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ABSTRACT: While there is increasing interest in the field of travel behaviour change, relatively
little attention has been given to the behaviour change potential of major events. ‘Ride to Work’
Day is an annual event run by Bicycle Victoria which actively promotes riding to and from work
in Melbourne, Australia. The event attracts thousands of participants and has a potentially
valuable role to play in stimulating travel behaviour change since about one in five of those
participating in the event is riding to work for the first time. This paper reports work from a
project which aims to maximise the behaviour change impacts of the Ride to Work event and
facilitate the embedment of those behaviours into habits. The methodology used to assess the
impact of the event on travel behaviour has evolved from a monthly panel survey of event
participants to a single follow up survey five months after the event. That survey focused on
travel behaviour and measurement of the stage of engagement in the behaviour change process.
More than one in four (27 per cent) of those who rode to work for the first time as part of the
Ride to Work Day event were still riding to work five months after the event. Over 80 percent of
first-timers indicated that the event had a positive impact on their readiness to ride to work with
57 per cent indicating that it influenced their decision to ride. The event was found to have a
greater impact on influencing behaviour change for female than male riders.

INTRODUCTION

Travel behaviour change programs are an emerging category of Mobility Management initiative
which are “designed to enable individuals to become more aware of their travel options and
where possible exercise choices which reduce use of the private motor vehicle’ (Rose and Ampt,
2003). More than simply trying to raise awareness, these programs seek to deliver sustainable
change in individual’s travel behaviour.

Consistent with Mobility Management initiatives underway in a number of Australian
states, the Victorian Department of Infrastructure (DOI) has initiated a TravelSMART Program
(DO, 2004) which aims to:

““to reduce the negative impacts of car travel through a reduction in vehicle trips
and kilometres travelled, achieved through voluntary changes by individuals,
households and organisations towards more sustainable travel choices”.



Importantly, the Victorian TravelSMART Program does not rely on or require the
provision of additional transport or other infrastructure, or improvements in the level of service
of public transport services. Rather, the Program facilitates change within the existing urban
transport and land-use systems. There are three components to the TravelSmart program:

e TravelSmart Education: Planning school travel to help families get to school in a healthy
and sustainable way as well as developing programs for sustainable travel to tertiary
institutions,

e TravelSmart Communities: Assisting individual households choose the best travel
options for them,

e TravelSmart Workplaces: Helping Victorian employers reduce the impact of their work-
related travel.

The project described here fits within the TravelSmart Workplaces component and is
specifically designed to encourage more people to ride a bicycle to work. The aim is to maximise
the travel behaviour change impacts of a Ride to Work event and embed those behaviours into
habits. The project has been undertaken by Bicycle Victoria (Australia’s largest cycling
membership organisation), the Institute of Transport Studies at Monash University and the
Victorian Department of Infrastructure. DOI.

This paper begins by summarising the nature of the Ride to Work Day (RTWD) event
and the model which is used to characterise the behaviour change produced by the event. The
paper then considers the evolution of the evaluation methodology which as been applied to study
the extent of the travel behaviour change stimulated by the event. Results from a follow up
survey of participants in the 2004 RTWD event are then used to provide insight into the
magnitude of the travel behaviour change, the value placed on different features of the event and
the remaining impediments to increasing the frequency of riding to work.

RIDE TO WORK DAY AS AN EVENT-BASED TRAVEL BEHAVIOUR CHANGE
OPPORTUNITY

Ride to Work (RTW) is an annual event run by Bicycle Victoria, which actively
promotes riding to and from work, informs participants about the existing cycling infrastructure
that is available to them and informs workplaces about making their workplace more “cycling
friendly’. The highlight of the event is the Ride to Work free breakfast held in the Melbourne
CBD which attracts over 2500 riders each year and receives radio, print and television coverage.
The RTW event is held early in October when weather conditions usually provide over 12 hours
of sunlight per day (sunrise about 6 AM, sunset about 6:30 PM)), little rain and temperatures
ranging from a low in the mid teens to a high in the low to mid twenties. The October timing of
the event coincides with the start of the summer riding season and is regarded as an ideal time to
promote cycling to work.

In the transport context there are a variety of events such as commuter challenges, smog alerts,
rideshare weeks, bike2work days and CarFree days, which have the potential to produce travel
behaviour change (Rose, 2003). It is appropriate to draw a distinction between date-fixed and



date-flexible events. Ride to work events are a classic example of an event where the date of the
event is fixed, usually well in advance. Smog Alert days typify date-flexible events where
strategies and initiatives may be pre-planned but the *event’” will only be called if air quality
levels fall below a pre-determined threshold (Tools for Change, 2003).

Event-based behaviour change represents a relatively new frontier in travel behaviour change
research. Fortunately insight can be drawn from other sectors that have considerable experience
in event-based behaviour change. The health promotion sector, responsible for behaviour change
initiatives such as Quit Week, World No Tobacco Day, AIDS Day and Heart Health Day, is
increasingly being used as a reference point for behaviour change initiatives in the transport
sector (Ferguson et al, 1999). The transtheoretical model of the stages in behaviour change,
developed by Prochaka and DiClemente (1983) in the context of smoking campaigns, is now
seeing application in travel behaviour change programs. That model (see Figure 1) emphasises
the successive stages in behaviour change from not yet thinking about changing (pre-
contemplation), to contemplating change, preparing to make a change, taking action to change
and finally maintaining that change.

Pre-contemplation Contemplation Preparation / Action Maintenance

Figure 1: Prochaka and DiClemente’s (1983) model of the stages in behaviour change

This model of the stages in behaviour change has proved to be very effective in examining the
promotion of cycling as a commuting mode through a Ride to Work Event. Involvement in the
event can be maximised through pre-event and event related initiatives while the habitualisation
of the behaviour change is likely to rely on post-event initiatives. Rose et al (2004) summarise
the range of initiatives which commonly form part of travel events. One particularly valuable
feature of the model shown in Figure 1 is that it highlights that the process does not stop at
‘Action’. Maintenance is important if the behaviour change is to be sustained. RTW events have
a potential role to play in that context through maintaining people’s motivation to ride just as
they have the potential to stimulate people to ride to work for the first time.

Within the health promotion context, the behaviour change process is imbedded within a Health
Promotion Framework (cited in Department of Human Services, 2000) which emphasises a
range of initiatives covering medical, behavioural and socio-environmental approaches. Within
that framework, health promotion events are no longer viewed as one-off initiatives that will
alone produce behavioural change. Rather there is recognition of the need for multiple strategies
and initiatives applied across the whole heath promotion framework. The experience in the
health promotion sector would suggest that RTWD will have most effect when imbedded within
a broader program. This is clearly the message from the ‘Promoting Active Transport’ report of
the National Public Health Partnership (2001) which states that:

“comprehensive, long-term strategies are essential when attempting to change transport

modes across all settings, and to achieve behavioural change there is a need to focus on

policy and environmental changes in addition to individual change strategies”.



In this context, a broader strategy aimed at encouraging cycling, such as the *‘Cycle Instead’
campaign run in West Australia (Greig, 2001), could serve as a useful framework within which a
RTWD event would have most impact. To date, ‘Cycle Instead’ programs have only been trailed
in Victoria so the RTWD Event considered here does not have the benefit of that broader
supporting promotional framework.

While there have been major travel behaviour change events run in many cities round the world,
it appears that the vast majority of the resources goes into running the event rather than
conducting or reporting on the results of any evaluations of these initiatives. Of the evaluations
that have been done, there tends to be an emphasis on process evaluation, or at best measurement
of participation levels, rather than outcome evaluation (Rose 2003). There are however, some
results reported in the literature which provide insight into the travel behaviour change impacts
of these events. Perhaps not surprisingly, there is strong evidence that RTWD events attract
individuals who are already riding regularly to work. In the case of the Queensland (Australia)
event, nearly three quarters of respondents reported already riding to work daily or very regularly
(2 to 4 times per week) (Melifont 2001 and 2002). In a Washington DC study, nearly 50 per cent
of respondents indicated cycling at least 3 days per week (LDA Consulting, 2002). For these
regular riders the event may play a role in maintaining their travel behaviour. There is however,
also evidence that these events stimulate travel behaviour change. Mellifont (2001, 2002) reports
results from an evaluation of two RTWD events in Queensland, Australia and in both years about
8 per cent of respondents indicated that they had ridden to work for the first time as part of the
event. In contrast, 16 per cent of respondents to a survey of participants in the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Government’s 2001 RTWD Day indicated that they did not commute by
bike before they participated in the event (LDA Consulting, 2002). Of those who rode to work
for the first time in the Washington event, 38 per cent reported riding to work after the event.
This suggests that the event was successful in stimulating travel behaviour change with some
people starting to use a new mode. Importantly, about 14 per cent of respondents who were
riding before, indicated that they were riding more often after the event. In this case the event
was successful in increasing the rate of participation of those who were already riding to work.
The event was also successful in stimulating greater use of the bike for non-work trips with a
small percentage of respondents (2 per cent) indicating that they started to ride their bikes for
non-work trips after participating in the RTWD while about a third said they used their bikes
more often for non-work trips after RTWD than before the event. These latter results are
important and indicate that the travel behaviour change impacts extend beyond the context of the
RTWD event itself to other travel decisions.

DEVELOPING AND EVOLVING THE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The overall objective of the evaluation was to provide insight into the impacts of the event on
participants’ travel behaviour. It was recognised that the impacts may vary over time and
potentially decline in the weeks or months after the event. Considerable effort was directed at
developing and refining a cost effective evaluation methodology to provide insight into the travel
behaviour impacts of the event. Table 1 summarises the key features of the evaluation survey as
it evolved while the description below explores the rationale for the refinements.



Table 1: Evolution of the Survey Methodology

2002 Event

2003 and 2004 Events

Survey type

Panel survey

Single cross sectional
survey

Duration of travel survey

Single travel day,
selected as same day of
week and week of
month as RTW event

Survey of one work
week, same week of
month as RTW event

Timing of the survey

5 waves: December,
February, March, April
and July

1 wave: March

Survey content:
- Travel details
e mode used for the greatest
distance in the journey to work
e frequency of riding to work prior
to the RTWD event (December
survey only)
e factors which influenced mode
choice (from a list)
e Commute distance and how long
it takes to ride to work
- Engagement with behaviour change
process pre and post the event
- Perceived impact of the event on travel
behaviour
- Perceived value of event features
- Factors which prevent or discourage
riding to work more often
- Personal details (home and workplace
address/postcode, year of birth, gender)
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As noted earlier, the desire was to study participants in the event. Fortunately, participants are
invited to register and this provided a sampling frame of individuals who expressed a desire to

participate in the event.

When the evaluation survey was first set up (to evaluate the 2002 event), three short closed
questions were designed to capture information on travel behaviour. This design was expected to
minimise respondent burden and maximise response rates. Those issues were considered
important since the desire was to track the participants’ travel behaviour over time using a panel
survey. Information was only sought on the mode used on a single travel day. The travel day was
selected to be the same day of week and in the same week of the month as the RTWD event to
minimise the impact of variations in activities by day of week. All registered participants were




contacted either by email, if an email address was recorded on the registration form, or by mail.
Initially the intention was to conduct the email survey using a web-based form attached to the
email. While this was effective, and automated data entry (since the respondent answers the
questions on-line), a number of the respondents’ computer systems would not accept web-based
forms for security reasons. After that problem was detected the questions were also included in
the body of the email so that respondents could complete the survey by sending a reply to the
email with their answers inserted into the text.

When the first wave questionnaire was distributed, respondents were invited to complete the
relatively short travel questionnaire and indicate whether they would be prepared to participate in
subsequent waves of the panel survey. The first post-event survey was conducted in December
(two months after the event) with the subsequent waves in February, March, April and July.
January was excluded because it is the peak summer holiday period in Australia. While the
response rate started at 40 per cent, by March it had dropped to 15 per cent and the number of
first time rider respondents (i.e. individuals who had not cycled to work prior to the event) in
March was very low (31 in all). To compound the poor response rate, considerable effort was
involved in running each survey wave including the staff time to distribute the survey as well as
the mailing and data entry costs for the paper questionnaire. The research team concluded that
the paper based questionnaire was not cost effective for this study and so emphasis was placed
on refining the email survey.

One concern that had been raised within the study team, was that by monitoring travel behaviour
on only a single day, adverse weather on that day could impact the results. Work by Richardson
(2003), on the impact of variability in travel behaviour over time on travel survey design,
influenced a move to a 5 day travel survey (i.e. covering a whole week). The survey was
distributed at the end of the week and asked respondents to recall their travel to work over the
preceding week. This was done so that the survey would not influence travel behaviour. It was
also felt that the initial short survey did not provide sufficient insight into the impact of the event
or the importance of the various features of the RTWD event. These dimensions were picked up
in the 2003 and 2004 event evaluations. To reduce respondent burden and administration costs it
was also decided to conduct the survey at a single point in time in March, five months after the
event. The weather then is still conducive to riding and measurement at that time provides insight
into the medium term impact of the event.

Key features of the 2005 post-event survey responses are shown in Figure 1. In 2004, a total of
5577 individuals registered for the RTWD event. Slightly over one in three (38 per cent) of the
registrants did not supply an email address. Of the email addresses which were supplied,
approximately one in six were invalid either because of typographical errors, changes in
respondents email addresses or Spam filters. On the basis of the emails that could get through, a
response rate of 66 per cent was achieved. The vast majority of those respondents used the web-
based forms which meant that their data was automatically coded as they completed the survey.
Close to 2000 responses in all were received, representing a 35 per cent response rate of all
registered participants. Importantly however, just under one in five (17 per cent) of the
respondents had not ridden to work prior to the event (referred to here as First Timers) which
compares well to the 22 per cent of registrants who indicated they rode to work for the first time
as part of the 2004 RTWD event.



5,577 participants registered for Ride to Work Day 2004
22% were first-timers (rode to work for the fist time on Ride to Work Day 2004)

38% of registrants
did not supply email

addresses

3,451 registrants (62%) supplied email
addresses (21% were first-timers)

14% of email

addresses were
invalid*

were first timers)

2,954 email addresses (86%) were valid (19%

34% of valid email

addresses did not
respond

1,952 valid email addresses (66%)
produced valid responses
(17 % were first timers)

198 valid responses (10%) were submitted by
email via a Word attachment

1,754 valid responses (90%) were submitted
using web-based form

* Reasons for invalid email addressed include typographical errors, changes in respondents email addresses and Spam filters.

Figure 1: Breakdown of registrants and respondents

TRAVEL BEHAVIOUR CHANGE IMPACTS OF THE 2004 RTWD EVENT

The 2004 RTWD event was conducted October 2004. The follow up survey of individuals who
registered for the event was distributed by email on Friday 11 March 2005 (five months after the
event). This section summarises the results from the survey. First the travel behaviour change
impacts are examined, then attention is turned to the impact of the event in progressing
participants along the behaviour change continuum as per the Prochaka and DiClemente (1983)
model. Consideration is also given to the self reported impact of the event on travel behaviour,
the value participants saw in the main features of the event and the remaining barriers which

inhibit riding to work more often.




Travel Behaviour in the Survey Week

The questionnaire asked respondents to indicate how they had travelled to work each day of the
survey week. To simplify the questionnaire, it sought information on linked trips. That is, if an
individual used more than one mode of transport, they were asked to indicate the mode used for
the longest part of the journey, where ‘longest’” was explicitly defined as the mode that covered
the greatest distance rather than took the most time. Weather conditions in Melbourne for the
survey week were conducive to riding with temperatures ranging from 13 C to 21 C and only
very minor rain (total precipitation on a couple of days approached 1 mm).

Figure 2 summarises results for two key market segments: “First Timers’, that is those who had
not ridden to work prior to the event, and ‘Prior Riders’, that is those who had ridden to work
prior to the event. Of particular interest is the proportion of each market segment who are riding
to work after the event. Here riding is defined as riding at least once in the survey week (i.e. once
in five days). Just over one quarter (27 per cent) of the first timers were still riding to work five
months after the RTWD event. This result highlights the travel behaviour change potential of the
event. This figure is consistent with the 23 per cent of first timers who were still riding five
months after the 2003 RTWD event (Bicycle Victoria, 2004) and the 38 per cent figure reported
for Washington (LDA Consulting 2002). Figure 2 also highlights that about two thirds of those
who rode to work prior to the event also rode at least once during the survey week five months
after the event.

All respondents

FIRST TIMERS PRIOR RIDERS
17 % rode to work for the first 83 % rode to work prior to Ride to
time on Ride to Work Day 2004 Work Day 2004
|
27 % 67 %
rode to work in the survey rode to work in the survey week five
week five months later months later

Figure 2: Riding proportion by market segment

Differences across gender are also of interest. Figure 3 shows the breakdown of respondents by
gender. Males (59 pre cent of respondents) are more highly represented than females (41 per
cent) in the respondents. A higher proportion of males had ridden to work prior to the event (88
per cent versus 71 per cent for females) and a higher proportion of them were still riding after the
event (71 per cent verus 60 per cent). However, a higher proportion of first time females were
still riding five months after the event. Just under one third (30%) of female first-timers were still
riding in the survey week while only 22% of male first-timers were still riding. This reflects a



higher proportion of females continuing to ride than for the previous year’s event. The March
2004 surveys of registrants from the 2003 RTWD event showed that only 17 per cent of female
first timers continued to ride compared to 31 per cent of first time males (Bicycle Victoria,
2004). Overall the event appears to be effective in engaging women riders with that engagement
stronger in 2004 than in 2003. These gender differences are important since travel surveys in
Australia highlight that women’s participation in cycling is half that of men (Garrard, 2003).
Encouragement of greater involvement in cycling by women has the potential to produce both
mobility and health benefits (Garrard, 2003).

Female Respondents (41 %) Male Respondents (59 %)

FIRST TIMERS
23 % rode to work for the
first time on Ride to Work
Day 2004

PRIOR RIDERS
77 % rode to work prior to
Ride to Work Day 2004

FIRST TIMERS
12 % rode to work for
the first time on Ride
to Work Day 2004

PRIOR RIDERS
88 % rode to work prior
to Ride to Work Day
2004

30 %
rode to work in survey week
five months later

60 %
rode to work in survey week
five months later

22 %
rode to work in survey
week five months later

71 %
rode to work in survey
week five months later

Figure 3: Riding proportion by gender

While the above results relate to the proportion of respondents who rode at least once, it is
appropriate to note that there is a wide variation in the riding frequency. Perhaps not
surprisingly, first timers rode much less than prior riders. The average frequency of riding to
work in the survey week was 0.6 days for first-timers versus 2.2 days for prior riders. However,
for those who reported riding in the survey week, the average frequency was 2.3 days for first-
timers and 3.3 days for prior riders. Figure 4 shows the frequency of riding for those who rode.
While the first timers tend to ride once or twice a week, the prior riders show a greater
propensity to ride more days per week.

OFirst timers

359 ——1

OPrior riders

Percentage of riders

10% +—— ——
sl | 4|_ | |
0% T T T T

1 2 3 4 5

Number of times rode in survey week

Figure 4: Frequency of riding in the survey week for those who rode
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Engagement with the behaviour change process

It is of interest to know if the event advanced people in the stages of behaviour change, even if
they are not riding to work at the time of the survey. This component of the study drew on the
stages in the behaviour change continuum as per Prochaka and DiClemente’s (1983) model.
Each behaviour change stage was reflected in a statement presented to respondents (Table 2).
The respondents were asked to indicate which statement applied to them at the time of the survey
(March 2005) and retrospectively for March 2004 (that is prior to the RTWD event which
occurred in October 2004).

Table 2: Behaviour Change Stage Statements

Statement shown to respondents Corresponding behaviour
change stage
I am not even considering riding to work Pre-contemplation
I am thinking about riding to work but |1 am not ready to give itago | Contemplation
I am doing things to get myself ready for riding to work Preparation
I have tried riding to work once or twice Action
I am riding to work infrequently (less than once a week) Maintenance A
| am riding to word fairly regularly (at least once a week) Maintenance B

Comparing the responses for March 2004 and March 2005 provided an indication of whether the
respondent had progressed in terms of the stages of behaviour change. It is of interest to know
whether there has, or has not, been any progression in behaviour (e.g. from ‘Contemplation’ in
March 2004 to “Action’ in March 2005). It is also appropriate to separately consider those who
have not progressed but have continued riding (e.g. in *‘Maintenance B’ in both March 2004 and
March 2005) as opposed to those for whom there is no progression but they are not riding (e.g. in
‘Contemplation’ in both March 2004 and March 2005). Figure 5 shows the basis on which
respondents were classified into three groups (Progression, No Progression — Not Riding, and No
Progression — Riding Maintained) based on the statements they selected as applying to them in
March 2004 and March 2005.

March 2005

Pre-contemplation | Contemplation Preparation Action | Maintenance A | Maintenance B

Pre-contemplation
Contemplation
March | Preparation

2004 [ Action

Maintenance A
Maintenance B

Key: Progression
No Progression - Not riding

_l No Progression - Riding maintained

Figure 5: Classification of Behaviour Change over time
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Using those classifications of behaviour change it is possible to identify the extent of change for
different market segments (see Figure 6). Just over 85 per cent of respondents had either
progressed over the year or had maintained their riding to work habit. Slightly more than a
quarter of all respondents (28%) had progressed in their engagement with riding to work
however 67% of first-timers indicated that they had progressed. The ‘no progression- riding
maintained’ category represents those who rode before the event, and that explains the higher
percentage of males reflecting the data presented in the previous section. Interestingly a higher
proportion of females than males progressed.

80%

70%

60%

50%

[ Progressed

40% EINo progression - riding maintained

[0 Noprogression - not riding

30%

Percentage of responses

%
i
.
.
i
.
.
.
%

Is

Total Male Female First timers  Prior riders

Segment
Figure 6: Extent of Behaviour change March 2004 to March 2005
Self-reported impact of the event

Respondents were asked to indicate the impact of the 2004 RTWD event on their riding by
selecting one of four statements (I was aware of the event, It got me thinking about riding to
work, It influenced my decision to ride, or none of the above). In retrospect it was realised that
there was no statement corresponding to the event reinforcing or maintaining their behaviour as
an impact. Consequently the results, which are summarised in Figure 7, show a high proportion
of “‘No impact’ which may have been the only statement which some respondents could relate to
when the event supported the maintenance of their riding behaviour. The vast majority (83 per
cent) of first-timers (i.e. those who had never ridden to work before the event) reported that the
event had a positive impact on their readiness to ride to work with 57% indicating that it had
influenced their decision to ride to work. Females reported a stronger impact than males (50 per
cent of females reported an impact from the event versus 37 per cent of males).
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@
8
k3

§
\

Percentage of responses

§
\

<
k3

Total Male Female First timers Prior riders
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Figure 7: Self reported impact of the event
Value of Event Features

Respondents were presented with a list of six event features and asked to indicate which they
valued the most. Results are presented in Figure 8 in terms of percentage of responses since
multiple responses were possible from each respondent. Four event features stand out (in order
of importance): ‘Being part of a big event that promotes cycling’, *Seeing lots of people riding to
work’, ‘Free breakfast in city/town centre or workplace’ and the ‘Publicity the event generates
about riding to work’. While one of these relates to a personal, tangible benefit from involvement
in the event (free breakfast) the others are all intangible. ‘Prize draws’ and ‘entertainment’ were
the least valued event features. The importance of event elements was similar for first-timers and
others (See Figure 9), although first-timers were more motivated by being part of a big event and
seeing lots of people riding to work. No major differences were highlighted when the results
were analysed by gender.

Percentage of all responses

- [ ]

Being partof abigevent that Seeing lots of peopleridingto Freebreakfastincity/town  Publicity event gener ates about Prizedraws Enter tainment incity / town

promotes cycling work centreor wor kplace ridingtowork centre

Event features

Figure 8: Reported value of event features
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OFirst timer
250 | M Prior riders

Percentage of responses

i I:.
Being part of a big event that  Seeing lots of people riding to ~ Free breakfast in city/town centre Publicity event generates about Prize draws Entertainment in city / town
promotes cycling work or workplace riding to work centre

Figure 9: Reported value of event features for the “first timers’ and ‘other’ market segments

Barriers to riding more often

Respondents were presented with a list of 12 factors which could discourage or prevent them
from riding more often and asked to select up to three which were relevant to them. The results,
which are presented in Figure 10, highlight that daily circumstances such as weather and out-of-
work commitments were most commonly cited as reasons for not riding to work or not riding to
work more often. Concerns about safe conditions on the road also featured in responses to this
question. Inadequate locker and shower facilities appeared to be a greater deterrent than
inadequate bike parking facilities, perhaps reflecting increased access to the latter in recent years.
Since there were no major differences between the responses for prior riders and first-timers, or
males and females, those results are not presented here.

16%

14%+—

12%

10% 1—

8%

%

Percentage of responses

—

ide Don'tliketoride Lackof safeoff- Inadequatebike Don't f eel Other (please

0%

Weather Commitments Needtocarry Car drivers’

(heat/ cold/rain) beforeor after  materialsfor attitudes and inthe dark roadroutesto parkingfacilities confident about specify)

work work behavi our ridetowor k atwork my cyclingskills

intraffic

Barriers

Figure 10: Perceived barriers to riding to work more often
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CONCLUSIONS

Event-based behaviour change represents a relatively new frontier in travel behaviour change
research. This paper has reported an examination of the travel behaviour change impacts reported
by participants in the 2004 Ride to Work Day event held in Melbourne, Australia. The travel
survey explored impacts five months after the event and therefore reflects the medium term
impacts on travel behaviour.

While the event attracts many people who have previously ridden to work, it is also important in
stimulating travel behaviour change. Approximately one in four of those riding to work for the
first time on Ride to Work Day 2004 were still riding to work five months later. For first time
riders, the event is very influential with over 80 per cent of them reporting that the event had a
positive impact on their readiness to ride to work and nearly 60 per cent indicating that it had
influenced their decision to ride to work. Importantly the event engages women in riding to work
with a higher proportion of women first time riders riding to work after the event than their male
counterparts. This has important implications for both health and mobility management.

For organisers of events such as this it is important to learn that being “part of a large event that
promotes cycling’ and ‘seeing lots of people riding to work’ along with a free breakfast, were
substantial motivators according to respondents. In contrast, ‘prize draws’ and “‘entertainment in
the city/town centre” were relatively unimportant. Daily circumstance such as weather and out-
of-work commitments were most commonly cited as reasons for not riding to work or not riding
to work more often as were concerns about safe conditions on the road. There is potential for
future research to identify initiatives which would maximise both the engagement in the event
and the proportion of participants who continue riding after the event.
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