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interventions that did not have a specific geographical focus (typically marketing and promotional 
activities). In each case some notion of the scale of impact was also sought. Although in each case 
this was difficult to detail, and plenty of subjectivity was implicit, these outset-perceptions were 
crucial to the construct of the monitoring proposition. 
 

Following the initial meetings between the monitoring team and the towns, and using the review of 
existing data collection activity and the commentary on anticipated impacts, a plan detailing 
recommendations for data collection for the purposes of monitoring was prepared for discussion. The 
plans detailed: exactly what data the monitoring team considered needed to be collected by the 
project teams; the precise loca





 
count sites was confirmed following discussion with the towns. Towns committed to supply 
automatic cycle count data quarterly to the monitoring team. 
 

3.1.2 Counter validation and data cleaning 
 

We have little evidence of counter validation for 



 

3.1.5 Analysis of aggregated automatic counter data 
 

Data from multiple counters were analysed using a regression model to provide an estimate of year 
to year change: 
 

 In cycle trips at town level compared to a baseline year
 in cycle trips recorded by subsets of counters in towns identified as monitoring specific 

interventions, key destinations or lateral routes
 in cycle trips in the years prior to the Cycling Demonstration Towns programme for a subset 

of counters in a subset of towns
 in cycle trips in towns without Cycling Demonstration Towns but otherwise similar to towns 

involved in the Cycling Demonstration Towns programme for a subset of towns.
 

These expressions are valuable in providing an overview both of the overall rate of change in cycle 
trips as recordedT
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3.1.7 Analysis of automatic cycle counter data from matched areas 
 

For a subset of towns, counter data were available for a comparable matched local authority area4. 
Analyses were performed to compare rates of change cycle trips (as recorded by automatic cycle 
counters) in areas otherwise similar to Cycling Demonstration Towns but without programme 
interventions. Data from matched town areas were cleaned and analysed as described above. 
 



 
 the seasonal slope estimator method can be applied to one counter at a time; the regression 

model allows analysis of data across multiple count sites



 
period at some time later in the programme. Significant changes in counts recorded (p<0.05) were 
identified by calculating the confidence limits for the change between the two periods compared. 
 

3.3 Intervention diary 
 

The use of an intervention diary was introduced because of the observation from previous studies 



3.4.2 Analysis 
 

Analysis of data collected via the household level survey of physical activity used traditional 
significance testing. We acknowledge that this may not be directly applicable to the quota sampling 
method used in this survey. Reported significance tests (p values) should therefore be treated as 
indicative of a difference between reported data. 
 

3.5 



 
 the data set was amended to allow filtering by schools in Cycling Demonstration Towns and 

schools in areas matched to the Cycling Demonstration Towns
 the data set was amended to include the first year in which schools were engaged with Bike 

It.
 

The data on mode of travel to school collected via PLASC is gathered from all school pupils, and in 
that regard is a very comprehensive data set. However, a number of concerns have been raised 
about the data, with respect to variable modes of completion (input material can be collected from 
pupils or parents, and by different means); the possibility of 'carrying' a response to a question from 
year-to-year; the timing of data collection; and the fact of the use of the 'usual mode' question, as 



 

3.9 Local authority hands-up surveys and other data sources pertaining to 
travel to school 

 

3.9.1 Data collection 
 

Data collection via annual local authority hands up surveys (as distinct from PLASC) continued 
throughout the programme in a small number of towns. Exeter also provided data collected via the  
µ)LW�WR�6XFFHHG¶�SURJUDPPH�UHODWLQJ�WR�OHYHOV�RI�F\FOLQJ�DPRQJ�FKLOdren and young people. 
 

3.9.2 Analysis 
 

Proportions of children cycling to schools as recorded in hands up surveys performed by local 
authorities (distinct from PLASC) are reported without further detailed analysis. 
 

3.10 Counts of parked bikes 
 

3.10.1 Data collection 
 

$�µEHDW¶�EDVHG�DSSURDFK��WKH�PRVW�IUHTXHQWO\�DSSOLHG�DSSURDFK�LQ�WRZQV�FROOHFWLQJ�SDUNHG�ELNHV�GDWD��
follows the model for counts of parked cars. This involves regular counts across groups of sites over 
the course of the day. Counts of bikes parked at specific locations, including schools and railway 
stations, were performed in some towns. 
 

3.10.2 Analysis 
 

The data collected from counts on beats were analysed to determine the number of bikes parked 
throughout the day ± the concentration of parking, and the length of time parked ± the duration. 
Summary data are presented for each town where relevant alongside a qualitative statement on any 
trends apparent in the data over time. 
 

3.11 Accident data 
 

3.11.1 Data collection 
 

Data concerning accident rates in the Cycling Demonstration Towns were obtained via the 
Department for Transport for all towns. Data available up to 2010 were included in the analysis. 
These data are recorded by the police when road traffic accidents are reported to them. There is 
under-reporting of damage only and injury accidents because the police are not always called to the 
scene, or indeed contacted at all (as there is no legal requirement to do so). Even when the police 
have reported an injury accident, the reporting of the level of seriousness of the injury is of doubtful 
validity. The police differentiate between slight and serious injuries (broadly a serious injury requires 

an overnight stay in hospital)8��,W�LV�QRW�DOZD\V�WKH�FDVH�WKDW�D�SROLFH�RIILFHU¶V�DVVHVVPHQW��RIWHQ�DW�

the roadside) of injury severity is the same as the triage assessment and subsequent treatment at 
KRVSLWDO��6WXGLHV�KDYH�EHHQ�XQGHUWDNHQ�WR�FRPSDUH�KRVSLWDO�DFFLGHQW�DQG�HPHUJHQF\�µHSLVRGH¶�
statistics (HES) with STATS19 data and suggest some under-reporting of injury accidents, and 
differences in the reporting of the level of severity of the injury. In addition to this, the evidence 
suggests that under-reporting is greater where the accident involves pedestrian or cyclist injury, 
particularly where there is no other vehicle involved. 
 

The occurrence of accidents is so relatively rare that data is required usually for a five year period 
before and after an intervention in order to make any statistically significant inferences about the 

 
8 Serious injury: An injury for which a person is dHWDLQHG�LQ�KRVSLWDO�DV�DQ�³LQ-SDWLHQW´��RU�DQ\�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�LQMXULHV��ZKHWKHU�RU�QRW�WKH\�
are detained in hospital: fractures, concussion, internal injuries, crushings, burns (excluding friction burns), severe cuts, severe general 
shock requiring medical treatment and injuries causing death 30 or more days after the accident. An injured casualty is recorded as 
seriously or slightly injured by the police on the basis of information available within a short time of the accident. This generally will not 
reflect the results of a medical examination, bun(ion)6
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effect of an intervention. In the case of monitoring for the Cycling Demonstration Towns, this would 
imply a five year period after the completion of the set of interventions being promoted in each town. 
This timescale is beyond the timescale of the proposed monitoring. Such an assessment could, 
however, be separately undertaken at some future point in time. The average number of cyclists 
killed at the town level is likely to be very small and therefore observing a statistically significant result 
for this type of casualty is unlikely to happen. 

 

The most recent data included in the analysis is from 2010 and it should be noted that nationally the 
severe weather conditions in early and late 2010 are thought to have resulted in lower traffic flows 

and lower levels of road accident fatalities overall due to road users driving more carefully9. 
 

3.11.2 Analysis 
 

The average number of accidents per year in the pre-programme period (2003-2005) was compared 
to the average number of accidents per year during the programme (2006-2010). Significant changes 
in accidents of each severity category recorded (p<0.05) were identified by calculating the confidence 
limits for the change between the two periods compared. 
 

3.12 Route user intercept surveys 
 

Route user intercept surveys were performed in Morecambe as part of the monitoring work relating 
to a Links to Schools project in the area. 
 

3.12.1 Data collection 
 

Surveys were delivered using a dedicated survey company. The surveys comprise a 12 hour manual 
count of route users performed on four days. A survey is performed alongside the manual count in 
which route users are asked to answer questions about the characteristics of their journey, 
demographic and factors influencing their decision to use the route. 
 

3.12.2 Analysis 
 

Manual count data are reported alongside key findings from the survey. Where multiple iterations of 
surveys have been performed at the same location, comparisons are made between these. 
 

3.13 Other surveys 
 

The following types of surveys were delivered in several towns. 
 

3.13.1 Behaviour and attitude surveys 
 

Surveys concerning levels of cycling and opinions about cycling were performed in several towns. 
The distribution mechanism used by each town varies, and the approach used in each case is 
described in the sections of this report relating to individual towns. 
 

Where multiple iterations of a survey were performed during the programme, these are compared in 
the report. In some cases variability is noted between delivery and format between iterations. We 
acknowledge that such variations limit the degree to which these surveys contribute to 
understanding the impact of the programme as a whole. However, behaviour and attitude surveys 
are locally valuable in understanding levels of cycling during the programme period in the towns 
where they have been delivered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 Department for Transport, Reported Road Casualties in Great Britain: 2010 Annual Report, 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120926002851/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/road-accidents-and-safety-annual-
report-2010/ [Accessed 22 November 2012] 
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