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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background to the Survey 

The Dublin Transportation Office (DTO) is responsible for strategic transport 
planning in the Greater Dublin area.  The Office uses a multi-modal 
transportation model covering the area to aid it in carrying out this remit. 

In the spring of 2002, the DTO undertook a comprehensive travel to education 
survey to coincide with the 2002 Census.  The main purpose of this survey 
was to obtain essential data relating to travel to education patterns and to 
gather data that would inform the DTO’s Safe Routes to School programme.  
All Primary, Secondary schools, and third level colleges within the GDA were 
invited to take part in the 2002 survey.    

In September 2006, MVA Consultancy, in conjunction with Field Research 
Ireland (FRI), were appointed by the DTO to undertake a follow up travel to 
education survey in the autumn/winter of 2006.  The main purpose of the 2006 
survey was to provide information that allowed the DTO to update their 
transport model.  The survey fieldwork and data collection were undertaken by 
FRI, and the collated data from the survey was handed over by MVA 
Consultancy to the DTO in May 2007.  
 
In June 2007, MVA Consultancy provided the DTO with their final report on 
the conduct of the survey and a preliminary analysis of the collated results. 
Following this, the DTO undertook a series of data checking and cleaning 
procedures on the data, and some of these procedures are described in section 
4.2.  
 
The cleaned data sample was then factored to represent the full population of 
persons travelling to schools and colleges in the GDA.  Following this, the 
DTO was in a position to undertake a more detailed analysis of the survey 
results. This report is based on the original report compiled by MVA 
Consultancy, but presents an updated analysis of the main survey results 
following the full checking and cleaning of the survey data.  

 
 
1.2 Aims and Objectives 
 

The main project aim was to obtain comprehensive data on travel to and from 
education which, when combined with travel to work data from the 2006 
Census, would enable the DTO to update its morning peak transportation 
model.  In order to achieve this, we sought to meet the following survey 
objectives: 

 to obtain a representative sample of the patterns of travel to school and 
college throughout the Greater Dublin Area; 
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 to at least match the survey returns achieved in the 2002 surveys for 
primary and secondary schools; and 

 to improve survey participation and response rates of the tertiary sector 
on that achieved in 2002. 

 

1.3 Survey Programme 
 
 Pilot 
 

As there were changes to the questionnaires that were used in 2002, as well as 
in the methodology used, it was necessary to pilot the survey.   

The draft school questionnaires and survey methodology were piloted in one 
Primary School and one Secondary School during mid-September 2006. 

A pilot of the Third Level questionnaire and methodology was undertaken in 
early October 2006. 

Both of these pilots went well and only minimal changes were made to the 
questionnaires as a result.  The methodologies were successful and no changes 
were made to the distribution and administration methods for the main 
fieldwork.   

 
Fieldwork 

 
The main fieldwork was originally scheduled to take place from mid-
September until mid-November 2006.   However, as the schools were 
recruited early for the pilot, and the amendments to the questionnaires were 
minimal, the fieldwork period was brought forward and extended.  This 
ensured that as many schools could be included in the survey as possible.  The 
fieldwork period began in early October 2006 and ran through to mid-
December 2006.  However, one school that had requested to participate could 
only do so after the Christmas school holiday.  Therefore, the final data was 
not collected and processed until the end of January 2007.   

The week leading up to the Christmas holidays was avoided for fieldwork as it 
was considered that there would be a high risk of abnormal travel behaviour 
during this period.   

 
1.4 Structure of this Report 
 

The survey methodology will be explained in Chapter Two and achieved 
participation and response rates will be outlined in Chapter Three.  Chapter 
Four provides a summary of the main findings. 

Chapter Five provides a brief summary, and recommendations from MVA 
Consultancy for replicating the survey in the future.   
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3.3 Reasons for Not Participating 

 

Though the level of non-participation in the survey was low, FRI sought feedback on 
the reasons for not participation.  The main reasons given for non-participation were: 

 they were too busy; 

 they did not want to take part; 

 the school was about to close or move premises; 

 they did not see the relevance of the DTO to their area; 

 the children were too young and they did not want to put any additional 
workload onto the parents; 

 they already had other surveys being administered in the school; and  

 they had participated in 2002 and felt that they did not benefit from the 
experience. 
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4. Main Results 
 
4.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter deals with the cleaning and checking of the survey data and the 
process used to factor the survey sample to represent the full population of 
persons travelling to places of education in the GDA. The chapter also 
summarises the main survey findings under the headings – mode of travel, 
journey time and distance travelled. 

4.2 Data Cleaning and factoring 
 

Data Cleaning and Factoring of Data 

 Following the assembly and handover of the travel to education data by MVA 
Consultancy, the DTO undertook a series of data cleaning and checking 
procedures on the data. Following this, the DTO were in a position to factor the 
data records (based on zonal survey sample rates) to represent the full population 
of persons travelling to education places in the GDA – as was done in the case of 
the 2002 survey. However, owing to differences in the categories of coding used 
on the questionnaires, direct comparisons between the 2002 and 2006 data in 
terms of absolute numbers is difficult. For this reason, this chapter presents only 
top line comparisons of the two datasets based on percentages. It should be noted, 
however, that small changes of one or two percentage points may be due to 
sampling error rather than reflecting genuine changes in travel patterns.  

Analysis of 2002 Data 

In the case of factual data, the 2002 Census data has been used to contextualise the 
2006 survey results.  The 2002 DTO Travel Survey data was used to contextualise 
attitudinal responses. Table 4.1 details which data set has been used in each 
section. 

Table 4.1 Use of 2002 Census and 2002 DTO Travel Survey Data 

2002 Census 2002 DTO Travel Survey 

Mode of travel to education Reasons for not walking to school 

Journey time to education Reasons for not cycling to school 

Distance travelled to education  
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County Comparisons 

The survey results were broken down by the county where the School or College 
is located.  As data analysis showed no significant differences in responses in the 
outer counties of Meath, Kildare and Wicklow, the county comparisons were 
based on just two categories – i.e. “Dublin” and “Rest of the GDA”.  There were 
no significant differences in time of travel or distance travelled between Dublin 
and the Rest of the GDA. However, there were significant differences in the mode 
of travel to school in Dublin versus the other counties, and this analysis is 
presented in Figure 4.4.   

Cleaning Journey Time Data 

As a check, journey speed was calculated from the distance travelled to school and 
the time taken for the journey. Checks were carried out to see if the calculated 
journey speeds were within reasonable limits for each mode of travel. Table 4.2 
below gives the lower and upper speed criteria applied for each mode of travel.  

Where infeasible journey speeds were calculated from responses, distance was 
taken as the more reliable response, and journey time was recoded using the 
average speed for the mode of travel. For example, where a respondent stated they 
walked 3km in two minutes, giving a journey speed of 90 km per hour, the 
journey time was recoded to 45 minutes, giving a walking speed of 4Km/Hr – the 
average for this mode.  

      Table 4.2 Inconsistencies in Speed, Criteria for recoding journey time 

Mode Type Lower Speed Limit Upper Speed Limit 

Walk 1Km/Hr > 6 Km/Hr 

Cycle 5Km/Hr > 16 Km/Hr 

Buses 1Km/Hr > 100 Km/Hr 

Cars 1Km/Hr > 120 Km/Hr 

 
 

Distance Data 

Problems were also encountered when comparing distances travelled.  In the 2002 
Census, distance travelled to School or College was recorded in miles, while in 
this survey, the distance travelled was coded in distance categories in kilometres. 
For this reason it was not possible to directly compare the 2006 survey data with 
the 2002 Census in terms of distance travelled to School or College.  

4.3 Mode of Travel to Education 

All respondents were asked what mode of transport they used to get to their 
educational establishment.  The results have been analysed by school category and 
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compared with the results of the 2002 Census.  The mode used has also been 
compared by region in which the school or college is located.  

Mode by School Category (2006) 

The main mode of travel for school children in 2006 was walking or as a 
passenger in a car, while over half of the respondents attending third level 
institutions had used public transport (i.e. public bus, train or DART, and LUAS).  
Figure 4.1 illustrates the differences in modes used in the different education 
categories.   
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 Figure 4.1  Mode of Travel to Education by School Category 

Table 4.3 details the changes in mode of travel between 2002 and 2006 for the 
different school categories.  There has been a decline in the percentage of both 
Primary and Secondary children walking and using the bus to get to school 
throughout the Greater Dublin Area, and an increase in the percentage that are 
now travelling in cars.  School children also make minimal use of the train/DART 
and the LUAS.     

Fewer students that attend third level Colleges and Universities are now travelling 
to their place of education as passengers in a car, however, a higher percentage 
now drive themselves.  Further, there has been an increase in the percentage of 
third level students that walk and take the train or DART.  Over 4% of students in 
this group said that they used the LUAS (a service that was not available at the 
time of the 2002 survey).  Despite a decline in the percentage of 
College/University students using the bus, this remains the mode used by the 
largest proportion of College/University students. 
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Table 4.3 Mode of Travel to Education by School Category (2006 vs 2002) 

 Primary (%) Secondary (%) Third Level 
(%) 

Total (%) 

 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006 2002 2006

Walk 39.2 37.1 37.3 34.4 20.6 21.0 35.3 33.4
Cycle 1.4 1.9 5.8 5.0 7.5 5.7 4.0 3.6
Bus 12.6 8.1 30.1 26.0 40.0 37.6 23.3 19.3

Car (Driver) - - 0.7 - 12.8 14.1 2.4 2.4

Car 
(Passenger) 46.5 52.7 21.9 31.3 5.2 4.2 30.9 37.0

Train or DART 0.3 0.1 3.5 2.5 12.0 12.7 3.4 3.1
LUAS - 0.1 - 0.8 - 4.2 - 1.1

Motorbike or 
Moped 

- - 
0.8 - 1.9 0.5 0.7 0.1

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
 

Figure 4.2 shows the breakdown of the school category by mode.  Over half of all 
respondents walking to school (54%) and close to 70% of car passengers were 
primary school pupils. Over two thirds of all Train, DART and LUAS users are third 
level students. Almost half of all cyclists and bus users are Secondary school students.  
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Figure 4.2 School Category within Mode (2006) 

 

Mode of travel – 2006 versus 2002 Census 

Overall, there has been a 2% decline in the percentage of students that walk (from 
35.3% in 2002 to 33.4% in 2006), and those that cycle (from 4% in 2002 to 3.6% in 
2006).   There has been a more pronounced decline in the percentage of respondents 
that take a bus to their place of education, from 23.3% to 19.3%.  On the other hand, 
there has been an increase in the percentage of students that are car passengers, from 
31% in 2002 to 37% in 2006.  Figure 4.3 illustrates the changes between 2002 and 
2006.   
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Figure 4.3  Mode of Travel – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Census Data  

Mode of Travel by Region 

Mode of travel was further analysed by the region within which schools and colleges 
were located (Dublin County versus the rest of the GDA). 

Figure 4.4 shows how the percentages of pupils and students travelling to education 
by each mode varies by location of the school or college. 

Walking was more popular in Dublin than in the rest of the GDA. Over one third 
(36%) of respondents walked to their place of education in Dublin, compared to 26% 
in the other counties. 

The percentage of respondents that get a lift by car to school is much greater in the 
rest of the GDA (50%) as opposed to 32% of respondents who travel as car 
passengers to schools and colleges in Dublin.  

In terms of bus usage, the survey distinguished between the scheduled or Public bus 
service and privately hired school bus services. In using the title “Private Hire Bus” in 
Figure 4.4, it should be noted that most of these services operated outside Dublin are 
in reality subcontracted out by Bus Eireann to the private sector. 
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 Public bus use is more popular in Dublin, while private bus use is more prevalent 
throughout the other counties. Almost 16% of respondents use scheduled or public 
buses in Dublin, while close to 12% use privately hired buses in the rest of the GDA. 
Bus use overall is at much the same level in Dublin and the rest of the GDA. 
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Figure 4.4 Means of Travel to education by Region (Dublin vs Rest of the GDA) 

4.4 Journey Time 

Journey time data from the survey was cleaned as described in Section 4.2, and then 
grouped into categories to facilitate comparisons. Results were analysed by school 
category and compared with the results in the 2002 Census.  

Journey Times by School Category 

Almost three quarters of all primary school children and over half of all secondary 
school children took 15 minutes or less to travel to school. Third level students in 
general have longer journey times with less than half of students (47%) travelling less 
than 30 minutes and almost a quarter (23.8%) or students having a journey time of 
more than one hour.  
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Figure 4.5 Journey Time by School Category (2006) 

 

Journey Time – Comparison of 2006 Survey Data with 2002 Census 

There has been a general reduction in journey times to school since 2002 with a 
significant increase in the percentage of pupils travelling 15 minutes or less to 
school - 59% as against 46% in 2002. The percentage of respondents with travel 
times between 16 minutes and an hour is significantly less in 2006 than was the 
case in 2002. This reduction in journey times reflects the earlier finding of a 
significant reduction since 2002 in the numbers of pupils walking and using bus 
and an increase in the numbers now travelling in cars.  
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Figure 4.6 Journey Time comparison – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Census 

 

4.5 Distance Travelled 

All respondents were asked to indicate the distance they travelled to their 
educational establishment on the day of the survey. This data was analysed by 
school category. Because the 2002 Census asked the distance travelled in miles, a 
direct comparison of distance travelled between this survey and the 2002 Census 
was not possible.  

Distance Travelled by School Category (2006) 

Figure 4.7 details the distances travelled by pupils and students across the three 
categories of educational establishments.  

It shows that a quarter of all primary school pupils live less than 0.5km from their 
school, while almost two thirds (64%) of them travel less than 2km to school.  

Half of all second level pupils travel 2km or less to school. In the case of third 
level students, distances travelled to college are longer and more varied.  

Over one third of all third level students travel more than 8.5km to college.  
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Figure 4.7 Distance travelled by school category 

4.6 Reasons for not Walking & Cycling 

All school pupils (i.e. respondents that attend primary and secondary schools) 
that indicated that they did not walk and/or cycle to school were asked to 
provide the main reasons for this.  Respondents at third level institutions were 
not asked this question.   

Responses to this question have been analysed by the two school categories.  
No data of this nature was collected in the 2002 Census; therefore 
comparisons have been made with the results of the 2002 DTO Travel to 
Education Survey.   

Reasons for not Walking by School Category (2006) 

Figure 4.8 shows that the main reason for not walking to school in both 
primary and secondary schools is that it is considered ‘too far’.  The number 
of pupils who gave this response was far greater in secondary schools than 
primary schools (62% compared to 40%). Road safety concerns were greater 
amongst primary pupils as were personal safety concerns. 

A larger proportion of pupils at secondary school said that they did not walk to 
school because they had too much to carry; 12% of secondary school pupils 
gave this a reason compared to only 3% of primary school pupils. 
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The percentage of pupils who said that they did not walk because they 
preferred to cycle was insignificant at both primary (2%) and secondary 
schools (5%). 
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Figure 4.8 Reasons for Not Walking by School Category 

 

Reasons for Not Walking – 2006 DTO Survey vs 2002 DTO Survey  

Figure 4.9 illustrates the reasons given by primary and secondary school pupils for 
not walking to school in 2006 compared with 2002.  In both 2002 and 2006, 
having too far to walk was the most frequent cited reason for not walking to 
school.  The number of pupils that gave this response increased slightly from 47% 
in 2002 to 49% in 2006. 
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With regard to safety issues, there was a decline in the percentage of respondents 
(from 13% in 2002 to 9% in 2006) that gave ‘road safety concerns’ as a reason for 
not walking, whilst the proportion of pupils that did not walk to school because of 
‘personal safety concerns’ remained fairly constant. 
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Figure 4.9 Reasons for not Walking – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey 

 

Reasons for Not Cycling by School Category (2006) 

Figure 4.10 provides a breakdown of the reasons given by primary and secondary 
school pupils for not travelling to school by bicycle. 

All school pupils (i.e. respondents that attended primary and secondary schools) who 
indicated that they did not cycle to school were asked to provide the main reasons for 
this choice.   

The main reason for primary school pupils not cycling to school was that they were 
considered ‘too young’ (26%). This was closely followed by road safety concerns 
(25%), which was far greater than the proportion of secondary pupils that gave this 
reason for not cycling (7%).   

Amongst secondary school pupils, having too far to cycle was the main reason cited 
for not cycling to school (29%).  The percentage of secondary school pupils who said 
they prefer to walk to school rather than cycle (21%) is far greater than the proportion 
of primary pupils that gave this reason (10%). 
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Eleven percent of secondary school pupils stated that having ‘too much to carry’ was 
the reason that they did not cycle to school compared to only 2% of primary pupils 
giving the same reason.   
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Figure 4.10 Reasons for Not Cycling by School Category (2006) 

 

Reason for Not Cycling – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey 

Figure 4.11 illustrates the reasons given by primary and secondary school pupils for 
not cycling to school in 2006 compared with 2002.  The most significant change was 
that the proportion of respondents that mentioned road safety concerns decreased 
from 29% in 2002 to 18% in 2006.  

There was virtually no change in the number of primary pupils who do not cycle 
because they are too young.  However, there has been an increase in the proportion of 
pupils stating that they do not like to cycle; only 2% of respondents gave this reason 
in 2002, compared to 5% in 2006.   
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Figure 4.11 Reasons for Not Cycling – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey 
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	In the spring of 2002, the DTO undertook a comprehensive travel to education survey to coincide with the 2002 Census.  The main purpose of this survey was to obtain essential data relating to travel to education patterns and to gather data that would inform the DTO’s Safe Routes to School programme.  All Primary, Secondary schools, and third level colleges within the GDA were invited to take part in the 2002 survey.   


	In September 2006, MVA Consultancy, in conjunction with Field Research Ireland (FRI), were appointed by the DTO to undertake a follow up travel to education survey in the autumn/winter of 2006.  The main purpose of the 2006 survey was to provide information that allowed the DTO to update their transport model.  The survey fieldwork and data collection were undertaken by FRI, and the collated data from the survey was handed over by MVA Consultancy to the DTO in May 2007.   In June 2007, MVA Consultancy provided the DTO with their final report on the conduct of the survey and a preliminary analysis of the collated results. Following this, the DTO undertook a series of data checking and cleaning procedures on the data, and some of these procedures are described in section 4.2. 
	The cleaned data sample was then factored to represent the full population of persons travelling to schools and colleges in the GDA.  Following this, the DTO was in a position to undertake a more detailed analysis of the survey results. This report is based on the original report compiled by MVA Consultancy, but presents an updated analysis of the main survey results following the full checking and cleaning of the survey data. 
	1.2 Aims and Objectives
	The main project aim was to obtain comprehensive data on travel to and from education which, when combined with travel to work data from the 2006 Census, would enable the DTO to update its morning peak transportation model.  In order to achieve this, we sought to meet the following survey objectives:

	 to obtain a representative sample of the patterns of travel to school and college throughout the Greater Dublin Area;
	 to at least match the survey returns achieved in the 2002 surveys for primary and secondary schools; and
	 to improve survey participation and response rates of the tertiary sector on that achieved in 2002.
	1.3 Survey Programme   Pilot
	As there were changes to the questionnaires that were used in 2002, as well as in the methodology used, it was necessary to pilot the survey.  
	The draft school questionnaires and survey methodology were piloted in one Primary School and one Secondary School during mid-September 2006.
	A pilot of the Third Level questionnaire and methodology was undertaken in early October 2006.
	Both of these pilots went well and only minimal changes were made to the questionnaires as a result.  The methodologies were successful and no changes were made to the distribution and administration methods for the main fieldwork.  


	Fieldwork
	The main fieldwork was originally scheduled to take place from mid-September until mid-November 2006.   However, as the schools were recruited early for the pilot, and the amendments to the questionnaires were minimal, the fieldwork period was brought forward and extended.  This ensured that as many schools could be included in the survey as possible.  The fieldwork period began in early October 2006 and ran through to mid-December 2006.  However, one school that had requested to participate could only do so after the Christmas school holiday.  Therefore, the final data was not collected and processed until the end of January 2007.  
	The week leading up to the Christmas holidays was avoided for fieldwork as it was considered that there would be a high risk of abnormal travel behaviour during this period.  


	1.4 Structure of this Report
	The survey methodology will be explained in Chapter Two and achieved participation and response rates will be outlined in Chapter Three.  Chapter Four provides a summary of the main findings.

	Chapter Five provides a brief summary, and recommendations from MVA Consultancy for replicating the survey in the future.  
	2.  Methodology
	2.1 Inviting Schools and Colleges to Participate
	The DTO provided MVA Consultancy with a database of all the schools and Colleges/Universities in the Greater Dublin Area (GDA), and the intention was to invite all schools and colleges to participate in the survey.   Of the 1035 schools in this database, 71 were deselected as they related to either hospitals or special needs schools or had closed since the database was compiled. Therefore, a total of 964 schools were in-scope for the survey.
	Introductory letters were prepared for each school/college based on whether they had participated or not in the previous sweep of the survey and whether they needed an English or Irish language version of the letter.  All letters were posted simultaneously to all schools and colleges on the database. 
	The database of all available schools and colleges was divided geographically so that survey coordinators could be allocated to particular areas and could concentrate on recruiting and facilitating the survey in that area.  
	A pack was produced for each establishment to include a number of different posters to be displayed in the school, students union, staff room, canteen, etc., along with a cover to be attached to a box.  This box was to be used as a collection/drop off point to be located in the staff room, secretary’s room or other nominated secure location.  The pack also included a copy of the original letter posted to the school/college, and the relevant questionnaires for the school in their preferred language.
	These packs were distributed to the relevant survey coordinators along with the contact details of the schools/colleges within their remit.  The coordinators then had responsibility for recruiting the schools/colleges within their area to participate in the survey.
	Coordinators contacted the schools within their area, agreed participation and organised a time when they could deliver the packs.  Field Research Ireland (FRI) contacted the colleges directly and agreed survey points within the college and days when surveying was permitted.
	Any establishment that did not want to participate either contacted FRI directly or did so through the survey coordinator.

	2.2 Questionnaire Design and Distribution 
	Separate questionnaires were tailored for Primary Schools, Secondary Schools, and Third Level Colleges/Universities.  The questionnaires used in the 2002 survey were redeveloped for the 2006 survey.  Key questions were retained so that comparisons between the two years could be made.  Questionnaires were printed in both the Irish and English language for Primary and Secondary schools.  Irish speaking schools were automatically issued with questionnaires in the Irish language. 
	A unique six digit serial number was printed on each questionnaire, and a unique serial number range was allocated to each school/college that had agreed to participate, based on the number of students or pupils in the relevant establishment.
	Secondary school pupils were asked to complete the surveys at the school on a Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday (ie those days that are most likely to consist of a typical trip to school).  Primary schools were instructed that the pupil’s parents should complete the questionnaire based on the pattern of travel undertaken on the most recent Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday.  
	Administering the Third Level Survey
	A specific objective of the 2006 survey was to improve upon the response rate achieved at the third level institutions during the 2002 survey.  Therefore a different approach was taken to how the surveys were administered in these sites.  
	Rather than conducting face-to-face interviews (as in 2002), the survey coordinators administered the survey by means of a hall test scenario in the third level Colleges/Universities.  Questionnaires were handed out to students who completed them while the interviewer was present.  This methodology was developed around the following factors: 


	 adopting a more cost and time effective methodology (per interview) so that a far greater number of completed questionnaires was possible within the given timeframe;
	 active and effective liaison and collaboration with relevant staff in colleges;
	 careful selection of sample points to maximise response and ensure representativeness;
	 careful planning of the timing of field shifts and deployment of field resource to maximise returns;
	 development of effective advertising and incentives; and
	 use of a highly trained and experienced fieldforce, with direct experience of this sector.
	This methodology was successful in significantly increasing the response rate as detailed in the following chapter.
	 2.3 Facilitating the Survey
	Packs were made, schools were recruited, and fieldwork was undertaken on a rolling basis to accommodate the large number of schools involved.  Each school was allocated a four-week fieldwork period.  The survey coordinator contacted each of their schools mid-way through their dedicated fieldwork period to see how the survey was processing and agreed a date that was suitable for questionnaire collection.  At this stage, some of the Irish language primary schools asked for additional surveys to be issued to the school in the English language so as to allow parents who were not themselves proficient in the language to complete the questionnaires on behalf of their school children. 
	Many schools contacted the survey coordinator after the initial batch of surveys were collected and requested another pick up, while a small number of schools sent some late returns by post.
	The winter mid-term break negatively impacted on field work as coordinators were discouraged from delivering packs to the schools during the week previous to the break.  A number of schools felt that it would be better to have them delivered after the holiday.  This meant that two weeks of fieldwork were lost.  As a consequence, fieldwork overran slightly into January 2007.
	Once questionnaires were returned to FRI, they were logged as returned and subsequently data punched.  Pupil and student home addresses were coded to DTO model zones using a street gazetteer covering the full GDA supplied by the DTO. 
	As an incentive to encourage participation, a prize draw was offered.  Seven Primary and seven Secondary schools were drawn from the participating schools and each received a prize of a notebook computer for their school.  For third level, twenty students were drawn from the full list of respondents and received a prize of an i-pod each.    


	3. Response Rates
	3.1 Participations Rates
	Participation Rate by School Category
	Overall, 89% of all schools in the Greater Dublin Area (GDA) participated in the 2006 survey.  Table 3.1 details the participation rates across the different school categories and shows that there was a marked increase in participation rates across all categories of school compared with that recorded in the 2002 survey.  
	Table 3.1 Participation Rates by School Category


	Total Schools/ Colleges in GDA
	Participating Schools/ Colleges
	School Participation Rate 2006 (%)
	School Participation Rate 2002 (%)
	Primary
	684
	626
	92%
	74%
	Secondary
	233
	196
	84%
	66%
	Tertiary
	47
	33
	70%
	64%
	Total
	964
	855
	89%
	72%
	Participation Rates by County
	Participation rates of both primary and secondary schools improved across all counties.  Tables 3.2 and 3.3 provide details of the number and percentage of schools that participated by county in the 2006 survey, compared with those recorded in the 2002 survey.  

	Table 3.2 Participation Rates by County - Primary Schools
	Total Schools
	Participating Schools
	Participation Rate 2006 (%)
	Participation Rate 2002 (%)
	Dublin
	409
	370
	90%
	71%
	Meath
	104
	93
	89%
	70%
	Kildare
	95
	91
	96%
	85%
	Wicklow
	76
	72
	95%
	81%
	Total
	684
	626
	92%
	74%
	Table 3.3 Participation Rates by County - Secondary Schools
	Total Schools
	Participating Schools
	Participation Rate 2006 (%)
	Participation Rate 2002 (%)
	Dublin
	168
	138
	82%
	65%
	Meath
	17
	16
	94%
	50%
	Kildare
	28
	24
	86%
	78%
	Wicklow
	20
	18
	90%
	81%
	Total
	233
	196
	84%
	66%
	3.2 Response Rates
	Overall, 42% of all pupils and students in the GDA completed a questionnaire.  Almost half of the primary school pupils and 43% of secondary school pupils returned a questionnaire, while 26% of third level students in Colleges/Universities did so.  Table 3.4 details the number of responses across the three categories.  
	Overall, the response rate from Primary schools matched the response achieved in the 2002 survey, while there was an increase in the response rate in the other two categories compared with the 2002 survey.  


	Table 3.4 Response Rates by School Category
	Total Pupils/ Students in GDA
	Survey Forms Distributed
	Completed Survey Form Returned
	Response Rate 2006 (%)
	Response Rate 2002 (%)
	Primary
	171,350
	147,271
	80,512
	47%
	47%
	Secondary
	121,362
	102,083
	51,928
	43%
	32%
	Tertiary
	60,229
	53,595
	15,732
	26%
	10%
	Total
	352,941
	302,949
	148,172
	42%
	36%
	There was a significant increase in the response rate from third level students, improving the robustness of the data collected from this sector.
	 3.3 Reasons for Not Participating  Though the level of non-participation in the survey was low, FRI sought feedback on the reasons for not participation.  The main reasons given for non-participation were:


	 they were too busy;
	 they did not want to take part;
	 the school was about to close or move premises;
	 they did not see the relevance of the DTO to their area;
	 the children were too young and they did not want to put any additional workload onto the parents;
	 they already had other surveys being administered in the school; and 
	 they had participated in 2002 and felt that they did not benefit from the experience.  
	 
	4. Main Results
	4.1 Introduction
	This chapter deals with the cleaning and checking of the survey data and the process used to factor the survey sample to represent the full population of persons travelling to places of education in the GDA. The chapter also summarises the main survey findings under the headings – mode of travel, journey time and distance travelled.

	4.2 Data Cleaning and factoring
	Data Cleaning and Factoring of Data
	 Following the assembly and handover of the travel to education data by MVA Consultancy, the DTO undertook a series of data cleaning and checking procedures on the data. Following this, the DTO were in a position to factor the data records (based on zonal survey sample rates) to represent the full population of persons travelling to education places in the GDA – as was done in the case of the 2002 survey. However, owing to differences in the categories of coding used on the questionnaires, direct comparisons between the 2002 and 2006 data in terms of absolute numbers is difficult. For this reason, this chapter presents only top line comparisons of the two datasets based on percentages. It should be noted, however, that small changes of one or two percentage points may be due to sampling error rather than reflecting genuine changes in travel patterns. 
	Analysis of 2002 Data
	In the case of factual data, the 2002 Census data has been used to contextualise the 2006 survey results.  The 2002 DTO Travel Survey data was used to contextualise attitudinal responses. Table 4.1 details which data set has been used in each section.


	Table 4.1 Use of 2002 Census and 2002 DTO Travel Survey Data
	2002 Census
	2002 DTO Travel Survey
	Mode of travel to education
	Reasons for not walking to school
	Journey time to education
	Reasons for not cycling to school
	Distance travelled to education
	County Comparisons
	The survey results were broken down by the county where the School or College is located.  As data analysis showed no significant differences in responses in the outer counties of Meath, Kildare and Wicklow, the county comparisons were based on just two categories – i.e. “Dublin” and “Rest of the GDA”.  There were no significant differences in time of travel or distance travelled between Dublin and the Rest of the GDA. However, there were significant differences in the mode of travel to school in Dublin versus the other counties, and this analysis is presented in Figure 4.4.  
	Cleaning Journey Time Data
	As a check, journey speed was calculated from the distance travelled to school and the time taken for the journey. Checks were carried out to see if the calculated journey speeds were within reasonable limits for each mode of travel. Table 4.2 below gives the lower and upper speed criteria applied for each mode of travel. 
	Where infeasible journey speeds were calculated from responses, distance was taken as the more reliable response, and journey time was recoded using the average speed for the mode of travel. For example, where a respondent stated they walked 3km in two minutes, giving a journey speed of 90 km per hour, the journey time was recoded to 45 minutes, giving a walking speed of 4Km/Hr – the average for this mode. 


	      Table 4.2 Inconsistencies in Speed, Criteria for recoding journey time
	Mode Type
	Lower Speed Limit
	Upper Speed Limit
	Walk
	1Km/Hr
	> 6 Km/Hr
	Cycle
	5Km/Hr
	> 16 Km/Hr
	Buses
	1Km/Hr
	> 100 Km/Hr
	Cars
	1Km/Hr
	> 120 Km/Hr
	Distance Data
	Problems were also encountered when comparing distances travelled.  In the 2002 Census, distance travelled to School or College was recorded in miles, while in this survey, the distance travelled was coded in distance categories in kilometres. For this reason it was not possible to directly compare the 2006 survey data with the 2002 Census in terms of distance travelled to School or College. 
	4.3 Mode of Travel to Education
	All respondents were asked what mode of transport they used to get to their educational establishment.  The results have been analysed by school category and compared with the results of the 2002 Census.  The mode used has also been compared by region in which the school or college is located. 
	Mode by School Category (2006)
	The main mode of travel for school children in 2006 was walking or as a passenger in a car, while over half of the respondents attending third level institutions had used public transport (i.e. public bus, train or DART, and LUAS).  Figure 4.1 illustrates the differences in modes used in the different education categories.  


	 Figure 4.1  Mode of Travel to Education by School Category
	Table 4.3 details the changes in mode of travel between 2002 and 2006 for the different school categories.  There has been a decline in the percentage of both Primary and Secondary children walking and using the bus to get to school throughout the Greater Dublin Area, and an increase in the percentage that are now travelling in cars.  School children also make minimal use of the train/DART and the LUAS.    
	Fewer students that attend third level Colleges and Universities are now travelling to their place of education as passengers in a car, however, a higher percentage now drive themselves.  Further, there has been an increase in the percentage of third level students that walk and take the train or DART.  Over 4% of students in this group said that they used the LUAS (a service that was not available at the time of the 2002 survey).  Despite a decline in the percentage of College/University students using the bus, this remains the mode used by the largest proportion of College/University students.


	Table 4.3 Mode of Travel to Education by School Category (2006 vs 2002)
	Primary (%)
	Secondary (%)
	Third Level (%)
	Total (%)
	2002
	2006
	2002
	2006
	2002
	2006
	2002
	2006
	Walk
	39.2
	37.1
	37.3
	34.4
	20.6
	21.0
	35.3
	33.4
	Cycle
	1.4
	1.9
	5.8
	5.0
	7.5
	5.7
	4.0
	3.6
	Bus
	12.6
	8.1
	30.1
	26.0
	40.0
	37.6
	23.3
	19.3
	Car (Driver)
	-
	-
	0.7
	-
	12.8
	14.1
	2.4
	2.4
	Car (Passenger)
	46.5
	52.7
	21.9
	31.3
	5.2
	4.2
	30.9
	37.0
	Train or DART
	0.3
	0.1
	3.5
	2.5
	12.0
	12.7
	3.4
	3.1
	LUAS
	-
	0.1
	-
	0.8
	-
	4.2
	-
	1.1
	Motorbike or Moped
	-
	-
	0.8
	-
	1.9
	0.5
	0.7
	0.1
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	Figure 4.2 shows the breakdown of the school category by mode.  Over half of all respondents walking to school (54%) and close to 70% of car passengers were primary school pupils. Over two thirds of all Train, DART and LUAS users are third level students. Almost half of all cyclists and bus users are Secondary school students. 
	Figure 4.2 School Category within Mode (2006)
	Mode of travel – 2006 versus 2002 Census
	Overall, there has been a 2% decline in the percentage of students that walk (from 35.3% in 2002 to 33.4% in 2006), and those that cycle (from 4% in 2002 to 3.6% in 2006).   There has been a more pronounced decline in the percentage of respondents that take a bus to their place of education, from 23.3% to 19.3%.  On the other hand, there has been an increase in the percentage of students that are car passengers, from 31% in 2002 to 37% in 2006.  Figure 4.3 illustrates the changes between 2002 and 2006.  
	 
	Figure 4.3  Mode of Travel – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Census Data 
	Mode of Travel by Region
	Mode of travel was further analysed by the region within which schools and colleges were located (Dublin County versus the rest of the GDA).
	Figure 4.4 shows how the percentages of pupils and students travelling to education by each mode varies by location of the school or college.
	Walking was more popular in Dublin than in the rest of the GDA. Over one third (36%) of respondents walked to their place of education in Dublin, compared to 26% in the other counties.
	The percentage of respondents that get a lift by car to school is much greater in the rest of the GDA (50%) as opposed to 32% of respondents who travel as car passengers to schools and colleges in Dublin. 
	In terms of bus usage, the survey distinguished between the scheduled or Public bus service and privately hired school bus services. In using the title “Private Hire Bus” in Figure 4.4, it should be noted that most of these services operated outside Dublin are in reality subcontracted out by Bus Eireann to the private sector.
	  Public bus use is more popular in Dublin, while private bus use is more prevalent throughout the other counties. Almost 16% of respondents use scheduled or public buses in Dublin, while close to 12% use privately hired buses in the rest of the GDA. Bus use overall is at much the same level in Dublin and the rest of the GDA.
	Figure 4.4 Means of Travel to education by Region (Dublin vs Rest of the GDA)
	4.4 Journey Time
	Journey time data from the survey was cleaned as described in Section 4.2, and then grouped into categories to facilitate comparisons. Results were analysed by school category and compared with the results in the 2002 Census. 
	Journey Times by School Category
	Almost three quarters of all primary school children and over half of all secondary school children took 15 minutes or less to travel to school. Third level students in general have longer journey times with less than half of students (47%) travelling less than 30 minutes and almost a quarter (23.8%) or students having a journey time of more than one hour. 
	Figure 4.5 Journey Time by School Category (2006)
	Journey Time – Comparison of 2006 Survey Data with 2002 Census
	There has been a general reduction in journey times to school since 2002 with a significant increase in the percentage of pupils travelling 15 minutes or less to school - 59% as against 46% in 2002. The percentage of respondents with travel times between 16 minutes and an hour is significantly less in 2006 than was the case in 2002. This reduction in journey times reflects the earlier finding of a significant reduction since 2002 in the numbers of pupils walking and using bus and an increase in the numbers now travelling in cars. 
	Figure 4.6 Journey Time comparison – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Census
	4.5 Distance Travelled
	All respondents were asked to indicate the distance they travelled to their educational establishment on the day of the survey. This data was analysed by school category. Because the 2002 Census asked the distance travelled in miles, a direct comparison of distance travelled between this survey and the 2002 Census was not possible. 
	Distance Travelled by School Category (2006)
	Figure 4.7 details the distances travelled by pupils and students across the three categories of educational establishments. 
	It shows that a quarter of all primary school pupils live less than 0.5km from their school, while almost two thirds (64%) of them travel less than 2km to school. 
	Half of all second level pupils travel 2km or less to school. In the case of third level students, distances travelled to college are longer and more varied. 
	Over one third of all third level students travel more than 8.5km to college. 
	Figure 4.7 Distance travelled by school category
	4.6 Reasons for not Walking & Cycling
	All school pupils (i.e. respondents that attend primary and secondary schools) that indicated that they did not walk and/or cycle to school were asked to provide the main reasons for this.  Respondents at third level institutions were not asked this question.  
	Responses to this question have been analysed by the two school categories.  No data of this nature was collected in the 2002 Census; therefore comparisons have been made with the results of the 2002 DTO Travel to Education Survey.  
	Reasons for not Walking by School Category (2006)
	Figure 4.8 shows that the main reason for not walking to school in both primary and secondary schools is that it is considered ‘too far’.  The number of pupils who gave this response was far greater in secondary schools than primary schools (62% compared to 40%). Road safety concerns were greater amongst primary pupils as were personal safety concerns.
	A larger proportion of pupils at secondary school said that they did not walk to school because they had too much to carry; 12% of secondary school pupils gave this a reason compared to only 3% of primary school pupils.
	The percentage of pupils who said that they did not walk because they preferred to cycle was insignificant at both primary (2%) and secondary schools (5%).
	Figure 4.8 Reasons for Not Walking by School Category
	Reasons for Not Walking – 2006 DTO Survey vs 2002 DTO Survey 
	Figure 4.9 illustrates the reasons given by primary and secondary school pupils for not walking to school in 2006 compared with 2002.  In both 2002 and 2006, having too far to walk was the most frequent cited reason for not walking to school.  The number of pupils that gave this response increased slightly from 47% in 2002 to 49% in 2006.
	With regard to safety issues, there was a decline in the percentage of respondents (from 13% in 2002 to 9% in 2006) that gave ‘road safety concerns’ as a reason for not walking, whilst the proportion of pupils that did not walk to school because of ‘personal safety concerns’ remained fairly constant.
	Figure 4.9 Reasons for not Walking – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey
	Reasons for Not Cycling by School Category (2006)
	Figure 4.10 provides a breakdown of the reasons given by primary and secondary school pupils for not travelling to school by bicycle.
	All school pupils (i.e. respondents that attended primary and secondary schools) who indicated that they did not cycle to school were asked to provide the main reasons for this choice.  
	The main reason for primary school pupils not cycling to school was that they were considered ‘too young’ (26%). This was closely followed by road safety concerns (25%), which was far greater than the proportion of secondary pupils that gave this reason for not cycling (7%).  
	Amongst secondary school pupils, having too far to cycle was the main reason cited for not cycling to school (29%).  The percentage of secondary school pupils who said they prefer to walk to school rather than cycle (21%) is far greater than the proportion of primary pupils that gave this reason (10%).
	Eleven percent of secondary school pupils stated that having ‘too much to carry’ was the reason that they did not cycle to school compared to only 2% of primary pupils giving the same reason.  
	Figure 4.10 Reasons for Not Cycling by School Category (2006)
	Reason for Not Cycling – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey
	Figure 4.11 illustrates the reasons given by primary and secondary school pupils for not cycling to school in 2006 compared with 2002.  The most significant change was that the proportion of respondents that mentioned road safety concerns decreased from 29% in 2002 to 18% in 2006. 
	There was virtually no change in the number of primary pupils who do not cycle because they are too young.  However, there has been an increase in the proportion of pupils stating that they do not like to cycle; only 2% of respondents gave this reason in 2002, compared to 5% in 2006.  
	Figure 4.11 Reasons for Not Cycling – 2006 Survey vs 2002 Survey


	5.  Summary and Recommendations
	5.1 Summary
	Methodology
	The changes to the questionnaire and survey methodology were successful.  In particular, having an interviewer presence at third level institutions to distribute self-completion questionnaires has boosted the response rate in this category.  
	Both participation rates and response rates have increased across all school categories compared to the equivalent 2002 survey.


	Survey Findings
	The main findings from the 2006 survey were:

	 the main modes of travel were walking, being a car passenger and travelling by bus; 
	 most respondents travelled less than 30 minutes when making their journey to school/college/university;
	 most school children travelled less than 2km while the distance travelled by third level students was more disparate;
	 the main reason given for school children not walking to school was that it was considered ‘too far’, however, the child being ‘too young’ and road safety concerns were also important determinants for primary children; and
	 the reasons given for not cycling were more varied, with road safety and the child being ‘too young’ being the main reasons for primary children not cycling, while the distance being ‘too far’ and that the child preferring to walk being the main reasons for secondary school children not cycling to school.  
	County comparisons showed that:

	 walking is slightly more popular in Dublin than in the other counties that make up the rest of the GDA, while being a car passenger is more prevalent in the rest of the GDA;
	Comparisons between the 2002 and 2006 data show that:

	 there has been a decrease in bus use and an increase in the proportion of pupils/students who are now car passengers; and
	 there has been a decrease in average journey times with a larger proportion of pupils travelling 15 minutes or less to school.    
	5.2 Recommendations for Future Surveys
	MVA Consultancy made the following recommendations for implementing future sweeps of the survey:
	Fieldwork
	 Stagger the posting of letters to schools to coincide with the dispatch of the packs to the survey coordinators that will be working in the area.  This would mean that the letter and call from the coordinator would be timelier and so help to ensure a higher rate of response.
	 Many parents of children in Irish language primary schools requested questionnaires written in English.  It would therefore be sensible in the future to issue Irish language primary schools with both English and Irish versions of the questionnaire so as to avoid having to reallocate more surveys to these schools once fieldwork has begun.
	 Carefully time fieldwork so as to avoid any overlap with holidays, school breaks, etc., including contingency weeks for ‘mopping up’.
	Questions
	The reliability of responses to the journey start and duration time questions is doubtful.  Although departure time has been completed fairly consistently, it would appear that not all respondents have used the 24-hour clock.  Respondents appear to have had particular difficulty with the journey duration time question; many appear to have entered their arrival time at their place of education, while others appear to have entered their departure time from their place of education.  The resultant confusion and inaccurate responses for journey times creates problems in calculating arrival time and average speed.  The wording of this question should be reviewed and options for improved clarity tested.    
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