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Overview

• Context and aims

• Literature review – key themes and issues

• Research design

• Bristol pilot – preliminary results

• Conclusions and next stage



Context

Accessibility 
Criteria

Social Inclusion



Research Questions

1. To what extent do outer city residents use local shops and services ?

2. To what extent do residents travel to these destinations on foot and by 
bike ?

3. What, if any, is the influence of spatial/design features of the built 
environment on 1 & 2 above ?



Travel Behaviour & Public Health Literatures

• The importance of design variables in explaining active travel or physical 
activity is “somewhat ambiguous” in the travel behaviour and public health 
literatures.

• Individual and interpersonal factors are potentially more important than the 
built environment in explaining physical activity.

• Supportive built environment not enough on its own to ensure physical 
activity but it does facilitate it. 

Handy (2005) Does the Built Environment Influence Physical Activity? Examining the Evidence



Local Accessibility to Facilities Literature

• 10 studies which focus on trips to local shops and services (5 US, 5 UK)

• Majority of these focus on one destination only

• Conclusions about the influence of non-distance related design factors 
are mixed

• Importance of personal attributes and attitudes



Research Design

• 3 neighbourhoods in 4 cities

• Multi-method approach:  

� Questionnaire

� Urban design audit  

� Focus group



Case Study Selection

•Homogeneity in socio-economic mix

•General homogeneity in provision of local shops and services and
accessibility to non-local shops and services

•Variety of neighbourhood forms (pods, cells, clusters, linear forms)



Bristol Pilot  - Neighbourhood Characteristics



Bristol Pilot  - Neighbourhood Characteristics



Population Data
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Distribution of respondents
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Food Shopping in Winterbourne
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Profile of local food shoppers - age
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Profile of local food shoppers – Cars in household
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Modal Split Food Shopping in Winterbourne
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Relationship between distance and walking
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Relationship between age and walking
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Conclusions

• Presence of local shops and services does not necessarily 
reduce either the length or frequency of journeys by car, but:

� high percentage of respondents do at least some food 
shopping locally AND one third of these journey made on foot;

� provision of local shops and services may be important for 
convenience, social and health reasons and choice, particularly 
for some groups.

• Many factors besides neighbourhood “walkability” influence 
the decision to  walk



Conclusions

• Assessing the effect of “subtle” features (pavement quality, 
aesthetics etc.)

� environmental quality in the eye of the beholder

• People experience spatial and urban design features as a 
composite

• Single elements (e.g. underpass, busy road) may make all 
the difference between accessibility and inaccessibility


