and the
difficulty making
personal trips

10.2 Conclusions relating to fimms' transport problems

(1) Unprompted ré5ponse by management to possible problems was low,
typically two problems Were_mentioned. Pirms in HHTA mentioned
more problems related to person and commercial vehiele trips and
rated the effect of transport problems ag more sérious than firms
in Stanningley.h Employee response was high to several problems
associated with the journey to work, while the response of
visitors and commercial vehicle drivers to similar‘types of

problem wags about half.

1. The reéults of the surveys in Leeds and London will be compared in
a subsequent working paper in this series.

2. As represented by an expanding or declining prdportion of total
Leeds M.D. employment.

3. Frequency, service coverage and walk distance.

4,  Average of 1.50 probleﬁé]firm in HHIA e¢.f., 1.00 problems/firm in
Stanningley. Mean score of seriousness of the effect of transport
problems 60 for HHIA c.f. 40 for Stanningley.
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(ii) The more widespread problems for HHIA firms were those associated
with: |
{a) Congestion and delays on employee Journey to work, business
trips, personal trips and commercial vehicle trips.

(b) Indirect routeing and bne*way'streetS'on business and
commercial vehicle trips.

(c) Poor road surface condition for commercial vehicle trips.l

(d) Inadequate on-site and on-street parking (at specifie
locations within the study area)l; and inadequate car
parking elsewhere (e.g. city centre).

{e) Public transport difficulties fof employee journey to work
and (to a lesser extent) personal trips.

{f) On-site conditions for commercial vehicles (at specific
locations within the study area), including manoeuvring
difficulties,l inadeﬁpate loading facilities and loading

delays, and on—streed J.C}a.d:i.l'lg.:L

(iii)The management of half the firms in each study area mentioned
transport problems which were not directly related to person or
commercial vehicle trips; but which nevertheless were im@ortant
.ﬂo the firms concerned. The most signifiéant‘were those
resﬁlting from:

(a) company policy
(b) organisstion and operation of firms' own vehicle fleets

(¢c) +the use of outside haulage.

(iv) A number of problems did not affect the operations of the firms
which were surveyed but are likely to affect other firms or
other traffic:

(a) on-site delays to commercial vehicles, restrictions on
loading/unloading times imposed by the firm, inadequate
parking for visitors; _

(b) on-street car and commercial vehicle parking, on-street
loading/unloading, difficult access into premises for

commercial vehicles.

1. Stated by management not to affect operations. Problem msay,
however, affect other firms or other traffic.
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(v) The surveys did not indicate large differences in the
type and severity of problems between inner and outer areas,
and consequently solutions are likely to have genersl

. applicability. Those problems which were more severe in the

inner area were:

(a) congestion (particularly within the study ares itself)
and indirect routeing

(b) inadequate on-site and on-street parking for cars and
commercial vehicles

(¢} on-street loading/unloading, inadequate on-site space
for commercial vehicles, inadequate parking and waiting
areas.

(vi) The results generally agreed with the possible problems
suggested by a review of a number of previous surveys.
Differences were of three types:

(a) those attributable to conditions at specific loecations
within the study areas — on—street parking and loading

(b) those which were relatively unimportant and unlikely to
affect firms — comfort of public transport services

(c) those which may affect firms operation - the site

' conditions mentioned in (a) above, parking a#ailability
at other locations, walk distance to public transport

: services.

{vii)Although few problems seriously affected firms' operations,
instanceé of lost time and inconvenience were common and a
number of‘fifms stated that problems resulted in loss of business
(or sales) rather than a direet cost. Time lost through late
arrivel of staff was a common result of journey to work problems.
Staff dissatisfaction and staffing issues such as working

- hours, willingness to work overtime etc. were mentioned,
however firms were génerally unable to identify transport
deficiencies as a possible cause of the more general pﬁoblem
of recruitment and staff turnover.

(viii)There was an inability of firms to cost their transport problems,
and of those firms which.cénéidered‘théx cogts were incurred
only about half were sble to estimate a value. There is
consequently the danger. that the effect of problems may
be understated by local authorities‘and that ingufficient

resources may be allocated to thelr solution.
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(ix) Few firms in either study area operated a system of variable

working hours or provided transport assistance for theilr employees

- {although most adopt a lenient attitude to extending the lunch
hour to enable employees to complete at least the more important
personal trips).l '

(x) Problems were, for the most part, local or site specific and
were seldom concerned with longer distance movement outside
the urban area. Some of the site_specifié-problems, and
problemé agssociated with the journey to work and persoﬁal trips,
may be as amenable to solution by the firms themselves asg they
are to solution by local authorities. .

(x1i) Either because of their relative importance, or the scarcity of
appropriate research, the following shortlist of problems
warrants further study: .

(a) congestion and access by car and commercial vehicles (HHIA:

“and Stanningley)

public transport difficulties (HHiA and Stanningley)
parking (at selected firms) (HHIA)

b)

c)

d) on-site conditions (at selected firms) (HHIA)
)

(
(
(
(e) personal trips during the day (HHIA and Stanningley).

1. e.g. dentist, doctor ete.



1.

10.

11.

-12.

13.
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EXAMPLE CASE §STUDY REPORT

g

Contents

This report summarizes

the firm.

THE INSTITUTE FOR_TRANSPORT

STUDIES

TRANSPORT AND I'TRMS PROJECT

CASE ‘STUDY REFORT: No,10

PARY A:  Background intormation
1, {epneral
2, Transport

PART B: Survey results and

problem identification

3. Management interview
4. Employee guestionnaire
5. Visitor gquestionsaire
6. Driver interview

T On-site survey

8. Parking survey.

The primary

the results of various surveys conducted at

purpose is te provide background information

on the firm, and to identify transport related problems and their

effect on the operation of the firm and on the firm's employees.

Separate reports treat the transport problems of the study area as

a whole and consider the type and yelue of pessible sclutions.

reports are aveilable from the Institute for Transport Studies.

To keep the length of the report to a minimum, the survey results

These

have been presented in summary form, with abbrevisted notes and comments.

Summery of Major Problems:

source person trips goods vehicle trips

management parking shortfall for
smployees & visitors
anagement delays at delivery end
delivery schedule difficuliil

management (i)ipadequate local
| facilities (ii) duration
lemployees of personal trins
employees | {(i)congestion 3

(ii}inmdequate end unrelialb]
bus services (iii)cost of

public’ transport (iv) danges

walking

e

visitors

goods veh. drivers

delays by pkd/ldg vehs.

(i)deleys by pkd/rdg vehs.
(ii) narrow streets (iii}
manoeuvring within site {iv)

bad poads

i STTe survey

delays to goods vehicles.
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CASE STUDY REPORT: FIRM No. 10

PART A:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1. OENERAL
Location:  Holbeck-Hunslet

Industrial classification:

SIC 23 distributive trades

Age of company: T0 years ' Pime at present site: 15 years

Age of premises: 100 years

Tenure: owned

Part.of larger group: yes

Other integral branches: yes, Kings Lynn, Dunfirmline

Site area: 43,500 sq. ft - 80 % occupied by buildings.

Employment 119

mogr/ office skilled unskilled total
prof. { {(eler/tech)

male 15 2 29 2k(T} 70(7}
female - 17(9) 8 2k(8) 4o{17)
total 15 ' 19(9) 37 48(15) 129(2k)

(Numbers in cells are total full time plus part time;

time components)

Shift system:

Varisble working hours/varisble luneh hour:

Comments :

2. TRANSPORT

no

no {lunch break is staggered 45 mins)

'

Pransport costs (as® of total non~capital costs}):

Importance of transport to firm's operations:

Transport assistance for employees:

Importance of business trips: VeIY

Mode split of business trips:

Importance of trips by visitors:

100% company car

- EXtremely

numbers in hrackets are part

extremely

all business trips reimbursed

5% (d.k. if ineludes veh. depreciation/replacement}

A
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Firm No: 30
On-site parking provision:
smployee company vigitors |  goods
cars . ‘cars CAYE vehicles
estimated on-site spaces - A 6 1
estimated short fall 15 - 6 ‘ -
Can additional off-street spaces be provided: no
Goods inward: clothing, bedding, footwear
Goods outward: -, ditto
Origin/destination of goods:
goods inward goads outward
within study erea - 5
within urban ares’ g ‘ ’ 15
within region 15 25
outside region 80 55
100% - 100%
Mathod of carriage:
goods invard goods outward
own vehicles {incl. long term hire] 5 20
specialist haulier : 85 75
suppliers'/customers' vehicles . 10 ‘ 5
other - -
100% 100%
Vehicle fleet (based at premises and available for normal ops.)
priv. cars co. CArs A B 1€ D E
s | 2 ol QD | oY
- 30 - 1 1 - -
Number of loading hays: ‘ o
Sufficient: yes
On-street loading: ' yes’ (5% of vehicle trips)
Hestrictions: It
times (goods inward) no
times {goods outward) yes, depends on customer
vehiele size or weight no
Required frequency of delivery (goods inward): daily )

Comments: (i} meny company cers operated by reps. who work away from the Firm for extended periods.

{(ii) adjecent vacant land used for soms employee parking.,
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N

. Firm No:. 10
PART B SURVEY RESULTS AND IDENTTIFICATION OF PROBLEMS
3.  MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW
Effect of transport problems on operations: extremely serious
Problems more serious than transport: transpert is most serious problem
Unprompted problems N
group problen deseription effect seriousness. |cost/
month
other traffic {i) non-acceptance of deliveries ) lost time; re-sched- very £100
problems (ii)delays at delivery end of trip) uling of deliveries '
other (i}vehicle relisbility affects delivery |fairly d.k.
schedule
{ii) loss of goods in transit slight problem only n.s, n.s.
{(iii) high haulage rates must be considered]| n.s. n.8.
when determining
delivery schedules
Prompted problems
group problem deseription does problem affect firm post/
month
congestion/delays on journey to work no -
A congestion/delays for business trips yee - slight only; outside region| d.k.
congestion/delays for goods vehicle trips no -
ALD indireet routes or one-way streets no -
c public transport travel for employees no =
D poor maintenance of roads within 1 mile no -
Comments:

{i} 75% of deliveries are made by specialist hauliers

(ii) 5% of deliveries are within HHIA, 15% elsewhere within Leeds/Bradford .. delivery
end problems are not confined to study area,
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Firm No:

Etfect of transport problems - Employees

prablen degres of importance of comment
seriousness transport
late arrival of staff not perious not very not assoe. with part.
categories of steffl
50 m hr/wk
absenteeisn not serious not at all
staffl turnover - not a problem

recruitment of staff

difficulty with:
rec't. in partic. areas: no

rec't diffic, in partic. areas:

personal trips

local facilities: poor
paid time lost: none
transport difficulties: ¥es

(employees unable to take extra time off for pers. trips

business trips

inconvenienced by tpt: fairly
reasons & effect: traffic congestion; no cost to the fi

visitor trips to the firm

ineonvenianced by tpt:

rm

d.k.
. reasons & effect:
Effect of transport problems - Qoods and services
problem reasons, effect and cost/month
delays in deliveries to frequency: never duration:
-the firm effect:
cost:
delays loading/unloading frequency: yes once/month
effect: unload on sireet - -
cost:

stockplle levels

non-optimum:  yes, prefer less g capital not tied up

does 1pt. affect levels: no
¥ cost: g,k,
distribution of output non—optinum: no
does tpt. affect distr. freq:
cost:
vehicle size adequate
Effect of available space
available space affects stockpile-levels yes
" " n dispateh schedules/frequency no
A n " loading/unloading facilities ne
" " " gaods veh, manceuvrability yes
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\

Firm No: q1p

Comments on manegement interview:
k.1 EMPLOYEES - JOURNEY TO WORK - BACKGROUND (Source: Employee Questionnaire)
Total no. of respondents: 35 {29.4 % or tatal employment )
Mode split {percent)
(a} by sex - {b) vy job category

male |female | total men/prof. | office | works | others | %otal
private a5 01 5.7 3.k private .7 8.8 5.9 2.9 32.h
pubiic 28.6| 3.4 | 60.0 public - H.7 | B3} BB 58.8
walk ‘2.9 5T 8.6 walk - 2.9 5.9 - 8.8
others - - - others - - - - -
total 57,1 b2.9 | 1002 total k.7 26.5 | 7.1 11.B | 1504

{ 35 respondents) { 34 regpondents ) (¥totals may not add
L due to reunding)

(e) Y or Il respondenta (36.4% %} travelling by private mode used a company vehicle

Time of journey to work:

(a) average time and std. dev.

(b) steted veriabitity in travel time - % of

in minutes respondents uging each mode
aversge std,dev, 0-5 mins | 5~10 mineg [ 10+ mins total
private 21.8 o1 | private 18.2 63.6 18.2 100%
publie 35.0 28.5 public 10.5 65.3 21.1 100%
walk | 16.7 2.9 walk 100.0 - - 100%
other - - other - - - 100%
(3 respondents ) total 18.8 62.4 18.8 100%
Parking (private mode users only) { 132 respondents)
(&) location (b) walk distance
firm's car park 80.0 * 0-50 yds 88.9
other private park - 50-100 yds -
on-street - 100-200 yds -
publi¢ car park - 200~400 yds 11.1
cer not parked 20.0 h0o+ yds -
100% 100% .
( 10 respondents) { ¢ respondents )

{e} -

of 11

respondents {

spent looking for parking.

Public transport

(a) average cost = 32,7 . penee

- %) traveiling by private mode stated that time was

{std.dev, =

4.8

* or vecant land adjecent to premises

pence)




(

17T

(b} number of steges on trip

one T2.2
two 27.8
thr'ee or more —

100%

18 respondents)

Commenta:

{c)

{1

walk distance from stop to firm

D_

50 yds

50 =~ 100 yds
100 ~ 200 yds
200 =~ 400 yds
400 - 800 yds
800+ yds

respondents)

Firm no

i 10
% cum freg.
38.1 361
23.8 61.9

38.1 100.0

100%

k.2 EMPLOYRES ~- JOURNEY TO WORK - PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION (Source: Employee quest. )
Rating of journey to work
very satis. | neither unsat. very total* mean score
satis. unsatis. of rating
private 36k 63.6 - - - 100% 15.9
public lo0.5 63.2 5.3 21.1 - 100% 34.3
walk - 100.0 - - - 100% 25.0
others - - - - - 100% -
all modes | 19.k 6.5 " 3.2 12.9 - 100% 27.h
(*totals may not add to 100 due to rounding) { respondents }
Unprompted problems (Number of oceasions the stated problem was menticned}
private public walk other total
Traffic delays 1 1 - 3
Poor road surfaces - - - 1
Traffic mansgement measures 1 - - - 1
Infrequent bus service - 1 - - 1
Unrelieble bus service 1 2 - - 2
no. of respondents stating no - 1 - - 1
Lroblems
no. of respondents mentioning 1 b 1 - 6
Droblemg i
total no, of respopdents 11 21 3 - 35
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Firm no: 3ig

Prompted problems - public transport users

{No.of respondents mentioning problem)

a.very (a a total % mean score
serious | serious [slight |, entioning |{eale. on all
problem | problem | problem problemJ problem respondents)

not

1. Delsys caused by other ) -3 . 10 6 - L.k 3k, 0

traffic

2. Indirect route to reach - 1 N 16 23.8 2.5
here

3. Serviees not frequent 5 Yy 5 T 66.7 bl h
enough

i, Services do not keep to g 5 i 3 85.7 65,1
timetable !

5. Distance from bus stop o1 1 1 4 15 28.6 1h,3
stetion to this building

6. Cost of your trip here a 5 2 6 TL.4 57.1

T. Need to use more than - 1 3 17 19.0 7.9
one bus, train ete,

8. Danger while walking 5 1 3 12 42,9 3.7

9. Others {specify)} - - - a1 - -

{#* incl. questionnuires vhere a resvonse was not nseerbained)
Prompted problems - private mode users
{¥o.0f respondents mentioning problem)

B very |a a not 1 [botal & hean score
serious | serious | slight | . entioning |(calc. on all
problem | problem | problem | pronigy® [problem  |[respondents)
1. Delnys caused by other 1 1 5 b 54,5 30.3
traffic
2. Indirect route to reach - _ . 11 - -
hare
3. Difficulty finding a . ~ l. 10 9.1 3.0
parking space
L. Cost of parking _ _ . 11 — -
5. Distance from parking N - 11 - -
space to this building
6. Danger walking - - - 11 - -
7. Others (specify) R - - 11 _ - -

{*inel. questionnaires where & response was not ascertained)

Comments:
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Firm noiyg
4,3 EMPLOYEES - PERSQNAL TRIFS
Bumber of trips reported
[ Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs. Fri.!
No. of respondents reporting trips 5 3 10 10
% of respondents reporting trips 1L.3 14.3 17.1 28.6 28.6
‘| Total no. of trips 5 5 10 11
Total no. of respondents # 3% 35 35 35
(*incl. questionnaiies whers a response was not ascerizined)
Trip purpose: Mode split:
lunch 20,0 private TO.0 *
shopping 20.0 public 10.0
services 30.0 walk 20,0
other 30.0. other =
{ 10 trips) . . 100% ( 10 trips) 100%
Aversge cgst of trip for puBlic mode users: np,.g, #50% driver, 20% passenger

Average duration of trips: 53,5 min (includes 1 trip of 150 mine and 1 trip of 90 mins)

55,0% of trips were to destinations within the study area.
Prompted problems with personal trips
{Ho.of respondents mentioning problem)}
8 veiy a a not a fC‘omment;s:
serious {serious |slight | problem (i) hi .
igher proportion
problem [problem |problem | at all s of personsl trips on
l. Delays by other traffic N 5 s 30 Thursday and Friday
(ii) 1ifts given by
those owning cars
. i a * cas P
2 EEZ:EEEEizgutE ¢ - 2 - 33 {iii) average duration
of trips is greater
R . than period of lunch
3. D:ii;::l:yaf:nztng B 2 - - 33 break - however
gestinatign management does not
consider paid time is
4. pifficulty finding a - - 1 3h tlost, and employees
parking space here on cannot take extra
return from trips time off to complete
5. Buses, trains etc. personal trips
1 1 _ 33
not frequent enough
6. Buses, trains etc. do 1 1 _ 33
not keep to timetable
T+ Need to use more than "
N i - - 3
one bus, train ete.
8. Cost of trips . 1 N _ 12
9. Danger walking or
cyeling 1 - 1 33
10. Others (specify) - 3
i - - -

(*ineld. gquestionnaires where a response was not

ascertained. )
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Firm no: 10

2 out of 17 respondents to this question(1M8%) stated they were prevented

from making personsl irips beceuse of transport reasons

Reasons : unreliable bus service, cost

Comments (inel. business trips):

VISITOR QUESTIONNAIRE (covering one week period)

Number of respondents:
(a) Mode split:

private 24
public -
other . =
total ) =

(c) Parking location {for those

(p) Frequency of visits:

more than once/week 5
more than once/month ik
less than once/manth 4
first visit —_—
total 20

Parking distance:

using private mode): 0 = 50 yards ' 2k
firms car park 24 50 - 100 yards -
other private éar park - 100 - 200 yards -
on-street - 200 ~ LOO yards -

public car park - 400+ yards _—

total . o2k total 24

(e) = respondents paid for parking {av. cost for those paying = n,a. ]

(f'} Average cost for those using public or other mode = n.a.
(g) Or;gin of tripa: Leeds - Bradford 10| elsevhere YOI‘k_E, 6

Prompted problems {number of times problem was mentioned)

1. Dpifficulty finding premises
2. Delays caused by other traffic

L. Indirect route

5. Inadequate parking

B. Cost of parking
9., Cost of publie trensport
10. Others

3. Delays caused by parked or loading vehicles

6. Inadequate public transport services
T. Public transport not keeping to timetable

W oo oo W

{ 12 Respondents mentioned at least one problem)

Comments:
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Fiym no: 10

6. COMMERCIAL VEHICLE DRIVER INTERVIEW
Humber of respondents: 13
Problems on route to site:

{Ho. of respondents mentioning problem)

Unprompted Prompted Total
1. Findi;g premises o - - -
2. Delays by other traffic - 1 1
© 3. Delays by parked vehicles 1 2 3
k. Delays by loading vehicles 2 1 5
5. Narrow or twisting streets 1 2 3
6. Indirect route - - -
7. One-way streets - 1 1
8. Poor surface pondition of streets 2 b 6
9. Height or weight restrictions _ 1 2 3
10. Others. - - -
{ 7 drivers mentioned at least one problem) ?
Problems at the site:
(No. of respondents mentioning problem)
Unprompted Prompted Total
1. Manoeuvring into site - 1 1
2. Manoeuvring within site 1 2 3
3. Obstructions e.g. eguipment, pkd. vehs. - 2 2
4. Difficulty finding loading point - - -
5. Insufficient parking/waiting spaces - - -
6. Paecilities not suited to veh, or load - . -
T. Other vehicleg loading , - -t -
8., Others B " - -

(& drivers mentioned at least one problem)

Comment ;
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Firm no: 10
T. ON-SITE SURVEY
Total no. of vehicle movements: 14  (Including —  return trips) ]
A 8 C D E
- | 2 || e | o
Company owned = - 2 = =
.Other ’ = = 1;2 - - -
Total - - 14 - -
Frequency of visits to site: Trip purpose (number):
{no. - exel. co. vehs.) only daliver goods 9
more then once/week 7 only pick up goods 5
more than onece/month 2 both piek up and dei. -
less than once/month 1 repair or service -
first visit = other =
total 10 total AL
Arrival time on site:
0700 - 0930 0931 - 1200 | 1201 - 1ko0 1401 - 1600 1601 - 1800 Total
1 b 2 6 13

No. of drivers spending steted proportion of their driving time within study nrea

{inel. co. drivers):
0 - 24 a5 - Lo% 50 - 749 75 - 1008 Total
5 1 - - 6
study ares ., urban ares elsevhere total

Origin of goods in - 1 h 5
Destination of goods out e 5 - 5
Humher of vehicles loaded on street: 1
On-site problems observed by survey staff:

No. of vehs. total delay recorded
manceuvring into asite 1 \% min
manceuvring to bay 1 -
positioning at bay 1 -
having to park/wait 5 2b min
untoading vehicle 1 - -
this vehicle delayed other vehicles 2 -

{ 6 vehicles encountered one ar more difficulties)
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Firm no: 10

Na. of vehicles delayed on site: 5

Total delay:

Comment s :

{i1)

24 min

(i) lost time waiting to load/unigad. { average delay to all vehicles = 1.7 mins;

longest deley to any vehicls = 10 mins)

on-gtreet parking by waiting vehicles

8. PARKING SURVEY

On-gite parking capmeity:

Un-street parking capacity within 100 yards of premises: -

Humber of vacapt spaces available during the day:

Time on-site on~street - Comment
o8oo d.k, - On Friday, rep's cause inefficient
Q940 g N -parking, delays in unloading
1000 & -
1100 5 -
1200 7 -
1300 8 -
1400 12 -
1500 " -
1600 10 -
1700 15 -
Comments: (i) adjacent streets are too harrow o premit parking without gseriously reducing

(iii})

(ii)

capagity.

vacent land.

on-street parking of waiting goods vehicles observed.

parking spaces on site not availalbe for employee parking - they park on adjacent
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APPENDIX II CALCULATION OF MEAN SCORES

1.

Rating scales were used in the following questionnaires:

(i) EQ prompted -~ rating of each of a list of possible problems
(L point scale)

(ii) EQ unprompted - rating of degree of difficulty and level of
dissatisfaction with journey to work (5 voint scale)

(iii)BEQ - rating by c.v. drivers of each of a list of possible
problems. (4 point scale)

As explained in ref. 3, it is reasonable to assume mean scores are
caleulated by asslgning values at equal intervals in the range 0 to
100 for each individual response, summing for all respondents and

dividing by the total number of respondents.

Values are assigned ag follows:

Degree of difficulty Degree of dissatisfaction
extremaly 100 very-unsafisfactory 100
very T5 unsatisfactory T5
fairly 50 neither | 50
not wvery 25 satisfactory 25
not at all 0 very satisfactory 0

Rating of a prompted problem

very serious 100

serious 66.7
slight 33.3
not at all/not
applicable 0

Example of calculation.
Stanningley, bus unreliability(i.e. buses not keeping to timetable)

on the journey to work, as perceived by bus passengeérs.

Rating no. of score sum of score
regpondents’ value values
a very serious problenm 5 100 500
a serious problem ' T 66.7 L66.9
a slight problem 10 33.3 333

not & problem at all/

not applicable 7 0 0
29 1299.9
Mean score = 1299.9
29

hk. 8
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APPENDTY ITT : MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW

This appendix tabulates the results of the interviews conducted at
individual firms, for both study areas. Pilot firms are identified by
an asterisk (*) since a number of questions were not asked during the

pilot survey.

Notation:
v problem mentioned by management
- problem not mentioned by management, or a
zero value for that item
N.S. ] not stated '
I not applicable
7 d.k. respondent did not know
I, 8A, ¢L, L/B, EX internal, study area, Central Leeds,
Leeds/Bradford urban area, external to
Leeds/Bradford
importance of seeeass 1 = extremely, 2 = very, 3 = fairly,
4 = not very, 5 = not at all
seriousness Of scesse as above
s5everity of seeeveess 1l = extremely serious, 2 = very serious,
3 = fairly serious, 4 = not very serious,
5 = not at all
how often inconvenienced 1 = very often, 2 = fairly often, 3 = not very

often, 4 = not at all

frequency of delivery delays 1 = more than once/week, 2 = more than once/month,
3 = less than once/momth, 4 = never, 5 = not

_ applicable,
usual length of delay 1 = less than 1 hr., 2 = less than % day,
3 = 41 day, 4 = 1 day-1 week, 5 = longer
frequency of loading delays 1 = several times/day, 2 = several times/week,
3 = geveral times/month, 4 = less frequently.

Blanks in the tabulations for pilot firms indicates that the‘question was not
asked,
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HOLBECK HUNSLET INDUSTRIAL AREA

Firm no. 01 02 03* Ok 0% 06 o7 0B8* 09 10 11* 12 Total uﬁl
BACKGROUND .
5IC & 6 7 15 17 18 20 22 23 25 23 20
total employment 500 33152 73 65 31 86 28 32119 72 118
no, of co, cars n.s. 2 b 3 5 3 20 3 5 30 16 14
no. of co. goods vehs., ne. 2 K 1 2 2 9 22 3 z 8 15
Parking
(i) inadeguate on-site parking
for: employees - - - = A A - A oA e A b
€0, cars - - - - = - - - - - 1
visitors - - = A y = - 5
goods vehicles - = = - =~ = - - - - - v/ 1
(ii) are costs incurred? - - - L T TS 1
(iii)cost per montn - - - - - - - - -~ - = £80
(i) inadeguate loading facilities - =~ = A - - 4 - 2
(ii)on-street loading T e = = - VY - - e . b
{iii)proportion of ldg. on-street - - - - 2.5% nege - - - 5% - 50%
Restrietions on goods in
(i) by the firm ) - = = - - - - - - - - -
{ii) elsewhere - - - - - - - - - - - -
Restrictions on goods out
(i) by the firn - - - - - - - - - - - -
{1i) elsewhsre - = - - - - N 3
Weignt/height restrictions - fl - - ;o - - . 4
(1 = witnin premises)
Dees available space affect
{i) stockpile levels v v - - v vy - 5
(1i) dispatch sched. ¥/or freq. v/ - - - v - - 3
(iii)on-site ldg/unldg. - v Y o= v V - - &
(iv) on~site manceuvrsbility - 7 . - vy Y v 5

TRANSPORT PROELEMS .
(1) tpt cost as % of total cost n.s. 2% 2% 3% 5% 20% 15% 100% n.s. 5% d.k. 12%
[does tpt cost ircl.veh.dep/rePe NiS.0.5.00 FeE N0 N0 YES NuS. BeSeN A.N.5. N0

(ii} importance of transport 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(l=extremely, S=not at all}

(iii)seriousness of tpt probs. o2k L1 1 2 L k1 1 3
(l=extremely, S=not at all)

(iv) greater problems if co.grows v - n.a. ¢ Vn,a. - n.a, ~ / nea. ¥ 5

(v) new tpt problems if co.grows = = n.a. ¢ =~ n.a. VY n.a. - ¥V n.a. - 3
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HOLBECK HUNSLET INDUSTRIAL AREA

Firn no. 0L 02 03 Ok 05 06 o7 08% 03 10 1* 1p [Toral
Unprompted problems
(i} Group A - - v - - Y - - - - - - 2
{ii} Group B - - - - - v - v - - - - |2
(iii)group C v 4 v Y v - v - - - - - 6
(iv} Group D - - - - - v v - - - v - 3
(v} Group Z - - - - / v - - - - - Y oi3
(vi) Group F - v - - - 4 - - - - - - 2
(vii}Oother traffic problem(s})|- - - - - - - - - v/ v - 2
{viii)internal problem(s) v s - - - - - - - - - - 2
(ix} other problem{s) Y - - - v - - 4 - / 4 - 5
Cost per month of
unprompted problems
{i) Group A D.8. D.8. n.8. M.6. - BB, L. -
{ii) Group B N.&. N.8. n.a.  n.a. n.a. n.e. n.a. -
(iii)Group C n.s..£1000 - £100 d.k. n.a. n.a. -
(iv) Group D n.a. n.a. n.8&. 0.8. d. k. n.2. T.&8, -
(v) Group E n,a. n,8. n.a. - N8 n.a, N.a&, £80
(vi) Group F n.a,-£100C n.a. n.a, NaBa n,a., n.a. -
Location of unprompted probs.
{1} Group A n.&. n.z. SA n,a, n.a. 3A/CL n.a. n.a. n.e. n.,4. D.%. .8
(ii) Group B n.2., n.a, n.a. n.e, n.2. SA/CL n.a, SA n,a, n.4. oD.a. n.a
{iii)Group C 8A L/B L/B CL/SA L/B n.a. L/B np.e. n,s, n.,a. n.s, n.a
{(iv) Group D n.e. n.g. n.a. O0.a. n.a. SA/CL n.,e, n,a, n.a, n.a. SA n.aJ
Prompted problems
(i} Congestion—employees - - - - - v - v/ 2
(ii) Congestion-business 4 ! - - - - Y - 3
(111 )Congestion~-goods v - v - v - - - 3
vivd indirect, onewway ¥ ' - - - - - - a8
{(v) Bus traveld s v s N v Y - v T
(vi) Poor road surface - - v v - - - v 3
dost per month of prompted
problems ’
(i) Congestion—enployzes n.a. h.a. n.,a, n.a, .l - 1.8, £50
(ii) Congesticn—business d.k. - n.a. n.a, n.a. n.&. d.k. -
(1ii)Congestion-goods d.k. m.e. - n.a, d,k, n.&, n.&. -
(iv) Indirect ‘cue-way d.k. £50 n.e. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. -
{v) Bus travel d.k. £L000 - £100 d.lk. - n.a. -
{vi) Poor road surfuce - n.a. £5 - n.a, n.a. nN.&. -
Location or prompted problems
{i) Congestion-employces n.&a. n.&. N.6. DN.6. n.a, L/B n.a. /B
{1ii) Congestion-business 8A EX n.&8. n.a. n.a. n.a, IX n.a.
{iii)longestion-goods SA/LE 1.z, CL/SA n.a. BY n.a. D.8. n.a.
{iv) Indirect/one-vay SA SA N.8. n.a. n.a, n.a. n.a. n.a.
(v} Bus travel SA L./B CL/SA L/B L/ L/B  n.a. L/B
{vi) Poor road surface n.a. n.4a. I 54 n.a, n.a. n.a, SA
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HOLBECK HUNSLET TNDUSTRIAL AREA

Fim no, oL 02 O3 ok 05 6% o7 o8% 09 10 1% 12 |78
EFFECT OF TRANSPORT -~ STARF
Late srrivel
(i) Severity of problem 3 i 5 L 3 5 4 5 5 L I L
{ii} Importance of tpt 2 3 n.a. 2 2 n.e, 3 n.e. n.a. b 2 1
{iii)Man hrs/week lost d.k. 20 n.8. 5 20 n.e. 2 n.&. n.a. 50 8 8 8
{iv) Proportion lost due 75% 50% n.a. B80% B80% wn.e. 80% n.a. n.e. d.k. B0% 100%
to transport

2t&T'T absenteeism
{i) Severity of problem 3 1 5 3 5 5 3 5 5 b 5 b
(ii) Importance of tpt L 1 n.a, b4 n.a. n.e. 5 n.a, n,a. 5 n.a, 5
{iii)Men hrs/week lost d.k. 40 n.a.150 n.a. n,a, 20 n.a. n.a. &k, n,a,110
(iv) % lost due to tpt 5% 20% n.a. - n.a, n.e., = n.&. .. = n.a, -
Atarff turnover
(i) Severity of problem L 2 5 a L 5 i I 5 5 5 Y
{(ii) Importance of tpt L L neke 5% 5 n.a. U 5 N.B. N.8. N.8, b
(iii)% turnover/year 4 40 n.a. 5%  10% n.a. 10%  20% n.a. n.e. o n.e. 5%
{iv) % due to tpt 5% -15% n.a. - - “ na, 1% - r.&. mn.a. n.a. 1%
Kecruitment .
(i} Difficulties experienced|v ' 4 v " v - Y 4 - V v Lo
{ii} Is Recruitment concens—
rated in partic., areas for
Lpt. reasons v - n.e. - - n.a. - n.a, - - vV - 2
{iii}Recruitment dirff. in ' i ‘ .
vart.areas for tpt.reasons - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Business trips
{i) Importance 2 3 3 1 2 2 1 2 L 2 1 L
(ii) How often inconvenienced|h 3 b 3 L 1 3 b b 2 b 3
{iii)Are ops. affected n.a. - - - - v - - - - - - 1
{iv) Are costs incurred n.8. - - - - v - - - - - v 2
(v} Costs per mouth n.8. - - - - £320 - - - - - £50
\)“Lt\"“ Ty a\
ViV lmportance 3 3 3 b 1 2 1 e
(i) How urten inconvenienced|? 3 3 L I 3 d.k. 3
{iii}Are aps. affected - - - - - - - - —
{iv) Are costs incurred - - - - - - - - —
{v) Costs per month - - - - - - - -
Fersonal trips
{i} Inadequste lcecal facil. |V - n.a. - - n.a, - n.a. - Y 4 - 3
{ii) Difficulties making

trips v 4 - / - - _ - v - - 5
{iii)Is peia time lost Y 4 - 4 - - y o= - - - - b
(iv) Hours lst/wesk 9 1 - 2 - - 2 - - - - -
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HOLBECK HUNSLET INDUSTRIAL AREA

Fim Ko. oL o2 Q3% Oh 05 o6% o7 08% 09 0 11*% 12 |Total
HHIA

LFFECT JOF TRANSPORT - GOODS
DNeliveries to firm
(i) Are there ever tpt.
delays v v - - d.k. - v - - - Y v 5
{ii) Freq. of delivery delays| 3 3 n.a. n.s. d.k. n,a. 2 n.&. n,8. n.,a. 1 1
(iii)Usual length of delay d.k, 3 n.e. n.e. k n.a, 2 n.a. n.e. n.a. 3 1
(iv) Are ops. affected - v n.e. - - n.a, ¥ n.a. - n.a, - v 3
(v) Are extra costs incurred|- vy - - - - n.a. v 2
(vi) Extre costs per month |-  £250 - - - - n.a. £80
Loading problems
(i) Are there ever delays v v - - - - v - v v f - 6
(ii} Frequenay of delays 3 N.8., .8, nN.8. n,2, 3 n.a. 2 k 3 n.a
(iii)Are ops. arrected - v n.&. Tmn.a. - . - - n.a.l 1
(iv) Are extra costs incurred| - v/ n.&8. n.8. - - - n.al 1
(v) Extra costs per month - L1000 ma. n.as - - - n.a.
Stockpiles
(i) Are levels non-optimum |V - - - - - v / v / - 5
(ii} Does tpt.arfect levels |- n.s. n.a. n.8. D.,8. N.8, N.&. - - - - n.a,| —.
{iii)Are extra costs incurred]- n.,8, N.&, N,&. 2.8, D.,8, N.&, = n.s, v - n.a) 1
{iv} Extra costs per month - n,&, n.a, n,8. 0.8, 0,&, 0.8, - n.,s, mn.s, - n.a,
Deliveries from firm
(i} 1Is distr,freq.nen—optimumy - vV - - - - 4 - v - 5
(ii) Does tpt affect distr.
frequency - v n,8. - N.&, N,8. h.8. N8, = n.a, = n.a.l 1
(iii)Are extra costs jncurred|- - n.a. - n.8. n,8, N.6. N.8. -~ n.&. - n.a. -
{iv) Extre cost per month - - n.a. - .8. ND.,4, h.&, D.8. = n.8, - n.ag4 =
Vehicle sineg .
(i) Would lurger vehs. help §— - - v - - - - - - - - L
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Firm no.

13%

1k

15

16

17

18

19

20%

21 22

23%

2h¥

Total
Sten.

BACKGROUND
SIc
Total employment

Ho. of co. cars
Ko. of co.goods vehs,

Parking

(i) Inadeguate on-site

parking for:employees
co. cars
visitors
goods vehicles

{i1) Are costs incurrsd?

{iii)Cost per month

{i} Insdequate loading

facilities

(ii} On-street loading

{iii)Proportion of ldg.

an-street

Restrictions on goods in

{i) By the firm

{ii} Elsewhere

Restrietions on goods out
(i) By the firm

{ii) Elsewhere
Weight/height restrictions
{1 = within premises
Does available space affect
(i} Stockpile levels

{iii)On-site 1ldg,/unldg.
(iv) On-site manceuvrability

TRANSPORT PROBLEMS

{ii) Despateh sched.&/or freg.

does tpb.cost incl.dep./rep.

(ii) Importance of transport
(l-extremely, S=not i sll)

(L=extremely, S=not at all)
{iv) greater problems if oo
grows
{v) Hew tpt problems if
co. grows

F=ol =

(i) Tpt. cost as % of total 1.5%

yes
3

{iii)Seriousness of tpt.probs.5

IS s
N.S.

2

y

T
213

-1

L |

2.5%
Yes

1

9
228

13

L S

9.36%
no

2

1%

no

2
102

L%

yes

13
250
10

1 = =

3%

no

18
326
12
L

=. |

d.k,
n.s.

20 20
38 26

6 1

L4 1.5%

no yes

22
36

2
23

854

no

23
113

12

144

yes

HMN NN

[

w oW
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STANNINGLEY
Fira No, 1 15 16 17 18 19 20¢ @l pa ey ghx | 7oAl
EFFECT OF TRANSPORT ~ GOQDS
22, Deliveries to firm
(i) Are there ever tpt. - - n.s. V - - / - ¥ v - - L
delays }
(ii) Freq. of delivery delays{n.a. n.a. n.s. 3 n.8. N.&. 3 n.a. 3 3 n,8. 0.8,
(iii) Usual length of delay NeB. T8, 1 n.8. n.a. 3 n.a. 3 3 N.8. h.8.
(iv) Are ops. affected n.a, n.a. v - - n.a. v n.a. v - n.a., n.,a. |} 3
{v) Are extra costs incurrad N8, D.5. - - n.a., - '4 - 1
(vi} Bxtra costs per month N.8. N.S, - - n.8, - £50 -
23. Loading problems
{i} Are there ever delays v - Y/ - " - / ¥ v - - v/ T
(ii) Frequency of delays I n.8. 2 n.a. L n.a. 3 1 L N.8. TN.8. 3
(iii) Are ops. sffected N.g. - Nib. = n.a. - - N.&. -
{iv) Are extra costs incurred n.ae. - n.a. d.k. n,e, = d.k. 1m.a. -
(v} Extra costs per month n.&a, - n.a. d.k. n.a, - d.k. n.a.
oh, Stockpiles
(1) Are levels non-optimum |- Y / - vV v v v Y 4 - - 8
(ii) Does tpt. affect levels |n.a. - - n.a. - - - - - - n.8. 0.8. | -
{(iii}Are extra costs incurred|n.a. - Y - 4 - v v / - n.a, n,a, | 3
{iv} Extra costs per mouth n.a, - n.s8. - 5000 - £400 £1500 £100 - N.8. M.&.
25, Deliveries from firm
(i) Is distr. freg. Y - - v v - v Y - - v - 6
non-optimum
{ii)} Does tpt, affect distr, |- n.e. n.a, V¢ - n.a. ¥ - n,a, n.,a. Vv n.a. | 3
freg,
{iii) Are extra costs incurred|y n.e. n.a, v v/ n.a. v Y n.a. n.a. ¥ n.a. 6
(iv} Extra cost per month £300 n.a. n.a, 4.k. &.k. n.a. £400 £400 n.a. n.a. d.k. n.a,
*6, Vehicle size
(i) Would larger vehs., help |- - - - - - - v - - - - 1




193

BTANNINGLEY
i . Total
Firm ne. 3% 1k 15 16 17 1B 1 20 21 22 23% 2 Stann.
EFFECT OF TRANSPORT-STAFF
Late arrival
(i) Severity of problem 3 4 5 b 3 L b 5 4 5 4 L
(ii} Importance of tpt 3 4 n.e. 5 3 b i n.a. 3 n.a. 1 5
(iii}Man hrs/weck lost 200 30 n.a, 5 25 25 10 m,a, 50 n.a. 6 n.s.|] B
{iv) Proportion lost dua
to transport d.k. 10% n.a. - 0% 12% 20% n.a. 50% n.a. 100%  d.k,
Staff absenteweism :
{i} Severity of problem 5 5 5 L 3 5 3 5 5 5 5 5
(i1} Importance of tpt. n.&. n.&. 0.8, 5 3 n.e. b n.&. n.4. n.8. 0.8, h,.a,
(iii)Man hrs/week lost n.a. n.e. n.a. 4o 300 n.a.500 N.8. N.8, N.B. H.E. 0.a.
{iv} % lost due to tpt N.6e N8, N - 10% ‘n.s. 20% n.a. N.&. N.8. N.E. 1,3,
Staff turnover -
(i) Severity of problem 5 "5 L 5 3 5 i 5 L L 2 L
{1i) Importance of tpt n.e. n.a., 4 n.a. 5 n.a. U n.e, b b 5 5
(ii1}% turnover/year n.a. n.a. 5% n.a. 10% wmn.,a. 4% n.a. 10% 5% 50% 10%
(iv) % due %o tpt n.a. n.a. 1% n.a. - n.a. 10% n.a. - - - -
Reoruitment
{i) Difficulties experienced ¥ v v - v v v Y v 4 v v 11
(ii} Is recruitmert concen—
trated in partic, areas for
tot. reasons i v - Y/ v v ¥ - n.a. - - d.E. n.a. 5
(i1ii)Recruitment 4iff. in
rart.areas for tpt.reasons - - - - - - - - - Vv d.k, =
Business trips
(1) Importaunce 2 2 1 3 4 3 N 2 3 5 5
{ii) Mow often inconvenienced 1 i I 3 b 3 3 o 3 b D.B&. T.8.
{iii)are ops. affested v - - - - - - - - n.2, n.a, no.a) 1
{iv) Are costs incurred VY - - v - J - - d.k. n.2. n.e., n.a) 3
(v} Costs per mantk £p80 - - o - g20 - - d.k., R.2. TN.8. L&,
Visitor trips
{i} Importance 3 2 3 L 3 3 5 3
(ii) How often inconvenienced L 4 3 b 3 3 n.a. 4
(iii)Are ops. nfrected - - - - - d.k. n.8. N.8. -
(iv) Are costs incurred - - - - - - LeB. N.&. -
(v) Costs per month - - - - - - N.&. H.8.
Fersonal trips
{i) Inadequate local facs. n.e. ¥ Y - v 4 n.a. - - N.8. n.& 5
(ii) Diffieulties making
trips v v v - - v 4 - - - - - 5
(iii)Is paid time lost v Y - v 4 v - - - - - - 5
{iv) Hours lost/week d.k, 2 - 5 v.iittle 10 - - - - - -
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Used for personal trips of office staflf.

T j r
| ! i
Firm No. 13008 (st 0 oap 12602 {1702 1362 a9 | a0 2! | 22 23l | 2 | Totel Stammingley
.i i :
i) Flexitime n.a. ne no no no ne | mno n.a. no | no | n.a n.a. |0 out of 7
ii} Varisble lunch bresk n.a. m'_: no no no no no n.a, yesa no ! n.a. : n.a, {1 out of T
iii} Lunch break ~ office staff (mins) n.z. 60 60 45 60 50 45 n.a.; 90 n.s. | n.e. | n.a,
— works staf? {(mins) n.a. | 30 60 45 &0 45 ks n.e.! 30 N.6. { N.B. , N.8,
; iv) Travel assistance ne no no . no no no no yes yess ;‘res5 no no 3 out of 12
| ¥) Staff can take extrs time
on lunch bresk: . '
— with pay n.8. no no n.a. no n.e. | n.a.| 5 out of 8
- with and without pey yess
- without pay yes ye56 :garels.6 yes
vi) Others # ga0/ LS i xg3ko/
month month
1. These firms indicated time was lost through lete arrival at work.
2. These firms indicated that paid time wes lost 25 a result of personal trips.
3. Unofficial, )
L, Beimbursed for out of normsl working hours.
5. Co. vehs. for private use.
6. Omly important trips.
* Co. vehs. collect lunch orders and give 1ifts for personsl trips.
* Co. liaises with P.T.E. re -provision of bus services to site.
+

G6T



APPENDIX V

'Leédé‘zbning s?éfem

v

- ZOne number

City - zone name

- urban area

-r
Joid

zoning system

i 0
internal zones

study areas

Zones not named :

2 -
I3 -
15 -
15 ~
21 -
22 -
25 -
26 ~

not shown on map :

33~

Harehills
Holbeck

Hyde Park
Kirkstall
Potternewton
Richmond Hill
Wellington
Westfield

Harrogate

29 %
Rradford

APPENDIX V

40

Wharfedale
. 39

19
Wetherby

Mooxrtown

30

Aireborough ’
I 34

Horsforth §

21007 Allerton

Y Par
o, Headingley

: 23 ::
\Roundhay

L

] 28
Wortley

I8 *

35 . Middleton\ 37
Morley 3 PP A Rothwell

.
- 5 #

Batley

fGarforth%

S

38

: Tadcaster

38
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APPENDIX VI : COMMERCIAL VEHICLE CLASSIFTCATION

The system of commercial vehicle classification is that adopted
by the Freight Division of TRRL for studies of freight transport. The

vehicle types A to E correspond to:

A = 1light vans (car-based)

B = +two-axle goods vehicles (non HGV)

¢ = +two-axle goods vehieles (HGV's i.e. with rear reflector plates)
D = three axles (rigids and arties) _

E = four_of more axles (rigids and artics).

Typical vehicles, plated gross weight, and carrying capacity are shown
below. The diagrams show only van bodies, but other body types such as

platform, tanker ete. are also included in the relevant category.

2

 1lf"ffﬁ;;-iﬁ?Efé?”VEHICLé}f;

Under | 1.8 = | 7

P1§§ed Gross Weight '{#ons} 1.8 2.k 52.6 1§91‘w 24,0 Over 24,0
ﬁppfoiimateﬁéquivaléﬁﬁf o Under | 0.7 = | 5.0 = 111 = 16.0 Over 16.0
' 11.0 " * °

ff"carrying'éapacity {(tons) 0.7 L,9
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