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Executive Summary

During the CHUMS project demonstrations there were two specific areas identified which have the
potential to limit the effectiveness and transferability of the CHUMS work.

1. Firstly, the cost of implementation and delivery may present a barrier to widespread
proliferation and uptake of the CHUMS package of measures for those who plan and
manage transport provision at the city level or within large or companies/organisations.

2. Secondly, the general societal attitudes towards carpooling, including perceptions on safety,
reliability and convenience, which present a potential barrier to acceptance and uptake by
those who currently drive solo to work.

This Deliverable considers and investigates actions necessary to remove the main financial and social
barriers to widespread proliferation and uptake of the CHUMS package of measures.

Section 2 presents details on the costs of introducing each of the CHUMS measures across the
CHUMS demonstration sites. It then provides general information on the likely costs of introducing
CHUMS measures for candidate sites and offers supporting guidance on ways of further reducing
costs of implementation where budgets are limited. The aim is to give sound advice on costs of
implementation and minimise the financial barriers to implementation where these may exist.

= For the Carpool Weekhe cost of implementation was found to be related to the number of
employees targeted as illustrated in Figure 1 for first year implementation. The reduction in
cost between first and subsequent years is approximately 20-30% at sites with less than
2000 employees and a reduction of around 40-60% for sites with greater than 2000
employees. The costs presented in Figure 1 take into account the costs of all staff time
involved in the planning, design and delivery. However, often this staff time is provided by
Local Authority mobility advisors or Employment site travel officers. These are considered to
be ‘sunk’ costs where payment for their time is typically subsumed within their existing roles
and so no additional costs are incurred for their time in implementing Carpool Week. Based
on the evidence from the sites the sunk costs account for approximately 70 to 80% of the
total costs illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Phase 1 Carpool Week — Relationship between cost per employee and target group size
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Suggestions for further reducing the cost of implementing Carpool Week include:

1.

Reducing the duration of the ‘week’ from 5 days to 4 days or even to two days at smaller
single employer sites. While this can certainly have an impact at reducing the delivery costs
associated with staff manning promotion stalls it has little impact on the other components
relating to planning, design and materials purchase.

Ensuring week-long promotions form a key part of existing ‘mobility week’ activities (e.g.
European Mobility Week, Green Transport Week, National Commute Smart Week etc.).
While this has the risk that the carpooling message will be diluted or lost amongst the
promotion of other travel modes, it does provide the opportunity to reduce significantly the
planning and delivery costs associated with a dedicated Carpool Week. It is estimated that
this could reduce the overall costs of implementing carpool week by approximately 50%.
Purchase printing materials (e.g. posters, leaflets etc.) in bulk but do not include dates on
such materials as this allows them to be used throughout the year and to be used at
subsequent annual carpool week events. Similarly, for more expensive items like banners, it
is again advisable to not include dates in order for these to be used multiple times. While
this may not result in great savings, it will reduce the ‘future’ costs for second and
subsequent carpool weeks and provides materials which can be used throughout the year to
remind employees about carpooling whenever the opportunity arises.

The costs of implementing the Mobility Jackpotdo vary according to the size of the target
group at an employment site, but not to the same extent as Carpool Week. This is because
the value of the prizes offered, which makes up more than half the costs of the mobility
jackpot, is not necessarily related to the number of employees at a site. Figure 2 illustrates
the total costs (including staff time) of implementing the Mobility Jackpot with 6 draws per
annum with value of €150 per draw.

Figure 2: Phase 1 Mobility Jackpot — Relationship between cost per employee and target group size
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Suggestions for further reducing the cost of implementing the mobility jackpot include:

1.

Reduce the frequency of the draw from once a month to once every two months or even once
every 3 months (once per quarter). The main benefit of this is to reduce the costs associated
with staff time associated with delivery. Obviously having less draws per year also provides the
opportunity to reduce the annual cost of prizes.

Getting a direct financial contribution from the employer towards the prizes and/or getting prize
donations from the local authority in the form of parking passes, bus-passes, bike-share
subscriptions, or culture passes allowing free access to art/music/culture events and museums
within the City.

Although not achieved during the project a number of sites were pursuing the possibility of
getting commercial sponsorship of prizes which are donated by local companies e.g. Free or
discounted meal for two at local restaurant.

=Delivering PTPsexclusively through face to face delivery using a multi-stage approach was

found to be very expensive with an average cost of €55 per plan delivered. As a result it is
recommended that manual delivery of PTP be limited to situations where it was found to be
most effective which is when delivered to employees who were undergoing a significant change
in their circumstances; e.g. starting a new job, moving office location, moving house. It is
therefore suggested that it is most appropriate to target new employees with a PTP as part of
their induction process. This reduces the number of PTPs required and focusses the spending
on those where it is most likely to have beneficial impact. It is also suggested that all staff
involved in office relocation should also receive a manually delivered PTP. It is also suggested to
simplify the manual approach to a single stage of contact with the employee further reducing
costs to around ?? For other employees the alternative is to automate the PTP process by
sending employees a link to an on-line multi-modal journey planner which includes carpooling
options, or simply a link to the carpool booking software. From here they can immediately find
the travel options including carpool options which meet their needs. The overall cost of this is
likely to be between €0.1 and €1 per employee targeted.

As an example of the total costs of implementing all three CHUMS measures, if we consider a

moderately large employment site with 2000 employees and 20 new members of staff, the cost of

implementing CHUMS in the first year would be approximately €9160 as detailed in Table 1. For the

second and subsequent years of implementing CHUMS measures the total costs would be likely to

reduce by a third to around €6100. Assuming the staff time associated with planning and delivery of

Carpool Week, Mobility Jackpot and Automated PTP are considered to be sunk costs (i.e. payment

for the time required for these tasks is subsumed within existing roles and so no additional costs are

incurred for staff time in implementing these measures) then the costs could be reduced to as little

as €2500 per annum excluding manual PTP or €3160 per annum including manual PTP. This would be

the amount of additional funding required to implement CHUMS. Note it is expected that manual

PTP delivery cannot be subsumed within existing staff roles.



Table 1 Example costs (including all staff time) for first year of implementing CHUMS at site with
2000 employees

CHUMS measure Cost per employee Number of employees Cost
Carpool Week €2.75 2000 €5500
Mobility Jackpot €1 2000 €2000
Automated PTP €0.5 2000 €1000
Manual PTP €33 20 €660

TOTAL COST €9160

Table 3 in Section 2.4 presents a summary of the costs that can be expected by a range of different
sized candidate sites for their first year of implementing CHUMS measures.

An indication of how the cost effectiveness of CHUMS compares to other information promotion
based ‘soft measures’ is given in Figure 14 in Section 2.4. This shows that CHUMS is well placed in
terms of value for money as a means to reduce car use, and related CO, emissions and energy use, in
comparison to other soft measures targeting the journey to work.

Across all the CHUMS measures a common message to emerge from the sites was that it was
strongly recommended to get the employers to take ownership of the implementation of the
measures. This was especially the case after the first year of implementation for ensuring the
sustainability of long term on-going implementation. With this in mind it is suggested that employer
mobility officers/travel officers (or the equivalent) be given training in the implementation of the
measures and be fully involved in the planning, set-up and delivery stages during the first year of
implementation with the aim that they can take over the on-going delivery in subsequent years.

Finally, to maximize return on investment, it is important to make sure that the measures reach the

maximum number of employees.

— For the PTP it is likely to be possible to deliver automated PTP messages to 5000 members of
staff for the same cost as delivering 15 PTPs through the manual approach. Manual PTP delivery
has been shown to have an effectiveness potential of between 4 and 10% in the right
circumstances. For the same results the automated PTP would only need to be at best 0.03%
effective.

— For the carpool week the publicity and media channels used should be the mechanism for
reaching as many employees as possible since physical stalls, events, posters and banners
cannot be guaranteed to reach everyone. Employer support in disseminating messages to
employees is very helpful in this regard.

— For the mobility jackpot the desire is to maximize the number of eligible persons by minimizing
barriers to entry, but more important is promoting the existence of the mobility jackpot to all
employees. Tying it into the carpool week promotions provides the most effective way of
achieving this.



Section 3 identifies and assesses the various social and psychological barriers towards carpooling.
Many of these barriers stem from attitudes and perceptions towards carpooling as a mode of
transport. Carpooling is yet to be accepted as an alternative mode of travel in its own right across
most of Europe, both by users and by transport planners, policy makers and employers. This means
that it is often overlooked when making travel decisions. This lack of awareness or consideration of
carpooling when making mode choices is a fundamental barrier to widespread acceptance of the
mode. CHUMS is designed primarily to address this barrier.

Different cultures (even within Europe) have differing attitudes towards the private car, but it also
should be recognised that different generations also have differing attitudes towards the private car.
While attitudes towards the private car may be different between Toulouse and Craiova, it may be
the case that students in Toulouse have more in common with professionals in Craiova than they
have with more affluent professionals in Toulouse. Understanding these attitudes of different
groups will help in identifying the messages and incentives which will be most likely to motivate
changes in behaviour.

Common to all cultures were social barriers to do with uncertainty, flexibility and trust around
carpooling:

1. perceived low levels of trust when sharing a car with strangers
a. uncertainty of journey / reliability of person sharing journey
b. perception of personal safety

2. lack of flexibility

3. uncertainty on how to use

Through the use of a closed employer based scheme, it is possible to increase the trust and
reassurance that people feel when using the scheme. Online reputation systems can further
increase this reassurance that their journey will be a success and they will be comfortable with the
person they share with. It is of interest that students in Belgium actually viewed the possibility of
sharing their journey and meeting new people as a benefit rather than a barrier.

To reduce the fear of being stranded if their return journey is cancelled at short notice it is clear that
providing a guaranteed ride home scheme can remove uncertainty and the evidence is that where
this is offered it is very seldom needed.

The perceived lack of flexibility of carpooling deters significant numbers of people from using
carpool services. However, carpooling should not be viewed as a rigid service where you must share
with the same person every day of the week. It may be that carpooling is only convenient for some
employees on one day a week, or that an employee can share with different people on different
days of the week due to changes in work shifts. It should be stressed that this is totally acceptable
and that the booking software makes such arrangements very easy. With sufficient members in a
scheme, carpooling can actually offer a very flexible means of travel.

Another prominent barrier to the take-up of car-pooling is habit or perceived effort. It is important
to recognise that the first step in changing behaviour is always the hardest — people often don’t like
change or trying new things if there is any uncertainty. A key message to communicate to employees
is that carpooling just one day a week or one day a month does make a difference. By encouraging
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small nudges towards behaviour change this initial first step can be overcome and then many of the
other perceived barriers are immediately seen, through experience, to be misperceptions.

Promotion through CHUMS was most effective when it had visible support from the employer or
local authority. It is therefore crucial that there is a greater acceptance of carpooling among policy
makers & employers. The outputs from CHUMS helps disseminate greater understanding and
awareness of the costs and benefits of carpooling, sharing of best practice, and providing detailed
implementation guidance for set-up and delivery of schemes. This is the information necessary for
Local Authorities to embed plans for carpooling initiatives and measures in SUMPs, leading to a
wider take up of carpooling and more effective delivery of carpooling schemes at employment sites
across Europe.

The final message which must be remembered is that changing behaviours through CHUMS
measures is not a quick fix as it takes time and repeated messages to alter long standing habits and it
takes time to grow the number of carpoolers within an employment site towards a critical mass.
Therefore any candidate sites considering carpooling and implementing the CHUMS measures
should be prepared to commit for the long term for maximum benefits.
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1. Introduction

This Deliverable considers and investigates actions necessary to remove the main financial and social
barriers to widespread proliferation and uptake of the CHUMS package of measures. The purpose of
this is to ensure maximum potential for transfer of the CHUMS approach across Europe.

The CHUMS project aims to build on proven strategies to remove the non-technological market
barriers to wider uptake of car-pooling for commuters. To achieve this goal, three key elements have
been identified as crucial from experiences with carpooling across the world:

— promotion campaigns to raise awareness and ultimately ATTRACT users;

— good knowledge of the transport needs of employees to successfully MATCH users; and

— incentives to ATTRACT and RETAIN users.

The following three specific measures which address the above key elements form the basis of the
CHUMS approach:

[1] Establish a’carpooling’ week (based on success of Liftshare Week in the UK)
[2] Provide a Personalised Travel Planning service
[3] Establish a ‘Mobility Jackpot’ lottery competition and prize for car-poolers

Within CHUMS these three specific measures have been introduced to 5 ‘champion’ cities that
represent the scale of carpooling and the diversity of mobility mind-sets across Europe: Craiova (RO),
Edinburgh (UK), Leuven (B), Toulouse (F) and Perugia (IT).

Deliverable 3.1 ‘Implementation of CHUMS at 5 pilot sites’ provides a detailed description of the site
characteristics, actions and activities performed at each site when introducing the three CHUMS
measures, while Deliverable 2.2 ‘A Common European Approach to Implementing the CHUMS
measures - final approach’ provides an implementation guide for prospective sites. This deliverable
D5.1 focusses on two specific areas which have the potential to limit the effectiveness and
transferability of the CHUMS work.

1. Firstly, the cost of implementation and delivery may present a barrier to widespread
proliferation and uptake of the CHUMS package of measures for those who plan and
manage transport provision at the city level or within large or companies/organisations.

2. Secondly, the general societal attitudes towards carpooling, including perceptions on safety,
reliability and convenience, which present a potential barrier to acceptance and uptake by
those who currently drive solo to work.

2. Costs of introducing CHUMS measures — evidence from the sites

During the demonstrations at the 5 champion cities, the costs of implementing the measures has
been identified as a potential barrier to wider uptake by candidate sites out-with the project. A
detailed assessment of all elements of costs incurred in each of the three measures has been



conducted. Each site was required to complete a questionnaire to assess the cost of delivery for
CHUMS measures at their sites. The findings from the responses to this along with additional follow-
up consultations on certain aspects has enabled the following overview of the likely costs of
implementation and the production of guidance on suggestions for reducing some of these costs.

2.1 Carpool Week

In short, carpool week comprises of a week long period of intensive and focused promotion and
awareness raising activity to the target group. Carpool week requires a physical and virtual presence
with face-to-face contact shown to be particularly powerful. The main types of activities within
carpool week includes, but are not limited to, consideration of the following:

V stands in areas of high footfall such as lunch canteens where info on carpooling can be
spread.

web and social media messages / presence,

posters/banners visible to solo car drivers

eye catching activities in car parks- e.g. free car wash,

display large maps showing example offers,

distribute maps showing origins of carpoolers,

branded freebies aimed at car drivers,

e-mail from senior management,

<K<K KKK L

coffee mornings, ‘speed dating’

Costs are largely dependent on promotions used. For instance, posters/ leaflets can be relatively
inexpensive if running large batch sizes while car-park banners can be a longer term investment that
can remain up after the week (just be sure not to include dates). Online methods can incur no cost
except staff time. If the contacts in an organization are in the marketing or communications
department the staff time can be further reduced as they are experienced and already have the
tools available to share the message.

The main costs involve the time of the person who is coordinating and planning for the event. This is
often subsumed in existing roles provided by employer mobility advisors and regional authority
mobility officers. In sites where these roles are not very well established it may be necessary to
subcontract the carpool week activities in which case there may be additional human resource costs
to consider in the sub-contracting process.

Other costs are mainly related to promotional materials such as cost of printing or other incentives —
like branded screen scrapers, or air fresheners etc. These cost a fraction of the time cost of the
coordinator. Sometimes there is a cost associated with venue hire when hosting promotion stands
or coffee mornings.

It is difficult to learn much from presenting the absolute values of costs for carpool week at the
different sites because they vary significantly in size. Obviously the larger the site and number of
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employees targeted the more expensive it is to implement the measure. What is of more use is to
examine the following two indicators:
1. the proportion of cost for the different components of the carpool week: planning, design,
delivery, materials purchase.
2. the cost of introducing the carpool week per employee in the target group.

2.1.1 Analysis of component costs

The results from the cost surveys, illustrated in Figure 3, show that staff time in the planning stages
account for, on average across the sites, around 30% of the total costs to implement and deliver
carpool week. The staff time required for the design and production of promotion materials
accounts for, on average, around 9% of the total costs. The costs of purchasing the materials (e.g.
flyers, posters, branded freebies, car-park banners etc.) is, on average, 22% of the total costs. Finally,
around 37% of the total costs are associated with the physical delivery of the carpool week through
hosting information stalls / coffee mornings / speed dating etc.

Figure 3 Breakdown of average carpool week costs by component at CHUMS sites

Delivery, 37%

While the averages illustrated in Figure 3 give a useful indication of where the costs are incurred,
there are some noticeable variations by site. Figures 4 — 7 present the proportions of cost for each
component by site. Key amongst these variations is that as the size of the site increases, maintaining
a physical presence across a very large site tends to demand a greater proportion of the overall costs
of implementation. While there are economies of scale associated with the planning and design
activities, these economies of scale do not exist at the same level in the materials purchase and
delivery when maintaining a physical presence across a very large site. This is because there may

1 These planning stages involve meetings with the employer, gaining approval and signing employers ‘Charter of
Commitment’; setting mutual goals and establishing the theme of the campaign; planning for activities and events which
require staff time and props; establish main channels of communication and engage with media outlets where relevant.
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need to be several stalls set up and manned at numerous locations within a very large site in order
to provide the opportunity to engage with employees across the site. This is most evident at the
Toulouse site where 12,000 employees are spread across a very large industrial area with many
different workplace canteens and reception/entrance areas. However, on the other hand, the
proportion of total costs associated with planning activities are much lower at the Toulouse site. This
is because the entire Toulouse site has an overall mobility manager with whom the planning
activities could be coordinated through. Also noticeable at the Edinburgh sites is the lack of any
declared costs for staff time in the design of materials for carpool week. This is due to the carpool
week being part of the wider UK Liftshare week which has been established for several years and so
design of materials is not required at the site level.
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Figure 4 Proportion of costs associated with planning activities
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Figure 6 Proportion of costs associated with delivery activities
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Figure 5 Proportion of costs associated with design and production activities
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Figure 7 Proportion of costs associated with materials purchase
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2.1.2 Analysis of costs per employee in target group

As mentioned previously the size of the employment sites at which the CHUMS measures have been
introduced range from relatively small single employer sites with 200 employees up to very large
multi-employer industrial areas with 12,000 employees. The costs of implementing any of the
CHUMS measures is related to the number of employees in the target group. The more staff in the
target group the more expensive it is to implement the measure, however, this relationship is not
linear. Figure 8 illustrates the cost per employee of implementing carpool week across all sites
during Phase 1. This shows that the general trend for costs per employee range from around €6 per
employee where there are less than 200 employees in the target group, decreasing to less than €1
per employee for sites with over 6000 employees in the target group. So a site with 4000
employees considering introducing Carpool Week for the first time could expect the total cost to be
around €1.5 per employee resulting in a total cost of €6000.

Figure 8: Phase 1 Carpool Week — Relationship between cost per employee and target group size
7.0 L

60 ICMET 1
\RAT 1

T 5.0

&=

i \ Perugia
2]

g 40 1§ Ehpeco 1

=2

[-}

£

@ 30

[

2 UCLL Leuven 1
-

"

5 20

\ 2. Craiova Universiby
1.0

— Echirrbarsh
Universi Toulouse
0.0 T T T T v T !
0O 2000 4000 6000 2000 10000 12000

Target Group Size

2.1.3 Discussion on costs

The costs presented in Figure 8 can be considered as the maximum costs which are likely to be
incurred in the first year of introducing Carpool Week. Examining the data from the CHUMS
demonstration sites during Phase 2 it is apparent that there is a considerable reduction in costs for
implementing Carpool Week in second and subsequent years. Figure 9 shows that during Phase 2
implementations there was an approximate reduction of 20-30% at sites with less than 2000
employees and a reduction of around 40-60% for sites with greater than 2000 employees. Applying
the same example as before, a site with 4000 employees considering introducing Carpool Week for
the second time could expect the total cost to be around €0.65 per employee resulting in a total cost
of €2600.
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Figure 9: Phase 2 Carpool Week — Relationship between cost per employee and target group size
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The above costs presented in Figure 8 and Figure 9 take into account the costs of all staff time
involved in the planning, design and delivery. However, often this staff time is provided by Local
Authority mobility advisors or Employment site travel officers. These are considered to be ‘sunk’
costs where payment for their time is typically subsumed within their existing roles and so no
additional costs are incurred for their time in implementing Carpool Week. The additional or ‘future’
costs of introducing Carpool Week relate to the purchase of materials and things like venue hire etc.
Based on the evidence from the sites the sunk costs account for approximately 70 to 80% of the
total costs. Therefore the additional costs or “future’ costs are only 20-30% of the costs presented in
Figures 8 and 9. Figure 10 presents the costs per employee when the cost of staff time is subsumed
in existing roles. Again applying the same example as before, a site with 4000 employees
considering introducing Carpool Week for the second time could expect the total ‘future’ cost to be
around €0.2 per employee resulting in a total cost of €800. The levels of cost presented in Figure 8
are consistent with the values experienced by Liftshare client sites in the UK which implement the
established annual Liftshare week.
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Figure 10: Phase 2 Carpool Week Future Costs — Relationship between cost per employee and

target group size
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2.1.4 Suggestions for reducing costs

There are a number of suggestions for further reducing the cost of implementing Carpool Week.

Note that in both the following cases, if the staff costs are already treated as ‘sunk’ costs then there

will be no effect on reducing the ‘future’ costs.

A number of sites have considered reducing the duration of the ‘week’ from 5 days to 4 days or
even to two days at smaller single employer sites. While this can certainly have an impact at
reducing the delivery costs associated with staff manning promotion stalls it has little impact on
the other components relating to planning, design and materials purchase. Nevertheless, as
Figure 3 illustrates, delivery costs typically represents the single biggest component cost and so
reducing this by up to 20% for a 4 day carpool week (approximately 7.5% of total
implementation costs) or up to 60% for a 2 day carpool week (up to 22.5% of total
implementation costs) is worth considering.

Also considered is the increased promotion of carpooling (following the Carpool Week model)
within the framework of a city / authority / employers existing ‘mobility week’ activities (e.g.
European Mobility Week, Green Transport Week, National Commute Smart Week etc.). While
this has the risk that the carpooling message will be diluted or lost amongst the promotion of
other travel modes, it does provide the opportunity to reduce significantly the planning and
delivery costs associated with a dedicated Carpool Week. It is estimated that this could reduce
the overall costs of implementing carpool week by approximately 50%.

Finally, the unit cost of printing materials (e.g. posters, leaflets etc.) is usually cheaper if purchased

in larger volumes. However, this adds the risk that there may be surplus materials left over after the
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event. It is advisable to not include dates on such materials as this allows them to be used
throughout the year and to be used at subsequent annual carpool week events. Similarly, for more
expensive items like banners, it is again advisable to not include dates in order for these to be used
multiple times. While this may not result in great savings, it will reduce the “future’ costs for second
and subsequent carpool weeks and provides materials which can be used throughout the year to
remind employees about carpooling whenever the opportunity arises.

2.2 Mobility jackpot

The Mobility Jackpot is a monthly prize draw linked to carpooling. The Mobility Jackpot incentivises
employees to join a carpooling scheme and become active users of carpooling by offering a prize
every month to eligible employees. The eligibility criteria are linked to carpooling activity. Often
national legislation or employer rules prevent the award of cash prizes. Instead of cash, prizes
should take the form of gifts, free permits/passes or vouchers for specific commodities. Deliverable

31" I mpl ement ati on of protideiME detit on the ppzés Which have betne s’
awarded at the different sites.

In addition to the costs of purchasing the prizes, there are additional costs associated with
planning/design and delivery. The planning phase involves getting agreement from the employer to
hold and support the mobility jackpot with their employees. It also may involve establishing
protocols for obtaining the list of eligible entries each month from the carpool software system. The
design phase is primarily related to establishing the rules and guidelines for the prize draws. It is
essential that the rules are clearly defined and the draw is fair and transparent. In some cases the
design phase has been considered within the planning stage and so these have been grouped
together as ‘planning and design’ to provide consistency between sites. The delivery phase involves
the time required each month to obtain the eligible employees, make the draw, inform the winner,
deliver the prize to the winner and disseminate and promote news of the winner to the other
carpoolers and the wider workplace audience through staff group e-mails, inclusion in workplace
newsletters and announcements in team meetings. More detail on the implementation guidance for
the mobility jackpot is providedinD2.2* A° Common Eur opean Approach to
measires-f i n al approach’

2.2.1 Analysis of component costs

The number of mobility jackpot draws at each site during each of the phases of implementation
varied between 3 and 6. In presenting the component costs in this section, and the costs per
eligible employee in the next section, the cost calculations have been based on a standardised 6
draws at each site. Figure 11 shows that on average the cost of planning and design accounts for
33% of the total implementation costs. This cost does not vary with number of draws held and so the
relative proportion of this would decrease if more than 6 draws were held per year but would
increase if less than 6 draws were held per year. The cost of purchasing prizes accounts for just over
half the overall implementation costs, while the delivery costs account for 16% of the total costs.
Both of these vary according to the number of draws per year. In absolute terms the cost of
planning and design was, on average across the sites, just under €600 per annum. The cost of
delivery was just under €50 per draw and the cost of purchasing prizes was on average €150 per
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draw. The annual cost of the mobility jackpot for 6 draws per year was, on average, just under
€1800.

Figure 11 Breakdown of average mobility lottery costs by component

2.2.2 Analysis of costs per employee in target group

The costs of implementing the Mobility Jackpot does vary according to the size of the target group at
an employment site, but not to the same extent as Carpool Week. This is because the value of the
prizes offered, which makes up more than half the costs of the mobility jackpot, is not necessarily
related to the number of employees at a site.

If the average total cost is €1800 per annum (based on 6 draws per year) then the cost per employee
will be €1 for a site with 1800 employees. This gradually reduces for sites with more than 1800
employees and rapidly increases for sites with less than 1800 employees as illustrated in Figure 12.
If the annual costs can be reduced below €1800 then this ‘hinge’ point in the trend line of Figure 12
will shift to the left.

Figure 12: Phase 1 Mobility Jackpot — Relationship between cost per employee & target group size
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2.2.3 Discussion on costs

The original plan had been to hold a mobility jackpot draw once a month for 12 months. In practice
this was not achieved at any site. A common concern from the sites was that this was too frequent
and required more staff time to manage delivery than was acceptable. Reducing this to 6 draws per
year was more acceptable to the sites.

Once planning and design in setting-up the mobility jackpot had been completed, the on-going staff
cost to prize ratio is 1:3, so for a monthly €150 prize it costs about €50 in staff time to manage the
delivery and follow-up dissemination. To ensure the on-going staff time for delivery and
dissemination is kept to a minimum it is strongly recommended to arrange, at the planning and
design phase, efficient procedures for notifying and delivering the prize to the winner and for
disseminating and promoting news of the winner to the other carpoolers and the wider workplace
audience.

The variation between Phase 1 and Phase 2 costs of implementation was not as marked as for the
carpool week implementation (see Section 2.1.3), although it is estimated that a 30-40% reduction in
the planning and design costs is achievable for Phase 2 compared to Phase 1. This brings annual
planning and design costs down from around €600 to under €400 per annum. However, as this
component only accounts for a third of the total costs the resulting overall cost savings for Phase 2
implementations are likely to be approximately 12.5% compared to Phase 1.

Sunk costs, where staff time is subsumed within existing roles, account for 50% of the jackpot lottery
implementation costs in Phase 1 (based on 6 draws per year). Therefore the additional or ‘future’
costs for the mobility jackpot make up the other 50% of costs and are directly related to the value of
the prizes awarded and the number of draws per year. In the case of the demonstration sites this
was on average €900 per annum (6 draws with average prize fund of €150 at each draw).

2.2.4 Suggestions for reducing costs

The CHUMS demonstration sites highlighted a number of opportunities for reducing the costs of
implementing the mobility jackpot:

1. The first amongst these was the desire to reduce the frequency of the draw from once a month
to once every two months or even once every 3 months (once per quarter). The main benefit of
this is to reduce the costs associated with staff time associated with delivery. Obviously having
less draws per year also provides the opportunity to reduce the annual cost of prizes, but there
was a preference at some sites, where the workforce were more affluent, to have fewer prize
draws but with higher prize value in each draw. This was particularly popular at the Toulouse
and Edinburgh sites, enabling the prizes to be more attractive to the target group and also
allowing the dissemination messages promoting the prizes to have more appeal.
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2. Other possibilities are to gain a direct financial contribution from the employer towards the
prizes which has occurred at the KBC site in Leuven, and to get prize donations from the local
authority in the form of parking passes, bus-passes, bike-share subscriptions, or culture passes
allowing free access to art/music/culture events and museums within the City — this has also
been achieved at all the Leuven sites.

3. Although not achieved during the project a number of sites were pursuing the possibility of
getting commercial sponsorship of prizes which are donated by local companies e.g. Free or
discounted meal for two at local restaurant.

4. One further possibility which was explored was the option of the employer offering a ‘half-day’
off work as the prize. However, this was not thought to be feasible or appropriate by employers
at any of the test sites.

2.3 Personalised Travel Plans (PTP)

Personal Travel Planning is a well-established targeted marketing technique that identifies people
willing or able to reduce their private car use, and then provides them with personalised travel
information such as personalised bus timetables suitable for their specific daily needs, journey plans
and local cycle maps. They are also often provided with incentives to encourage them to switch to
other alternatives. This encourages people to overcome the habitual use of the car, enabling more
journeys to be made on foot, bike, bus, train or in shared cars. Traditionally, PTPs are delivered
through face-to-face interviews requiring an initial interview to establish current travel habits, mode
of travel and individual needs. The information from this initial interview is then used to produce
personalised information on possible alternative travel options which match the individual’s needs
and preferences. These are then presented to the individual through a second face to face meeting.

2.3.1 Analysis of component costs

The main components of the PTP implementation are planning, design, and delivery:

— Planning involves gaining the approval from employers to engage with employees and to come
to agreement on the methods of contact and arrangements for delivery of the PTP plans to
employees. It also includes identifying the participants who are willing and suitable to receive a
PTP and training members of staff in the delivery of the PTP information.

— Design is related to the generation of the personal travel planning advice and ‘information packs’
for each employee receiving.

— Delivery consists of face to face meetings with the employees to share the personal travel
planning advice and ‘information packs’ and any follow up actions which are conducted.

The number of manual PTPs delivered at the different CHUMS sites varied considerably from only 17
at the Edinburgh University site to 267 at the Perugia site. In presenting the component costs in this
section, and the costs per employee receiving a PTP in the next section, the cost calculations have
been based on a standardised 100 PTPs at each site. Figure 13 shows that on average the cost of
planning accounts for 21% and design and production of the PTP information packs accounts for 29%
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of the total implementation costs. Hence the delivery of the PTP to the employees makes up half the
overall total costs for implementing manual PTPs. These ratios are based on 100 PTPs being
delivered. If the number actually delivered is greater than this then the proportion of costs for
delivery and design will increase relative to the planning costs and vice versa.

Figure 13 Breakdown of average PTP implementation costs by component

Delivery, 50%

2.3.2 Analysis of costs per employee in target group

As PTPs are only targeted at a subgroup of the total number of employees, and then only delivered
to a sample of these, it is most useful to consider the cost per PTP which is delivered. Table 2
presents the costs per PTP which were actually delivered at the sites during the trial as well as a
standardised cost per PTP based on delivery of 100 PTP at a site. It can be seen from the
standardised costs, on average the cost of PTP implementation is approximately €55 per PTP. This
gives a useful indication of the costs for candidate sites thinking of implementing the PTP measure.
Clearly, if less than 100 are delivered then the costs per PTP increases and vice versa.

Table 2 Costs of implementing manual PTPs across the CHUMS test sites

Number Cost per PTP Cost per PTP
actually actually based on a
delivered delivered standardised
delivery of 100
PTPs
Edinburgh University 17 €115 €44
Toulouse 78 €82 €73
Perugia 267 €54 €54
UCLL Leuven 45 €86 €50
KBC Leuven 29 €140 €53
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2.3.3 Discussion on costs

The delivery of conventional (manual) PTP is a time consuming process requiring employees to
devote approximately 30 minutes of their time in two separate contacts. This proved to be simply
too much at most of the sites, especially when there was no incentive offered or no certainty that
they will benefit at the end. The time demands placed on employees also proved to be a barrier to
gaining employer support. Without visible support from the employer, persuading employees to
participate proved difficult. The Perugia site had strong support from the employer and as a result
the proportion of staff completing the PTP process was much greater. The cost of delivery and the
complications in attracting willing participants led several sites to drop the PTP at Phase 2 or to
reconsider the approach for delivering PTP information.

2.3.4 Suggestions for reducing costs

It is widely recognised that a significant barrier to implementing multi-stage conventional
Personalised Travel Plans (PTP) more widely is the considerable time and financial commitment to
conduct face to face interviews. The average cost of implementation of €55 per PTP identified in
Section 2.3.3 is difficult to sustain for large numbers of employees.

Three suggestions have emerged from the sites during the testing:

1. The PTP process was felt to be most effective when delivered to employees who were
undergoing a significant change in their circumstances; e.g. starting a new job, moving office
location, moving house. It was therefore suggested that it would be most appropriate to target
new employees with a PTP as part of their induction process. This reduces the number of PTPs
required and focusses the spending on those where it is most likely to have beneficial impact. It
was also suggested that all staff involved in office relocation should also receive a PTP.

2. Simplify the PTP process by reducing the contact with the employee from a multi-stage process
to a single contact during the face-to-face delivery. The use of on-line multi-modal journey
planners which include car pool options, or the use of a suitable local journey planners alongside
the carpool booking website offer the means to immediately create a personalised travel plan in
the presence of the employee. It is estimated that this approach will reduce the average cost of
delivery from €55 to €33 per PTP.

3. Other than the above limited delivery to specific targets, it was generally agreed that further
automating aspects of this manually intensive Personalised Travel Plan (PTP) process was
required in order to reduce costs of implementation to more acceptable levels. Deliverable 3.2
provides a ‘How to’ guide for introducing an automated PTP approach. The automated PTP tool
should take the form of an on-line multi-modal journey planner which includes carpooling
options. This can be reasonably easily developed in-house at little cost. Where available existing
automated tools can be purchased; indicative costs for this range from approximately €5 per PTP
delivered for small scale implementations (up to 500 plans delivered) down to approximately
€1.50 per PTP delivered for large scale implementations (over 5000 plans delivered). However,
simply directing users to on-line multi-modal journey planners (preferably which include carpool
options) and carpool booking webpages can reduce this cost to between €0.1 and €1 per
employee, depending on the number of employees targeted.
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2.4 Cost-effectiveness of the CHUMS measures and maximising return on investment

The previous sections have examined the cost of implementation for each of the CHUMS measures
separately. While it is possible to pick and choose the measures which are implemented at a site, it

is recommended that all three CHUMS measures be implemented as a combined package of
measures to maximize the synergies and complementary benefits which each measures provides to

the others. For more details see the ‘Common framework for combined delivery of CHUMS
measures’ described in Section 6 of D2.2 A Common European Approach to Implementing the
CHUMS measuredinal approachThis highlights the sequence and recommended timings for each

of the CHUMS measures when delivered as a combined package.

Table 3 presents a summary of the costs that can be expected by a range of different sized candidate
sites for their first year of implementing CHUMS measures. This includes costs for all staff time
throughout the planning, design and delivery stages as well as materials purchase costs. The total
costs represent the costs for combined delivery.

Table 3 lllustrative costs for first year implementation of the CHUMS package of measures at
different sized sites

Site size CHUMS measure  Cost per Number of Cost
employee employees
500 Carpool Week €5 500 €2500
employees Mobility Jackpot €3.8 500 €1900
Automated PTP €1 500 €500
Manual PTP €33 5 €165

TOTAL COST €5065

2000 Carpool Week €2.75 2000 €5500

employees Mobility Jackpot €1 2000 €2000
Automated PTP €0.5 2000 €1000
Manual PTP €33 20 €660

TOTAL COST €9160

5000 Carpool Week €1.15 5000 €5750
employees Mobility Jackpot €0.55 5000 €2200
Automated PTP €0.2 5000 €1000
Manual PTP €33 50 €1650

TOTAL COST €10600

10000 Carpool Week €0.6 10000 €6000
employees Mobility Jackpot €0.25 10000 €2500
Automated PTP €0.1 10000 €1000
Manual PTP €33 100 €3300

TOTAL COST €12800
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For second and subsequent years of implementation at the same sites the costs can be expected to
reduce by approximately 25-30% due to the need for less staff time in planning and design activities.
If the staff time is subsumed in existing roles and treated as a sunk cost then the costs in Table 3 are
reduced by approximately 70-80% - this would represent the new funding which would be required
to implement the CHUMS package of measures.

The ultimate aim of CHUMS is to increase active carpoolers and decrease the number of commuters
driving alone to work. The detailed evaluation has revealed that there are some very large
variations in the success of achieving this at different sites. The detailed evaluation results and an
analysis of the reasons for variations are provided in D4.2 The impacts of the CHUMS measures in 5
diverse European siteslowever, a useful measure of the cost-effectiveness is to examine the cost
required to remove 1000 veh-km due to increased carpooling as a result of the CHUMS measures.

— Based on first year implementation costs, on average, across the 13 separate sites where
CHUMS was implemented, the cost to remove 1000 veh-km was €296. This ranged from an
average of €440 for the 5 sites with 2000 or less employees to €361 for the 5 sites with between
2000 and 6000 employees; to €207 at the 3 largest sites which had 8000 or more employees.

— For second and subsequent years if implementation is continued at these sites the average costs
across all sites to remove 1000 veh-km would reduce by approximately 30% to €227.

An indication of how this compares to other information promotion based ‘soft measures’ is given in
Figure 14. CHUMS measures are well placed in terms of value for money as a means to reduce car
use, and related CO;, emissions and energy use, in comparison to most of the other measures. It
should be noted that ‘Walk Information Packs’ are designed to encourage short home based walks
around a residents neighbourhood and are less likely to be removing car veh-km in the congested
commuter peak hours. While PTP Cycle does include promotion of cycling to work it is also
promoting cycling for other journey purposes and so not all veh-km savings will occur during the
congested peak hours. CHUMS on the other hand, is solely targeted to journeys to work and appears
to be the best value for money, in terms of reducing car use, of the featured ‘soft measures’ which
focus on the journey to work.
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Figure 14 - Costs to save 1000 veh-km for a range of information/promotion focused ‘soft

measures’
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Name of Soft Measure/Initiative

A PTP cycle costs derived from ‘PTP Cycle Final Evaluation Report, May 2016’; Table 2 Number of PTPs
delivered on p.9 and Table 41 Overview of cost per PTP per partner on p.75:
http://ptpcycle-europe.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/PTP-Cycle-Final-Evaluation-report opt.pdf

A Costs for all other measures derived from ‘Soft measures — hard facts’ The value for money of transport

measures which change travel behaviour A Review of the Evidence?:
http://www.sthc.co.uk/Documents/DoH_Soft Measures Hard Facts.pdf

Across all the CHUMS measures a common message to emerge from the sites was that it was
strongly recommended to get the employers to take ownership of the implementation of the
measures. This was especially the case after the first year of implementation for ensuring the
sustainability of long term on-going implementation. With this in mind it is suggested that employer
mobility officers/travel officers (or the equivalent) be given training in the implementation of the
measures and be fully involved in the planning, set-up and delivery stages during the first year of
implementation with the aim that they can take over the on-going delivery in subsequent years.

Finally, to maximize return on investment, it is important to make sure that the measures reach the
maximum number of employees.

2 Note that prices in this report are given in £ at 2010. This has been converted to € in 2016 by applying a NPV conversion
factor of 1.21 and a £ to € conversion factor of 1.20
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For the PTP it is likely to be possible to deliver automated PTP messages to 5000 members of
staff for the same cost as delivering 15 PTPs through the manual approach. Manual PTP delivery
has been shown to have an effectiveness potential of between 4 and 10% in the right
circumstances. For the same results the automated PTP would only need to be at best 0.03%
effective.

For the carpool week the publicity and media channels used should be the mechanism for
reaching as many employees as possible since physical stalls, events, posters and banners
cannot be guaranteed to reach everyone. Employer support in disseminating messages to
employees is very helpful in this regard.

For the mobility jackpot the desire is to maximize the number of eligible persons by minimizing
barriers to entry, but more important is promoting the existence of the mobility jackpot to all
employees. Tying it into the carpool week promotions provides the most effective way of
achieving this.
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3. Social Barriers to CHUMS measures increasing carpooling

3.1 Introduction

The enormous potential of carpooling strategies has been frustrated by the traditional behavioural,
social and cultural barriers people have to sharing cars — this is the challenge of ‘CHUMS’. This
section of the deliverable will identify and assess the various social and psychological barriers
towards carpooling. Many of these barriers stem from attitudes and perceptions towards carpooling
as a mode of transport. Mobility attitudes and perceptions can influence travel behaviours in many
ways, including the willingness to share a car journey with others, or even to consider an alternative
mode. This also includes more personal barriers such as willingness to share details about where you
live.

Carpooling schemes have elicited a mixed response so far — encouraging some to actively change
their travel habits, while others seem adamant the scheme would not fit with their lifestyle. The
following sub-sections identify some of the typical characteristics of those more likely to take-up
carpooling, and those more likely to reject it, and the different barriers that might exist between the
groups. Suggestions for overcoming some of the real and perceived barriers to the behaviour are
also provided.

3.2 Popularity & general attitudes towards carpooling

Across Europe, trends are starting to appear in the attitudes towards carpooling and other shared
mobility modes. The popularity of carpooling is increasing; in some locations it is thriving more than
others. Some of the reasons for this can be explained by differing mobility mind-sets, attitudes and
perceptions towards the mode.

3.2.1 User perspective

Although carpooling is not a new concept, it is not a mode that is naturally considered by many.
Carpooling is yet to be accepted as an alternative mode of travel in its own right across most of
Europe, both by users and by transport planners, policy makers and employers. This means that it is
often overlooked when making travel decisions. This lack of awareness or consideration of
carpooling when making mode choices is a fundamental barrier to widespread acceptance of the
mode.

Carpool promotion weeks, such as ‘Liftshare week’ in the UK, are effective at gaining an increase in
registrations to carpooling schemes. Every year that they take place, they gain more members and
requests to share than previous years (see CHUMS D2.1, p5). This demonstrates the positive effect
of merely increasing awareness of the mode — once people begin to understand the mode, other
incentives can encourage them to use it more regularly.
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One of the largest barriers to carpooling identified across Europe is related to perceived low levels
of trust when sharing a car with strangers. Local schemes for closed target groups, such as business
parks or universities, are some of the most successful schemes so far. By using a closed system, you
can reduce the apprehension of sharing with strangers — a major barrier stopping many from trying
out the mode. Mutual trust and social relationships between users are reinforced when there is a
common connection between users (such as employer). An increased likeliness to trust and engage
with others who share organisational affiliations is supported by multiple research attempts
(Prentice et al., 1994; Mcknight et al., 1998). Therefore, by focussing on closed systems, which the
CHUMS approach recommends, this provides a ‘minimum trust level’ that enables people to interact
and trust each other, at least to the level of working colleagues. This might encourage some to
consider car-pooling as a possible transport option.

The move to online platforms has been a game-changer in terms of facilitating feelings of trust
between users. Providing a way to match different users and to provide them with information
about each other, and in most cases these platforms also include some form of integrated rating
system, which is at the basis of the “online reputation” system, considered essential by many to
build mutual trust. Enabling registered users to view profiles of other potential carpoolers allows
them to gain an idea of the characteristics of the person they might share with — this can include
information about smoking, level of talking etc. Having to provide personal information such as
home location is also a worry — by having a secure online platform where users can choose who to
share their information with, this is another step to overcoming psychological barriers to carpooling.

This problem of trust also extends to whether an individual feels that they can rely on the driver or
passenger to arrive on time, and relying on the ability that a return journey is also guaranteed. Some
circumstances cannot be predicted, such as illness or a work crisis. One solution to this concern is
offering a ‘guaranteed ride home’ scheme — this is a guarantee that the employer will fund your
journey home should your driver unfortunately become unavailable. It has been found that by
having this scheme in place, it adds a level of confidence to people to use the scheme, but that an
emergency journey is rarely requested. It was actually found that other carpoolers were willing to
help out the other employee if this situation arose, and the employers were very rarely required to
fund a journey for a user. See Annex A for more information on examples of ‘Guaranteed Ride
Home’ services introduced at Liftsharesites.

Perception of personal safety is also an important factor. Carpooling services that offer options only
to share a ride with others of the same gender can significantly increase feelings of personal safety
and can help people feel more comfortable in using the scheme. This is now a common, and popular,
feature on the majority of carpooling platforms.

There is also a very common assumption towards carpooling schemes that dissuades users from
trying it — that it is less convenient and flexible than a private car. This may stem from the
dominance of the private car as a mode of transport, resulting in many being accustomed to the
control and autonomy of owning a car individually. This over-reliance results in a lack of willing to
give up this perception of freedom and flexibility.
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3.2.2 Attitudes towards shared mobility

The increasing prevalence of carpooling schemes, and other shared mobility schemes such as car-
clubs and bike-sharing schemes, mean that these forms of shared mobility are becoming more
familiar to people. The more familiar something feels, the more willing people seem to be to try it
out. This could be seen during the implementation of the CHUMS carpool week; during the second
carpool week, people were signing up because they had heard about the scheme during the
previous carpool week, demonstrating that even if the scheme is not hugely successful after the first
implementation, it takes time for people to change their behaviours and motivations.

Different generations have also been seen to have different attitudes towards different mobility
modes, and particularly towards shared mobility. Millennials (those aged between about 12 and 35)
are much more likely to participate in the sharing or access economy compared to Baby Boomers
(those aged between about 50 and 70). Baby Boomers on the other hand are the generation most
likely to reject shared mobility, as the private car has different connotations to them — it is a symbol
of autonomy, personal achievement and direct control of their lives.

Millennials’ increased willingness to share mobility may result from their interactions with
technology and the online world. Most of them have been sharing information online through social
media sites for most of their lives. This online sharing behaviour can leak out from the virtual world,
and can even influence attitudes towards shared mobility. A survey conducted by Latitude Research?
found that 78% of respondents to a survey on attitudes towards the use of technology felt that their
online interactions had made them more open to the idea of sharing with strangers.

This also reflects the changing attitudes towards the private car — many Millennials are viewing car
ownership as less important than previous generations. A study by Prophet marketing agency,
published in February 2015, confirmed these trends*. They found that 50% of Millennials surveyed
across the UK, USA and Germany agreed that the car was losing its significance as a status symbol
among their peers, and 67% would rather spend the money on a new laptop or smartphone instead.
69% of respondents also believe that car sharing and carpooling should become more common than
car ownership.

This increasing move towards shared resources, combined with new technologies that are making
online connections easier, should encourage more people to engage in these sharing behaviours, by
reducing the perceived effort. However, across Europe, it is still the baby boomers that are least
likely to engage in the sharing economy.

3.2.3 Willingness to change behaviours

Another prominent barrier to the take-up of car-pooling, or in the change to an alternative mode
of transport, is habit or perceived effort. Habits require minimal cognitive effort to carry out, but a
great deal of cognitive effort to break. When making decisions, we tend to use mental shortcuts, or

3 The new sharing economy. Latitude in collaboration with Shareable Magazine
http://ffiles.latd.com.s3.amazonaws.com/New_Sharing_Econdteport.pdf
4 http://popsop.com/2015/04/68-of-uk-millenials-dont-want-fully-digitally-connected-cars-prophet-study-reveals/
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heuristics, to simplify the process, rather than evaluating every possible alternative. This results in
people engaging in behaviours habitually that may no longer be the most optimal, for example a less
efficient route to work, but a desire to stick to the ‘status quo’ and retain their current behaviour. If
no sufficient motivation or reason to change the habit is provided, this is likely to result in very low
levels of behaviour change.

However, new technologies are making this easier. CHUMS produced PTPs for employees at the five
sites — by providing employees with information about alternative commute modes, this might
encourage them to consider alternative options available to them, including considering car-pooling.
By removing the cognitive effort involved in revaluating all available options, this might convince
some to at least try out different commutes. However, making it easy for people isn’t always enough
— when the Florida Commuter Assistance Program (Winters & Wright, 2012) provided customers
with a list of potential carpool partners, only 37% attempted to contact the potential match, and
only 45% of those contacted (8% of the total) actually formed a carpool.

It is important to consider that the first step in changing behaviour is always the hardest — people
often don’t like change or trying new things if there is any uncertainty. This can be seen in the
apprehension that many had towards online banking or online shopping before they had experience
of it. To overcome this unwillingness to changing mobility behaviour, people should be reassured
that they are not expected to carpool five days a week, and encouraged to try the scheme when it
works for them. Support for this can be seen in Correia and Viegas (2011), who found that the most
promising commuters prefer to carpool fewer days a week rather than five as this would make the
schedule too rigid. This also highlights that carpooling is unlikely to be seen by all as an alternative
suitable for daily use (which supports Glazer, J., Koval, A., Gerard, C., 1986).

People are also motivated to change their behaviour, or consider changing their behaviour, by
different incentives, such as financial, social or environmental reasons. By focusing promotions and
incentives towards the motivations of your specific target group, or even a specific group within the
targeted organisation, you can increase the perceived relevanceand attractiveness of your scheme.
Priority parking for carpoolers has proved a popular incentive in previous research, particularly if
parking is limited at the site.

Motivation to change behaviours can also be influenced by context. Commuters’ willingness to
consider alternative behaviours can be influenced by the site context, such as parking pressures or
stressful congestion levels experienced during their commute. Alternatively, motivation may come
from changing economic contexts, such as fuel prices — falling fuel prices make the running costs of a
car less salient to the individual, therefore campaigns to encourage them to change commute may
be less effective. However, when fuel prices are rising, the running costs of a private car become
more salient, and this is an ideal time to promote carpooling for its financial benefits.

3.3 How these attitudes and behaviours were reflected in the CHUMS sites

Across the CHUMS sites, many of the attitudes, behaviours and perceived barriers of the target
groups reflected those seen across Europe.
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The CHUMS champion sites all had a carpooling scheme in operation prior to the CHUMS project,
which should have led to more acceptance towards the idea of carpooling. This could be seen, in
particular, at the Craiova site.

3.3.1 Registrations

In accordance with the general trends in carpooling seen across Europe, it is the younger members
of the target groups who show the most propensity to sign up to the scheme, and to engage in
carpooling. Unfortunately it was not possible to contextualise the numbers as a proportion of total
employees within that age range, as figures on the age breakdown of all employees at each site
were not available.

Particularly during the carpool week promotion, when employees were encouraged to sign up to the
scheme, many of the barriers noted above could be seen across the sites. The perception of a loss of
flexibility and that no-one lives near them were some of the most common reasons given for not
signing up to the scheme. It was noted at the Leuven site that many employees were seeing the
‘carpooling’ banner and assuming it wouldn’t work for them (because of lack of time, flexible shifts
etc). However, once conversation started, the employees noticed that they could benefit from the
scheme, and that it would be possible to carpool for their commute (e.g. just once a week). This
highlights the habits and lack of willing to consider alternatives if there is no reason salient enough.
The alternative behaviour must be worth the effort of changing behaviour, and be perceived as a
suitable alternative.

3.3.2 Promotions & incentives

Promotion was most effective when it had visible support from the employer or local authority. The
Perugia site especially benefitted from this; and the support from local authority was stated as a
convincing message to register to the scheme by members.

It was clear across all sites that people were not incentivised by the same rewards or motivations. At
the Edinburgh and Craiova sites, the financial savings that could be made were the most powerful
message when engaging with individuals — this was not seen at the other sites. In Toulouse,
encouragement from colleagues or others in a peer group to sign up and participate in the PTP was
very effective at overcoming some apprehension to the scheme. Across the sites, it was agreed that
food-related incentives worked very well at engaging the employees; whether that was mint pots at
Leuven or a restaurant dinner prize in Toulouse. Many of the food-related rewards provided instant
gratification — the reward was instant. It has been shown that many people prefer instant rewards
rather than having to wait, even if the prize for waiting is of more value! It was noted that in the less
affluent workplaces, financial and technology rewards worked well; compared to more affluent
workplaces where ‘experiences’ were the preferred prizes — i.e. prizes they were unlikely to buy
themselves. This highlights the importance of relevance in the messages and incentives when trying
to promote behaviour change.

Table 4 presents a summary from the findings of the evaluation of implementing the CHUMS
measures at the 5 demonstration sites.
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Table 4: Summary findings of the CHUMS Measures across all demonstration sites

TOULOUSE EDINBURGH LEUVEN CRAIOVA PERUGIA
employees students (UCLL) employees students
Best Combination carpool Carpool week Carpool week Carpool week Carpool week Jackpot Carpool week,
measure week + jackpot lottery then jackpot then PTP then jackpot
PTP was perceived as lottery
very useful by the
employees, but required
significant time resources
Effect of More willingness and Number of (UCLL) Significantly greater awareness and | Significantly Significantly greater | Significantly
CHUMS more use of carpooling carpool Significantly greater willingness to carpool greater awareness, number | greater
website/systems; commuters awareness, but NO awareness, of registrations awareness
Increased awareness and | increased significant increase in number of increased
willingness to carpool attitudes to carpooling registrations significantly
across all measures (Colruyt Group) increased
(compared to exposure to Number of carpool significantly
none of the measures) commuter increased
Best Reduce costs (Edinburgh (UCLL) - Reduce costs - Reduce costs - Reduce costs Reduced costs
positive Park) - To travel more - Social aspects - Avoid parking (but this reason
- Reduce costs sustainably - To travel more sustainably problems is not enough
- To travel more | - Reduce costs for most of the
sustainably employees)
Best Instant rewards
incentive
Biggest - Not flexible enough; (Edinburgh (ucLL) - Use of other more sustainable - Not flexible No information - Not flexible
barrier persons are afraid not Park) - Flexibility: employees do | transport modes (public transport, enough (although | available enough
having a car available - Use of other not have the same walk or cycle) very low number - Use of other
when there would be a more working scheme - Flexibility of persons who sustainable
problem (mostly because | sustainable - Use of other sustainable do not want to transport
they have children) transport transport modes, carpool) modes like
- Use of other sustainable | modes (public especially cycling walking, electric
transport modes like bike | transport, walk scooter and
and public transport or cycle) public transport
Notes After the carpool week, No trust concern A lot of students want to carpool Despite more focus

many of the respondents
agreed that the carpool
week was useful, pleasant
and effective

for getting to know other people;
On the other hand, other students
reported concerns about sharing
with strangers, including wanting
to know the person before sharing

a journey with them

being put on the
carpool week
compared to the
PTP, more students
responded better to
the PTP

32




3.4 How to increase acceptance of carpooling to users (overcoming social barriers
at different types of sites)

To make a carpooling scheme successful and effective, it should appear safe, reliable, and
importantly, it must appear relevant to those targeted.

Through the use of a closed system, it is possible to increase the trust and reassurance that people
feel when using the scheme. By using an online platform in addition to a closed system, the user has
the option to choose who they share with, and who they share their personal information with (such
as home address and phone number). The CHUMS project demonstrated the success of using a
closed system as there were very few members of the target groups who reported concern over
sharing with colleagues that they were matched with.

Feelings of trust can increase over time, through mere exposure and knowledge — as based on social
learning theory, ‘familiarity breeds acceptance’. This can also help the CHUMS measures increase
take-up, by providing potential car-poolers several opportunities to interact with other potential car-
poolers. A common response cited across carpooling studies is that people would prefer to know the
person they are commuting with before committing. By providing more opportunities for employees
to meet, it is likely they will be more willing to rely on the other driver, and trust that their journey
will be successful.

To further increase this reassurance that their journey will be a success, it is clear that by providing a
guaranteed ride home scheme, people feel less fear about being stranded if their return journey is
cancelled at short notice. A safety net such as this offers reassurance.

It has also been shown that the attractiveness and acceptance of a carpooling scheme can be greatly
increased with the visible support from senior management within the company, or from local
authority. This was particularly demonstrated in Craiova & Perugia, as mentioned in the previous
section. This effect could be further increased if the senior management members were also seen to
be using the scheme; therefore clearly showing that the scheme has support from the top of the
company. Once commuting by carpooling is seen as more acceptable, this could encourage more
employees to sign up to the scheme, as they want the prestige of engaging in this behaviour among
their peer groups.

Another method to increase the attractiveness of a carpooling scheme is to align the timings of the
carpool week and other promotions to periods when employees are most open to suggestions of
changing behaviour, such as at the start of a new academic year or when parking permits need to be
renewed, or when people are more aware of their behaviours and habits, such as after the financial
burden of Christmas or after New Year’s resolutions have been made.

Three of the sites changed the dates of their carpool week between phase 1 and phase 2. Leuven
focused the second carpool week on students and promoted the carpool week in February to take
advantage of the new semester and timetable. Toulouse also moved to February and noted that it
was more effective than the first carpool week. This support the above, that by holding the carpool
week and promoting values that are relevant to the target group, you can produce more success.
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It was noted in many of the sites, particularly Edinburgh and Leuven, that promoting the carpool
week and the multi-modal PTP was often confusing to employees. From this project, it has been
clearly demonstrated the importance of keeping a simple, single message to ensure the best
effectiveness of the promotion messages. Although employers are often less willing to promote just
carpooling, it might, in some cases, be more beneficial to have a single message to ensure that the
behaviour change and awareness raising is as successful as possible.

Table 5 presents 10 of the most common reasons/barriers given by employees as to why carpooling
isn’t for them. However, many of the barriers are easily overcome when the correct message is
shared with those people. Solutions to the barriers or suggestions to overcome the reasons for not
carpooling are provided. These can be used when communicating the benefits and possibilities of
carpooling to employees at carpool week stalls and events or when presenting PTP information to
employees. It is worth remembering that there are some people who will never be convinced to
carpool so when promoting your scheme, bear that in mind and try not to focus your efforts on
those people.
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Table 5 Ten common reasons for not carpooling and suggestions for overcoming these

1 ‘I can’t carpool because | If those children need dropping and collecting from nursery or
have small children’ school, that’s fine. Can that person give someone else a lift to

work that lives near to the nursery or school?

2 ‘Carpooling doesn’t suit me  If they work shifts, there are likely to be lots of other people
because | work shifts’ working the same shift that they do not know about. The shift

patterns may vary, but suggest they share every other week or
whatever they can manage. 20% of journeys registered on the
Liftshare network in the UK are between the hours of 6pm and 12
midnight, so not everyone is 9-5.

3 ‘Nobody lives near me’ They don’t know this unless they have searched. The more
members a scheme has the more chance there is of finding a
match, but even relatively small schemes offer a good chance of a
match even if it means widening the search radius. That match
may drive past them to get to the destination, or they may be
able to pick others up en-route to help others out.

4 ‘ work flexi-time so can’t Most flexi-time based offices have core hours. Suggest this

carpool’ person matches with a colleague once a week when they could
both work an agreed time period for example 10-6 just once a
week or once a month.

5 ‘ don’t have a car’ Carpooling isn’t just for car owners: for those who don’t drive or
don’t have access to a car, this could be a perfect solution. There
is the ability to search for a lift as well as offer a lift to others.

6 ‘1 don’t want to agree to Carpool members are not obliged to share with anyone they
carpool in case | don’t like contact or who contacts them. Suggest they try sharing for a few
my carpool partner’ days and if it doesn’t work for them, don’t do it with that person.

7 ‘I need my car during the That’s fine. Offer a lift to someone travelling to the same start
day’ point as you or use a pool car for your business trips during the

day. You could share the trip one way, or just share on the days
that you know you are in the office all day.

8 ‘I share with my This is great if they do, but they should still be encouraged to
partner/spouse’ register so that you - as an organisation/region - can monitor

what is happening stats-wise. If they are bringing one car to work
rather than two, they are doing their bit and can still be part of
the wider scheme.

9 ‘I don’t like the idea of If you operate a closed scheme then your staff will only share
sharing with a stranger’ with other members of staff. This makes the number of strangers

they might find as a match much less of an issue.

10 9 don’t need to carpool’ They may not need to, but they could be helping someone else
out if they put themselves on the system. They could be offering
a lift to someone who can’t otherwise easily get to work.
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3.5 How to increase acceptance of carpooling among policy makers & employers

Public authorities have the overall aim to provide an efficient, inclusive and financially and
environmentally sustainable transport infrastructure and services for its citizens. Increasing
congestion and pollution problems resulting from increasing car ownership and reducing vehicle
occupancy pose a serious and worsening threat to these aims. There is therefore a need and desire
amongst decision makers for more low cost sustainable travel solutions. Carpooling provides one
such solution, but it is often overlooked by local authority policy makers and planners due to a lack
of previous experience with carpooling, lack of knowledge of benefits, lack of knowledge on best
practice and implementation of schemes, lack of standardisation & fragmented nature of technology
providers and financial barriers to implementation.

Consequently carpooling related initiatives and measures are rarely included in SUMPs (Sustainable
Urban Mobility Plans) which are being promoted across the EU as best practice in addressing the
issues of congestion, pollution, travel costs, safety etc. and offer the main mechanism for gaining
wider LA and employer support.

The outputs from CHUMS helps remove this knowledge gap and makes the inclusion of specific
carpooling measures within SUMPs more likely by:

1. raising the profile of carpooling amongst decision makers by demonstrating impacts and cost
effectiveness of well-planned and delivered carpooling initiatives

2. making the introduction of effective carpooling simpler for local government by providing a
standard good practice ‘implementation guide’ (see D2.2 ‘A Common European Approach to
Implementing the CHUMS measurdimal approach).

It was clear from the CHUMS project that full support from the employers was highly beneficial. In
order to gain acceptance from employers, it is important to show how CHUMS can help them meet
existing goals/targets and align with existing business agendas — e.g. sustainable travel targets,
emissions targets, or their existing carpool scheme. Transport planners, policy makers and
employers rarely want to promote only carpooling rather than also promoting other sustainable and
active modes such as walking, cycling and public transport; this was also found across many of the
CHUMS sites. In Leuven, employers at both the IMEC and KBC site expressed that they thought the
CHUMS measures were too carpool focused and they would prefer a more multi-modal approach.
The PTP measure helped overcome this by showing employees their options for all modes of
transport for their commute. However, care must be taken to ensure that providing a more general
campaign does not dilute the message and become confusing for employees — as was mentioned by
several individuals throughout the project, particularly when the carpool week and the PTP were
being promoted on the same stall. In order to produce a more effective modal shift, the message
should be simple.

Introducing and supporting carpooling through the CHUMS measures is relatively low cost to set up
and implement compared to other alternative sustainable transport modes. Since promoting
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carpooling does not require any new infrastructure, unlike cycling which requires new facilities and
infrastructure for parking, a smaller change in behaviour can be more cost effective. However, it is
important to recognise that changing habits and behaviours is not always instant and so on-going
support of carpooling is required to build wider awareness and acceptance within a company or
amongst a community. CHUMS has shown significantly lower costs associated with 2" year
implementations (around 30% lower), while generating increased impacts. It is anticipated that this
trend will continue in 3™ and subsequent years as carpooling becomes embedded in the company
culture and the steady growth in carpoolers moves towards attaining a critical mass where there is a
suitable offer for each new request and a suitable request for each new offer.
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Annex A: Guaranteed Ride Home

Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH) schemes provide a back-up method of travel to an individual in
extreme circumstances when their usual mode of sustainable travel would not be fit for purpose.
This offers reassurance to those carpooling — knowing that they can get home in the case of illness,
family crisis, unscheduled overtime, or a missed carpool trip.

= Of 16, 000 r es p o nsHaeerwhes asked, @5%dof respondentscsaid they would
share if they had a guarantee of being able to get htme

GRH is simple to introduce. The key advice is:

Ensure there is clear policy documentation in place - This will eradicate misuse
Promote it! - If no one knows about it, there is no point in introducing it
Include an emphasis on the circumstances where it can be used

Monitor usage carefully

el e

Evidence of the level of use of GRH schemes is provided in the Table Al. This illustrates that, in
practice if someone is left stranded by their carpooler they make a significant effort to find an
alternative lift home themselves before calling on the GRH scheme.

Table A1 Examples of GRH schemes introduced by Liftshare in the UK.

South If a carpooler is left stranded they call the Virtually £0. Yes, definitely. We
Gloucestershire client services team (who have good links believe it is a
Council with local taxi companies), a taxi is There have significant
arranged to take them home and the cost been 4'5, incentive to
>150 members of the journey is charged back to the team MEEESES I & potential
of the individual concerned years‘ of carpoolers, and
running the there is no
scheme. significant cost.
Suffolk County Since 2005, Schemes without
Council there has GRH could be put
been no off at the idea it
> 340 members recorded could be a large
use. expense but in
reality the expense
is very little if
anything at all

5 AA Populus Survey 2018tp://www.theaa.com/public_affairs/aa-populus-panel/1-in-5-aa-members-car-shares-
regularly.html
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Bracknell Forest

> 75 members

Calderdale

>130 members

Heathrow

> 7,000
members

Cambridge
University Press

> 125 members

Great Western
Hospitals

>1,200
members

Taxi journeys will be paid for in the event
of a valid claim. To qualify, staff must
come under one of the following: A home
emergency (such as burglary, fire, flood);
illness or injury of yourself or immediate
family member requiring urgent
attendance; an unforeseen work reason
which means you cannot leave work at
your normal time; the unavailability of the
car-share driver within 30 minutes of the
usual return home time.

The policy is that, if a member gets
stranded (their lift doesn’t show up or
cancels at the last minute), or if they have
to go home in an emergency, they can
book a taxi and claim the fare back from
the Council.

In the event of an emergency, Heathrow
car-poolers have access to a free taxi ride
home. To access this service, they should
contact Green Tomato Cars. They then
email their line manager to advise them
that they have used the service and the
reason why. This should be done within 48
hours of using this service.

Open to all car-poolers registered within
the group. An application form is available
on their intranet and asks for the details of
their usual sharer and the reasons for the
need for GRH.

The Trust committed to providing
alternative methods of transport should an
individual who is a member of the carpool
scheme become left at work because their
sharer had to leave early. There is
dedicated pool car for this purpose, plus
funding to provide a taxi if this is more
economical. The individual concerned only
has to contact the Transport team who will
make the necessary arrangements.

Nil in the
past 12
months

£250 budget
is set aside
every year —
but since
2010 it has
been unused

GRH has
been
available
since 1997
and on
average it
gets used
about ten
times a year.

On average
£600 per
year

£15 to date

(one taxi
journey)

Costs are
minimal.

Yes

Yes

Yes - would
encourage
companies to
provide a provision
for staff as this is
one of the benefits
for staff when they
first look to
register

Certainly

Yes, the service
has proven
invaluable and has
provided
assurances for
staff using the
carpool scheme
that they can get
home if the need
arises.
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