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Puyallup in Motion Program
reduces drive alone trips by encouraging
downtown residents to make healthier and
more sustainable trips

RE S O URCE S D I S T RI BUT E D

K EY S TAT S

633

ORCA cards

528

Neighborhood maps

497

Sounder information

Conversations

460

Pierce Transit bus passes

Travel Advisors spoke
with residents about their
travel options

411

Bus resources

384

Walk resources

291

Bike resources

88

Carpool resources

3,208
Doors knocked
The team visited each
house up to three times

2,018

528
Participants
Participants received
resources and information
to support behavior change

RE D U C T I O N S I N D RI VI N G

42%

of respondents indicated that
they had reduced their driving
trips over the course of a
typical week after participating
in the program

Of the participants who
reduced their driving trips

1 TRIP
every week

38%

42%
stated that they
reduced one trip
during a typical week

2 TRIPS
most weeks

23%

35%

3+ TRIPS
most weeks

Based on 71 respondents to the follow-up survey

Puyallup in Motion Program
reduces drive alone trips by encouraging
downtown residents to make healthier and
more sustainable trips

M O T I VAT I ON T O PA RT I CI PAT E
Participants were asked to think about the importance of different local issues in deciding to participate in
the project. The top three issues were:

63%

26%

59%

Construction traffic

Decrease cost

Health benefits

O U T C OME S

96%*

90%*

found the conversation worthwhile

think more about travel

633
At the end of June 2017, a total of 1,625 trips
had been recorded from the 633 ORCA cards
distributed to participants.
* of the 71 follow-up survey respondents

PA RT I C I PA N T Q UO T E S
“Now I walk for
my local trips!”

“I’m walking more
now for exercise!”

“The bus helps me
access Sounder
without dealing with
the parking lot!”

“These programs are
really important for
the community and I
hope they continue!”

“I’m excited about trying
vanpool to get to work!”

“Puyallup In Motion
is the reason I am
now bus/ walking
to/ from work one
day per week!”
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Introduction
Background

1.1

The aim of Puyallup In Motion was to educate
residents about opportunities to reduce drive
alone travel and options for traveling by transit,
bicycling, ridesharing and walking.

1.2

The Puyallup In Motion project, implemented in
downtown Puyallup, used a door-to-door
outreach approach to engage participants,
incorporating a conversation style called
Motivational Interviewing. Motivational
Interviewing was first used extensively in the
health sector to elicit changes in health-impacting
behaviors. This engagement method, now widely
adopted in the UK where it is known as
Travel Advisor visiting households
Personalized- Travel- Planning (PTP), uses openended questions to explore the motivations of
participants with the goal of changing their travel behavior. These responses are used to help
identify strategies and provide supporting resources such as free transit passes, mode-specific
resources and neighborhood travel maps.

1.3

A project area within Puyallup was selected for the door-to-door engagement. The criteria used to
select a target area for engagement were based on several factors, including neighborhood
transportation access provided by sidewalks, ability to use transit and bike to destinations, as well
as the housing type and neighborhood demographics.

Program Goals
1.4

The following project targets were set:





Approach 5,000 households;
Engage participants to consider alternatives to driving alone;
Reduce reported drive alone mode share; and
Achieve 10% response rate to post‐project survey.
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What is Personalized Travel Planning?
1.5

The approach for the project was based on a social marketing technique widely adopted in the UK
called Personalized Travel Planning (PTP). PTP is defined by the UK Department for Transport as “a
technique that delivers information, incentives and motivation to individuals to help them
voluntarily make sustainable travel choices. It seeks to overcome habitual use of the car, enabling
more journeys to be made on foot, by bike, bus, train or shared cars”.

1.6

PTP is a conversation between a Travel Advisor and a resident, usually on the resident’s doorstep.
During the conversation, the Travel Advisor will seek to establish current travel patterns and
frustrations with travel options. Travel Advisors help residents identify and suggest alternatives to
taking the car that they could use, and offer suitable resources such as maps or information
leaflets, which can help the resident try out their new solution. These resources are then delivered
to the resident at a later date, which offers a second opportunity for the team to promote the
project and answer any additional questions the resident may have.

1.7

At the core of the Personalized Travel Planning method is the belief that the conversation
between the Travel Advisor and the resident is instrumental in motivating individuals to commit to
long term change in their travel behavior. Upon contact with the household, Travel Advisors
engaged in an open conversation with the resident about their travel habits and how Puyallup In
Motion was able to support or encourage them to make (or continue to make) sustainable travel
choices.

1.8

The structure of these conversations was based around the principles of Motivational
Interviewing, with an emphasis on providing a non-judgmental audience and space for a resident
to explore and reflect upon their travel habits and how or why they may wish to change them. The
Motivational Interviewing approach has been successfully adapted from the health sector, where
it is commonly used for influencing lifestyle behaviors such as exercise, diet and alcohol
consumption. The approach recognizes that participants are engaged with varying levels of
readiness to change their behavior, and that a willingness to explore where they are at in their
process is typically more fruitful than forcing commitments they are not yet ready to make.
Ultimately, Motivational Interviewing attempts to have participants think differently about their
behavior and consider what might be gained through change.

Report Structure
1.9

This report is structured as follows:






Project Approach: outlines the process of project set-up including team recruitment and
training. This section also provides additional context on the Motivational Interviewing
techniques used in the conversations with participants.
Contact and Engagement Outcomes: examines engagement rates for the project, the
resources distributed and an overview of the behavior change observed as a result of the
project.
Lessons Learned: reflects on the experience of project delivery for this groundbreaking
project and makes suggestions for future implementation.

2
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Project Approach
Target Area

2.1

The target area for Puyallup In Motion was selected from within the wider City of Puyallup
boundaries. The selection was based on a number of factors, including neighborhood
transportation amenities provided by sidewalks, bicycling infrastructure and transit, as well as the
housing type, neighborhood demographics and proximity to local destinations. This project aimed
to target 5,000 households in the City, and given the average people per household is 2.7, this
equates to targeting 13,500 of the 40,500 residents of Puyallup (roughly one third of the overall
population).

2.2

The downtown Puyallup neighborhood is served by local and regional transit services, with
proximity to the Sounder Station, Sound Transit and local Pierce Transit services as follows:






Sounder Commuter Rail between Lakewood and Seattle
Pierce Transit 400 – Puyallup to Downtown Tacoma
Pierce Transit 402 – Pierce County Airport to Federal Way Transit Center
Pierce Transit 409 – Puyallup to 72nd St Transit Center
Pierce Transit 425 – Puyallup Connector, city circulator service

2.3

All of the above transit lines pass through the target zone, while walking distance to access transit
varied with household location. Generally households closer to Downtown Puyallup had more
transit options available to them, while those further away had less options.

2.4

Active transportation options include the Riverwalk Trail and one bikeway connecting a gap in the
Riverwalk Trail. The city has recently completed an Active Transportation plan, and routes
identified as preferred for active transportation were incorporated into developing outreach
materials.

2.5

The shops, services and community amenities along N Meridian Avenue in Downtown Puyallup
are a draw for local trips. Residents come to visit shops, cafes and restaurants, as well as
amenities such as Pioneer Park or the Puyallup Public Library. Saturday Farmers Markets and
other year-round community events are centered in Downtown Puyallup. The Washington State
Fair Grounds are located at the southern end of the project area.

2.6

The project area consisted of primarily single family residences, which provide better access for
door-knocking.

2.7

After using these factors to come up with a focus area for outreach, the project area was
delimited with input from city staff using natural and logical boundaries. The final outreach area
was delimited in the north by the Puyallup River, to the east by the WA-512, to the south by 15th
Ave SW and to the west by a combination of Clark’s Creek and the city limits. 15th Ave SW in the
southern portion of the project area is where gradient begins to become steeper, approaching
South Hill; this was decided to be a good limit as the incline becomes an active transportation
barrier.
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Figure 2.1: Puyallup In Motion target area

4

Recruitment & Training
2.8

A local team was recruited and hired through connections with local stakeholders and community
groups, who shared job opportunities through their networks, social media, and a number of job
search sites. The team consisted of a Team Leader and seven Travel Advisors (TAs) working up to
thirty hours per week. An Office Assistant was also hired, and was responsible for coordinating
data entry and survey calls.

2.9

The team attended a four-day training session in the first week of project implementation. The
training was designed to familiarize the team members with the project methodology and
techniques. A mixture of classroom based activities, role play exercises and site visits were used to
ensure the team was ready for engagement with the public after the training. Additional training
and support were provided throughout the project, including supported door-knocking during the
first weeks of the project.

Door-to-Door Engagement
Motivational Interviewing
2.10

The door-to-door engagement phase of the project ran for 12 weeks from August 15 to November
1. Travel Advisors worked between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. from Tuesday to Friday;
and 11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. The team went door to door in the project area, first
delivering a door hanger to inform each household of the upcoming visit, and then attempting to
contact each household on up to three occasions at different times of the day and during the
weekend.

2.11

Travel advisors received a mixed response to door-to-door outreach. Residents who agreed to
speak with Travel Advisors provided very positive feedback about their interaction with the team.
Many residents noted that they appreciated the effort to connect with them directly to offer them
support and resources on their transportation options. The team also encountered a number of
residents who were not interested in participating in the program, many citing that they knew
their neighborhood well enough, or that the public transportation options were not suitable for
their trips. A number of those contacted also declined to participate without offering a reason,
possibly indicating an aversion to being contacted at their residence.
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Resource Fulfillment
2.12

Steer Davies Gleave’s custom database was used for
the project to assist in management and
monitoring. The database recorded visit outcomes
(including time, date and the Travel Advisor making
the visit) and resources requested by residents. The
database also held residents’ contact details to
allow for follow-up if the resident had agreed to
this, as well as some information on the residents’
current travel patterns, demographics and car and
bike ownership of the household.

2.13

The design of the fulfillment and delivery process
had two priorities:



2.14

Travel Advisor delivering resource bags

A conversation form was completed for each participant, and the forms were submitted to the
office at the end of each work day. The conversation form example can be found in Appendix A.
Some of the fields asked of participants on the household conversation form include:






2.15

To deliver all the requested resources to the
right household in a timely manner; and
To make delivery of resources as quick and
efficient as possible for Travel Advisors.

Weekly commute trips by mode as well as number of non-commute trips per week by each
mode;
Which resources residents were interested in receiving based on interest expressed in certain
modes;
Which incentive the participant would like to receive;
What type of trips the participant hoped to change and their reason for making the change;
and
Contact information.

During fulfillment, packing slips and delivery bags were sorted by street and bundled together.
Staff filled the bags with requested resources and attached the packing slips to each bag. On
delivery days, all staff spent a few hours distributing bags to households.
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Mail Based Engagement
2.16

Due to lower than expected participation rates and staffing retention issues leading to a longer
than planned outreach timeframe, it was proposed that a mail-based project element be
incorporated for some of the target households. The mail-based outreach proposed to provide a
comparison between in-person and mail-based engagement, and provide insight into the success
that could be expected from this type of program.

2.17

For this program element 2,000 mailers were hand delivered to residents in the target area who
had not received a door-to-door visit. The mailers included program information and provided a
web address to sign up online, as well as a mail-back post card. This allowed residents to sign up
for the program and request the same incentives offered during door-to-door outreach. The
requested resources were hand-delivered and a motivational interview conversation was
attempted during the delivery if the resident was available.

2.18

Figure 2.2 shows which households were engaged through a door-to-door visit, and the area of
households which received the mailer. In addition to the households shown, multi-family
complexes throughout the door-to-door area, which were not suited to the conversational
approach, were also targeted using the mailer.
Figure 2.2: Engagement type by household
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Resources & Incentives
2.19

A number of resources were made available for the Travel Advisor team to promote to residents
on the doorstep. Resources included a mixture of maps and schedules for local bus services,
bicycling maps and resources, as well as incentives to encourage uptake of walking and public
transit. A Neighborhood Travel Map for downtown Puyallup was also developed specifically for
the project, highlighting local walking and bicycling routes as well as bus routes in the area. The
full list of resources and volumes distributed can be found in Table 3.4 in the next section.

Stakeholders
2.20

There was a concerted effort made by the project team to ensure that the community was
informed about Puyallup In Motion and expecting their door-to-door visitors. Posts were made to
the Pierce Trips Facebook page, an article was posted in the Puyallup Herald, residents received
door hangers prior to visit, and the project team held meetings with various community
organizations and stakeholders before the project launch.

2.21

Local stakeholders including the business group such as the Puyallup Sumner Chamber of
Commerce, Puyallup Main Street Association; advocacy group such as Friends of the Riverwalk,
Puyallup Watershed Initiative Active Transportation Community of Interest and Downtown On the
Go; as well as local businesses and hubs such as Downtown Bike and Anthem Coffee. Stakeholders
were contacted with information on the program via email and in some cases a meeting. Different
stakeholder groups were enthusiastic about the project and in many cases offered information
and advice on what other stakeholders to contact.

2.22

The Team Leader was also present at the Farmers Market on multiple occasions and attended
events such as the Puyallup Salmon Homecoming. Further, SDG created a press release, which
resulted in an article published in the local newspaper, The News Tribune.
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3

Contact & Engagement Outcomes

3.1

The outcomes of the household engagement are presented here, including contact rates,
participation, reasons for households declining to participate where these were given, and the
range of resources requested from the Travel Advisors by participating households. The overall
target area for engagement comprised of 5,340 households. Of these households, 3,028 were
reached at the doorstep, while a further 2,000 were targeted via a mailer. These approaches are
described in the following sections.

Door-to-Door Engagement
3.2

After removing inaccessible households from the target number (apartment units in restricted
access buildings), and sample reduction due to households listed incorrectly, temporary dwellings,
vacant dwellings or duplicates, a total of 3,028 households were targeted for door-to-door
outreach.
Household Outcomes

3.3

The outcomes of the door-to-door engagement work are defined as follows and the number of
each can be seen in Table 3.1:







Households Reached: These households spoke to a Travel Advisor and had the opportunity to
participate in the project.
Participating Households: These households spoke with a Travel Advisor and chose to
participate in the project by requesting at least one of the range of travel resources.
Non-Participating Households: These households spoke with a Travel Advisor and did not
wish to, or were not able to, take part in the project or receive supporting travel resources.
No Contact: These households were visited by the Travel Advisor team on three occasions,
but were not spoken to during the project.
Inaccessible Households: Apartment units within restricted access buildings, or with locked
gates/fences.
Sample Loss: These households were either vacant dwellings, temporary dwellings,
inaccessible properties, or, most often, listed incorrectly (e.g. business premises).
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Contact
3.4

Of those households contacted, there were a range of responses to the project:




2,018 households (66.6%) were spoken with during an in-person visit or by requesting
materials online during the intervention. Of those:
 528 households (17.4%) participated in the project by sharing information about how
they currently travel and also requesting specific resources and/or incentives.
 1,490 households (49.2%) were spoken to but decided not to participate in the project—
top reasons given for non-participation included lack of interest, perceived lack of
transportation options, and attachment to current travel behavior.
1,010 households (33.4%) were not spoken with after three attempts at different times of day
and on different days of the week. Those households which were not reached were left with a
door hanger, encouraging them to visit the program website and request resources online. 30
participants signed up for the program through the online request form.

Table 3.1: Door-to-door engagement outcomes
Status
Total households targeted

Number of
households

% of households

3,340

109%

312

9%

3,028

100%

2,018

66.6%

528

17.4%

Non-participating households

1,490

49.2%

Households not reached (after 3 attempts)

1,010

33.4%

Sample loss

Total less sample loss

Households Reached
Participating households

Participation Rate
3.5

This project achieved a 17.4% participation rate in terms of total households, which was lower
than expected (typical for this type of project is ~30%). The percentage of households who chose
not to participate when spoken to was correspondingly higher than anticipated (49.7% versus 3540% expected) and the potential reasons why are explored in the lessons learned section. These
reasons should be understood to inform future work.

3.6

Various reasons for non-participation were provided to the Travel Advisors at the doorstep
(reported in Table 3.2 by frequency of response), though often no reason was given. Common
reasons given for non-participation, reported in Table 3.2: Reasons for non-participationTable 3.2
by frequency of response, were compiled from the experiences of the travel advisors, shared at
the regular team meetings.
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Table 3.2: Reasons for non-participation
Common reasons for non-participation
Most
Frequent

Too busy to talk with/not interested in speaking to Travel Advisor
Unhappy with existing transit options/service (times/frequencies)
Likes car, not interested in driving less
Transit does not go near to worksite
Transit as a sign of class status
Retired and does not commute or have interest in alternatives to driving
Feels that personal vehicle is necessary to travel with kids
Works different hours than transit service
Visit is interrupting activity (i.e. dinner)
Job that requires transporting tools

Least
Frequent

Already travels sustainably, not interested in additional information or trying
something different

Mail-Based Engagement
3.7

As described previously, a postcard was hand-delivered to 2,000 households in the target area
which did not receive a door-to-door visit. For those that signed up via postcard or online, the
requested resources were hand delivered and a motivational interview was attempted to further
encourage behavior change.
Participation Rate

3.8

As shown in Table 3.3: Mail-based engagement outcomes, the response to this outreach was low,
with only 9 households (0.5%) responding to the postcard. Though much lower than the 5-8%
engagement typically expected from a primarily mail-based program, this perhaps provides an
indication of the level of effort required to garner the desired level of response (typically a mailer
and 1-2 ‘reminder’ pieces, as well as online and social media campaigning).
Table 3.3: Mail-based engagement outcomes
Status
Households targeted
Participating households

3.9

Number of households

% of households

2,000

-

9

0.5%

Overall, this low participation can potentially be seen as an indicator of the lack of openness to
non-driving alternatives in the Puyallup area. The lack of responsiveness to the postcard
reinforced the project team’s perception of relatively low program interest during face to face
interactions. Throughout the campaign, feedback from the Travel Advisors indicated that Puyallup
residents had lived in the area for a long time and were familiar with the options available to
them. Further, there seemed to be a high number of residents who worked shifts, or were
required to drive for work, often with tools or equipment. While these scenarios did not preclude
program participation, they did limit the number of options or trip types for which alternatives
could be presented.

11

3.10

Given the low responsiveness to the postcard approach, the significantly higher participation rate
that the door-to-door outreach achieved is notable. It is possible that with higher than expected
barriers to changing behavior, the additional in-person encouragement was necessary to provide
tailored resources and discuss the context for each resident.

Resources and Incentives
3.11

Pierce County, Pierce Transit, local partners,
and Steer Davies Gleave prepared the
resources and incentives provided to residents.
Travel Advisors only delivered requested items
that supported a possible behavior change
identified as a result of the conversation. Due
to the low response from mail-based outreach,
these requests have been summarized with the
door-to-door requests below.

3.12

Table 3.4 shows the total number of each
resource given out to participants over the
course of the project. Some resources were
grouped by theme, meaning if a participant
expressed interest in learning to ride the bus,
Bike Doctor event at the Puyallup Farmer’s Market
there was a specific package of Pierce Transit
bus related information that they would receive. As some households received more than one
ORCA card, the number of cards given is higher than the total number of participating households.
Table 3.4: Resources requested by participating households
Resources taken

Total

% of participating households
receiving resource

ORCA card with $10 loaded value

673

84%

Neighborhood Map

528

100%

Sounder information

497

83%

Pierce Transit two week bus pass

460

58%

Bus resources

411

74%

Walk resources

384

53%

Bike resources

291

52%

Carpool resources

88

10%

Vanpool/Vanshare resources

42

8%

29

5%

Relax Rewards
Total

3,403
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3.14

ORCA cards were the most popular incentive with 673 distributed. Participants typically saw the
pass as providing good value, and most had not used an ORCA card previously. The neighborhood
map was included in every package and was well received by participants who related to the local
information tailored to the area. Information on the Sounder and Pierce Transit Buses was also
popular, as it was typically distributed as a supplement to the ORCA card.
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Figure 3.1: Neighborhood map distributed to all participants

Behavior Change
Transit Pass Incentives
3.15

663 ORCA cards were distributed through the program, each loaded with $10 stored value. On
June 30th, 2017, the distributed ORCA cards had recorded 1,625 trips in total with the following
transit agencies:
Agency

Trips

Pierce Transit

901

Sound Transit

500

King County Metro

220

WA State Ferries

3

Everett Transit

1

For the Pierce Transit free 2-week bus passes, 4,620 trips were taken on bus lines serving Puyallup
in the promo months of September and October.
Monitoring Approach
3.16

Behavior change surveys were completed with participants through telephone and email. In total
13% of participants completed the follow-up survey via phone or online, four to 12 weeks after
they initially spoke with a Travel Advisor.

3.17

Those who the team was unable to reach by phone after multiple attempts were sent a follow-up
email. A total of 65 phone surveys and six online surveys relating to customer service,
participation, and behavior change were completed, for a total of 71 respondents to the follow-up
survey.

3.18

A second round of surveys was completed six to eight months after initial contact via email.
Despite multiple follow-up emails and efforts to incentivize participation, 23 respondents
submitted feedback in the second follow-up.
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Participant Satisfaction & Perceptions
Resource Quality
3.19

A total of 54 respondents to the follow-up survey reported that the quality of the materials was
either good/very good (83%). 11% of participants found the materials to be okay or average and
an additional 6% could not say. No respondents found the materials to be of poor quality.
Figure 3.2: Resource quality

6%
11%

Good / Very good
Okay / Average
Don't know

83%

N= 65 from online and phone survey

3.20

Fifty-nine respondents provided additional comments supporting the overall positive review of
distributed information, including:









3.21

“Delivered to the house; conveniently presented in a bag.”
“Stay at home mom and love having the extra resources to travel with kids.”
“Information was great quality and gave me a better perspective of the bus and train.”
“Glad that I received the information quickly and did not have to wait long for it.”
“Loved the walking maps!!”
“Helped get me more comfortable with trying the train.”
“The information was good. Loved the bike maps for me and my children to use.”
“Helpful because I am new to the area and needed information about how to get around.”

Some respondents provided feedback regarding how resources could be improved:




Multiple participants remarked that they wished the bus passes had lasted for longer, some
did not get the chance to use them within the two weeks;
One participant responded that he thought the information was good overall but wished for
more information on using transit with a disability;
One participant reported that she wished the materials had been left at the first visit.

August 2017 14

Travel Advisor Experience
3.22

As shown in Figure 3.3, survey respondents had positive experiences with the Travel Advisors, and
found them to be helpful, courteous and knowledgeable. No respondents had negative feedback
for the conduct of Travel Advisors or their understanding of local travel options.
Figure 3.3: Conversation with Travel Advisor
5 - Very Good

4 - Good

Couldn't say

6%

7%

21%

24%

74%

69%

HELPFULNESS AND COURTESY OF THE
TRAVEL ADVISOR

TRAVEL ADVISOR'S KNOWLEDGE OF
TRAVEL OPTIONS

N= 68 from online and phone survey

The overwhelming majority of survey respondents spoke positively about
their interactions with Travel Advisors.
3.23

Almost all survey respondents (96%) claimed that the conversation with the Travel Advisor was
worthwhile. The vast majority of respondents noted that the conversation made them think more
about travel (90%). Over half of respondents agreed that their visit from a Travel Advisor made
them feel more positive about walking locally (66%), taking the bus (63%) and bicycling (60%).
Results from questions relating to the performance of the Travel Advisor and attitudes to travel
can be seen in

3.24

Figure 3.4.
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Figure 3.4: Conversation with the Travel Advisor
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1%

22%
34%
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3%

63%

60%

6%
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12%

Conversation
was worthwhile

Think more
about travel

Agree

Disagree

More positive
about bus

Neither

More positive
about bicycing

More positive
about walking

More positive
about carpool/
vanpool

Couldn't say/Not Applicable

N= 68 from online and phone survey

Participant Motivations
3.25

The survey asked respondents to think about the importance of transportation, health and local
issues in deciding whether to participate in the project. Respondents were asked to rate the
importance of eight factors in their decision to take part. A breakdown of responses is shown in
Figure 3.5.

Reducing transportation costs and construction related traffic were the two
most important factors for motivating people to participate in the project.
3.26

The motivational factors with the greatest influence were related to saving on transportation
costs and reducing traffic related to construction. The majority of respondents (84%) cited traffic
related to construction as either very important (63%) or important (21%) for their decision to
participate, and a desire to decrease transportation costs (81%) as either very important (59%) or
important (22%). Over half of participants indicated that personal health benefits (55%) or a desire
for more information (52%) were either important or very important motivators for participation.
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Figure 3.5: Motivation to participate
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Mode Share Changes
3.27

To evaluate the behavior change that occurred as a result of this In Motion project, the project
team utilized data from both the baseline (information collected through conversation forms
when the Travel Advisors engaged with participating households), as well as the follow-up surveys
conducted via phone and online.

3.28

The baseline survey comprised of a simple mode frequency table filled out by the Travel Advisors
as well as information on average number of trips taken by mode.

3.29

The first follow-up survey was completed four to 12 weeks after residents received information
and materials. The waiting period allowed time for travel behavior changes to occur. The followup survey used the same mode frequency table and questions as the baseline survey. The first
follow up survey was completed by 71 respondents, a response rate of 13%.

3.30

The second follow-up survey was completed six to eight months after residents received
information and materials. This waiting period allowed time for more permanent travel behavior
changes to occur. The survey was done through email, with recipients incentivized to participate.
Following the experience of spending many hours of calling with few responses for the first round
of surveys, the second round was conducted only through email. The second survey had many of
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the original questions from the baseline/first survey but not all. The follow-up surveys used the
same mode frequency table and questions as the baseline survey, and incorporated specific
questions from the first survey that pertained to changing behavior over time (omitting repetitive
questions such as re-asking motivations for participation that were asked in the first survey.)
3.31

The second survey had lower participation than the first round with only 24 people participating.
Low sample size should be taken into consideration as context for disparities between the first
and second survey results.

Changes in Travel Behavior – Increase in Non-Driving Trips
3.32

Thirty-eight percent (38%) of first follow up respondents indicated that they increased their nondrive alone trips as a result of participating in the In Motion project. Figure 3.6 shows the
percentages of the responses.
Figure 3.6: Increased non-driving trips – first follow-up

38%
Yes
No
62%

N=69 from online and phone survey

3.33

Twenty-six percent (26%) of second follow up respondents indicated that they increased their
non-single occupancy vehicle trips as a result of participating in the In Motion project. Figure 3.7
shows the percentages of the responses.
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Figure 3.7: Increased non-driving trips – second follow-up

26%
Yes
No

74%

N=23 from online and phone survey

Changes in Travel Behavior – Reduction in Driving Trips
3.34

The follow-up surveys asked respondents if any reduction in driving had occurred after
participating in the In Motion project.

3.35

In the first follow up survey, 38% of respondents indicated that they had reduced their round trips
over the course of a typical week after participating in the project. Of the respondents who
reduced their driving trips, 16% stated that they reduced one round trip during a typical week. The
remaining stated that they had reduced their driving trips by two (9%), three or more (13%) round
trips during a typical week. Figure 3.8 shows the distribution of the reduction in driving trips.
Figure 3.8: Reduction in driving round trips – first follow-up

62%

16%
1 TRIP EVERY WEEK
OR LESS

9%
2 TRIPS MOST
WEEKS

13%
3+ TRIPS MOST
WEEKS

NOT AT ALL

N=69 from online and phone survey
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3.37

Based on the data presented in Figure 3.8, the average decrease per week of driving round trips
was 0.7. Given that the average driving trips per week from the baseline data is 8.2, this is
equivalent to an overall reduction of 9% in drive alone trips.1 The median age of individuals
reporting reduced car trips was 49 years old, just under two-thirds of which were female.

3.38

In the second follow up survey, 34% of respondents indicated that they had reduced their round
trips over the course of a typical week after participating in the project. Ten percent of people
who reduced their driving trips stated that they reduced one round trip during a typical week. The
remaining stated that they had reduced their driving trips by two (19%), three or more (5%) round
trips during a typical week. Figure 3.9 shows the distribution of the reduction in driving trips.
Figure 3.9: Reduction in driving round trips – second follow-up

67%

19%
10%
1 TRIP EVERY WEEK
OR LESS

5%
2 TRIPS MOST
WEEKS

3+ TRIPS MOST
WEEKS

NOT AT ALL

N=21 from online and phone survey

3.39

Based on the data presented in Figure 3.9, the average decrease per week of driving round trips
was 0.6. Given that the average driving trips per week from the baseline data is 8.2, this is
equivalent to an overall reduction of 7.5% in drive alone trips.2

1

Average number of driving trips per week for all participants was calculated from baseline data and then
again from first follow up data. Baseline average drive alone trips per person per week minus follow up
average decrease in drive alone trips per person per week is equal to a 9% decrease in drive alone trips.
2

Average number of driving trips per week for all participants was calculated from baseline data and then
again from second follow up data. Baseline average drive alone trips per person per week minus follow up
average decrease in drive alone trips per person per week is equal to a 7.5% decrease in drive alone trips.
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Changes in Travel Behavior – Reduction in Driving Trips
3.40

Of the first follow up respondents who indicated they reduced their driving levels, over half
indicated that they would be very likely to continue their new travel patterns in the future (58%).
Figure 3.10 shows the distribution of responses.
Figure 3.10 Likelihood of continuing new non-driving travel patterns – first follow-up

9%
6%
Very likely
Somewhat likely
27%

58%

Not very likely
Not sure

N=33 from online and phone survey

3.41

Of the second follow up respondents who indicated they reduced their driving levels, over three
quarters indicated that they would be very likely to continue their new travel patterns in the
future (76%). Figure 3.11 shows the distribution of responses. All second follow up respondents
indicated a degree of likeliness in continuing new travel patterns, indicating those who
participated in the second follow up may have already managed to maintain non-driving trips.
Figure 3.11 Likelihood of continuing new non-driving travel patterns – second follow-up

24%

Very likely
Somewhat likely

76%

N=22 from online and phone survey
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Mode Shift- Commute Trips – Overview
3.42

In both follow up surveys, participants were asked to state what number of weekly commute trips
they made by each mode listed in Table 3.5. Mode share data from the baseline and follow-up
surveys can be seen in the second, third and fifth columns while the percentage point change in
mode share is presented in columns four and six for the first and second follow up survey
respectively.
Table 3.5: Mode share change- commute trips – overview
Baseline
(n=528)

First Follow-Up
(F1) (n=71)

F1 Change
(percentage
point)

Second
Follow-Up
(F2) (n=23)

F2 Change
(percentage
point)

Single Occupant Vehicle travel

68%

61%

-7%

54%

-14%

Sustainable travel

32%

39%

+7%

46%

+14%

Bus

6%

10%

+4%

12%

+6%

Train

7%

18%

+11%

9%

+2%

Bicycle

3%

3%

0%

1%

-2%

Walk

7%

1%

-6%

2%

-5%

Carpool

6%

4%

-2%

22%

+16%

Vanpool

0%

0%

0%

0%

+16%

Telework

3%

3%

0%

0%

-3%

100%

100%

-

100%

-

Mode

Total

Mode Shift- Commute Trips – First Follow-Up (four to 12 weeks)
3.43

For the first follow up, mode share for drive alone trips decreased from 68% to 61%, a decrease of
7 percentage points. Sustainable travel increased from 32% to 39% of overall mode share. There
was also an increase in bus mode share (+4% points) from 6% to 10%.

3.44

The modes showing the greatest increases were Sounder train (+11%), and bus (+4%). The 6%
decrease in walking trips could be explained by colder winter outdoor temperatures during follow
up compared to late summer and early fall weather conditions during initial contact. Weather can
have a significant impact on travel behavior, particularly for active modes.

The greatest change in sustainable modes came from an 11 percentage point
increase in train use and a mode share increase from 7% to 18%.
Mode Shift- Commute Trips – Second Follow-Up (six to eight months)
3.45

In the second follow up survey, mode share for drive alone trips decreased from 68% to 54%, a
decrease of 14 percentage points. Sustainable travel increased from 32% to 46% of overall mode
share. The modes showing the greatest increases were carpool (+16%), and bus (+6%).
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Mode Shift- Non-Commute Trips – Overview
3.46

For non-commute trips, participants were asked to state the number of trips they made by each
mode listed in Table 3.6 on a weekly basis. Mode share data from the baseline and follow-up
surveys can be seen in the second, third and fifth columns while the percentage point change in
mode share is presented in columns four and six for the first and second follow up survey
respectively.
Table 3.6: Mode share change- non-commute trips – overview
Baseline
(n=528)

First Follow-Up
(F1) (n=71)

F1 Change
(percentage
point)

Second FollowUp (F2) (n=23)

F2 Change
(percentage
point)

Single Occupant Vehicle travel

53%

52%

-1%

54%

+1%

Sustainable travel

47%

48%

+1%

46%

-1%

Bus

2%

7%

+5%

12%

+10%

Train

1%

3%

+3%

9%

+8%

Mode

Bicycle

7%

7%

0%

1%

-6%

Walk

31%

25%

-6%

2%

-29%

Carpool

6%

6%

0%

22%

+16%

Vanpool

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

100%

100%

-

100%

-

Total

Mode Shift- Non-Commute Trips – First Follow-Up (four to 12 weeks)
3.47

For the first follow up, mode share for drive alone trips decreased from 53% to 52%, while
sustainable travel increased by the same margin to 48%. There was also an increase in bus mode
share (+5 percentage points) from 2% to 7%. Again, the decrease in walking trips, from 31% to
25% of trips, could be explained by the timing of the initial survey and subsequent follow-up. The
impact of the project on non-commute trips was therefore less than for commute trips.
Mode Shift- Non-Commute Trips – Second Follow-Up (six to eight months)

3.48

For the second follow up, mode share for drive alone trips increased from 53% to 54%, while
sustainable travel decreased by the same margin to 46%. There was an increase in bus mode share
(+10% points) from 2% to 12% and an increase in train mode share (+8% points) from 1% to 9%.
The decrease in walking trips, from 31% to 2% of trips, could be explained by the survey timing
and sample size. The difference between surveys may have been affected by a small number of
people making many walking trips during the baseline and first follow up. However, the overall
impact of the project on non-commute trips was less than for commute trips.
Mode Shift – Conclusions

3.49

Follow up surveys show that mode shift towards more sustainable means of transportation were
achieved for commute trips over time. Non-commute trips were less impacted by participation in
the program, though participants from both follow ups indicated that their driving over a typical
week had decreased between 7.5-9%. Those who did change their travel behavior indicated that
they were likely to continue their new travel patterns.
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Participant Experiences
3.50

During program follow-up, participants were asked to provide qualitative feedback or stories
about their experience with the program. This feedback was sorted based on the benefits and
challenges experienced by the participants, and could be split into four main discussion themes, as
follows:





3.51

Making More Active Trips;
Changing Infrequent Trips;
Supportive of the Program Approach; and
Significant Barriers to Change.

Feedback within each theme is discussed in more detail in the following section.
Making More Active Trips

3.52

A number of program participants indicated that the active travel resources were helpful to them.
These participants increased the number of local active trips that they made within the
community. Selected feedback from participants is included in Figure 3.12.
Figure 3.12: Active trips - participant feedback

"Now I walk
for my local
trips!"

"I feel safer
taking my kids
downtown!"

"My husband
and I try to walk
every day to get
exercise."

"I work night shifts
and can't use public
transportation, but
the program got me
thinking about
walking more."

"I loved the bike
map and
downtown travel
map for me and
my kids."

"Cycling
was
great!"
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Changing Infrequent Trips
3.53

Many respondents indicated that while they had not changed their primary means of travel, they
had tried, or planned on using alternative modes for non-recurrent trips such as appointments,
errands and visiting friends and family. Participant feedback relating to these infrequent trips is
summarized in Figure 3.13.
Figure 3.13: Infrequent trips – participant feedback

"I used the bus
to get to an
appointment
and it was so
easy! "

"We took the
train to Seattle...
it was a great and
fun experience
for the whole
family."

"I walk
more for
local
trips"

Took the
bus to the
doctor
many times.
Love it!"

"I used the free
ORCA card to visit
my children in
Seattle on the
train."

"We walk to
the market
downtown
Puyallup"

"I'm
walking
more
now for
exercise"
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Supportive of the Program Approach
3.54

Several residents commented specifically on the program approach, and how they found the inperson interaction useful for answering their questions and addressing their concerns. This
feedback is shown in Figure 3.14.
Figure 3.14: Program support - participant feedback

"The travel
advisors are
so friendly!"

"It was helpful
to get all the
resources
from one
place."

"I love my new
ORCA card!"

"I'm excited
about trying
vanpool to
get to
work!"

"The
resources will
help the
community
greatly."

"Puyallup In
Motion is the
reason I am
now bussing/
walking to/
from work one
day per week"

"The bus helps
me access
Sounder
without dealing
with the
parking lot"

"These
programs are
really
important for
the community
and I hope they
continue"
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Significant Barriers to Change
3.55

The feedback also revealed barriers to participants using alternative modes, most of which related
to infrastructure provision and availability. Participant responses relating to challenges and
barriers are summarized in Figure 3.15.
Figure 3.15: Significant barriers - participant feedback

"It's hard to
park at the
transit stations"

"It's faster to
drive."

"We live in an
isolated area
with poor
pedestrian
infrastructure"

"It's harder to
walk to the bus
stop as I get
older."

"Not enough
bus stops"

"I love to walk
& bike, but
can't always
due to time or
carrying items.

"Can't change
travel habits if
where you
have to go
doesn't have
bus stops."

"I'm disabled
and it's harder to
use public
transportation."

"Sounder
doesn't
work for my
work hours"

"It would be nice
if Puyallup would
put in some bike
lanes. Especially
a North/South
route."
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4

Lessons Learned

4.1

Overall, the project was successful at reducing drive alone trips and gaining an increased
understanding of how to encourage and improve sustainable mode share in the Puyallup target
area. Travel Advisors visited over 3,000 households on up to three occasions; of the households
visited they spoke to over 2,000 households and 26% of those chose to participate in the project.
The overall door-to-door participation rate (including no contact households) was lower than
anticipated at 17%, however, the low responsiveness to the program mailer (delivered to an
additional 2,000 households), demonstrated that Puyallup is possibly a challenging location in
which to encourage behavior change. Entrenched attitudes and limited non-driving options
outside of the immediate downtown core in Puyallup meant that there were often only a small
number of trips that interested residents could change.

4.2

Nearly forty percent of respondents reported a reduction in their car use, and the same number
reported an increase in non-driving trips. Furthermore, nearly 60% of those who reduced their
drive alone trips said they were very or somewhat likely to continue their new travel patterns in
the future.

4.3

Reported car driver mode share was reduced by seven percentage points upon first follow up, and
fourteen with the second survey, while sustainable travel mode share increased by the same
number for commute trips each time. For non-commute trips, the shift was less significant, with a
1% reduction in car trips upon first follow up and a 1% increase upon the second survey, and
corresponding increases/decreases in sustainable travel.

4.4

The follow up surveys were completed by 13% of respondents from the first survey, and found
that commute mode behavior change was achieved and sustained over time. This delay in
adoption and maintenance of more sustainable transportation between first contact and the
following months could be an indication that participants needed time to plan and adapt to new
transportation behaviors and may also reflect improving weather conditions moving into the
summer months.

4.5

This section addresses the learnings of the project organized under the following categories:






4.6

Project Setup, Team Recruitment and Management
Project Area and Timing
Engagement, Contact and Resources
Conversation Tactics
Monitoring and Evaluation

Each section considers how project outcomes were influenced and provides suggestions for future
implementation. Finally, an overall recommendation on potential future implementation of the
program is provided.
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Project Setup
Recruitment
4.7

Initial team recruitment was more challenging than
expected, with delays encountered in the staffing
process. Identifying the appropriate channels for
attracting suitable candidates took several attempts,
and staff reliability remained an issue throughout
the project. The majority of staff were eventually
hired through word of mouth and were a mix of
students, recent university graduates and middle
aged adults seeking supplementary income.

4.8

Several potential staff members were offered the
position but turned it down, which was a challenge
for the project timeline. Further, those staff which
were hired would often not report for work, often
with little to no notice. This resulted in ongoing
project delays, as insufficient staff numbers would
result in the project shutting down for the day once
all non-teamed tasks, such as administration and
packing were completed. While it was found that
the team management structure worked well as
initially envisioned, ongoing staffing issues were a
difficulty that required continual management.

4.9

Travel Advisor door knocking

When considering a project of this type in the future, the staffing requirements may be easier to
meet if the project timing is adjusted to coincide with school summer holidays. Particularly in
Puyallup’s non-urban context, it was difficult to identify local staff who were not enrolled in school
during much of the program implementation. The final project team was primarily based outside
of Puyallup and comprised of a mix of new college graduates seeking work experience, and
middle-aged adults seeking supplemental income, either as a second job, or as casual employment
while raising children. The weather conditions also became increasingly challenging during the
later fall, with significant rainfall and limited daylight hours impeding outreach and impacting
morale as the campaign progressed.
Project office

4.10

Considerable barriers were also encountered in identifying a project office within the downtown
Puyallup neighborhood. A necessity for fulfilment and administrative functions, after many public
and non-profit avenues had been exhausted, a space was eventually identified in partnership with
the Puyallup Sumner Chamber of Commerce. For future projects it is suggested that office space
identification is included in the target area selection process, and is ideally in place at project
inception or shortly thereafter.
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Stakeholder Engagement
4.11

It was important to let the neighborhood know that the project team would be working in the
area. The team notified the Chamber of Commerce, the Main Street Association, local community
groups and other stakeholders about the effort and that staff would be knocking on doors. This
effort was recognized positively by the community and made it easy to answer questions about
the campaign and staff when questions did arise. Stakeholders were also invaluable sources of
information on the community, helping the team understand community attitudes and identifying
local events to attend. This should again be a priority in future projects.

Project Area and Timing
4.12

The general project area and timeline were set prior to project inception, which may have had an
effect on the results of the intervention. The delayed project timeline due to issues confirming the
procurement resulted in the project kicking off in August, rather than June. This timing meant that
the majority of follow-up surveying took place in the winter months, with limited daylight hours
and inclement weather, while the baseline was during the late summer and early fall. This likely
accounts for the decrease in walking observed for both commute and non-commute trips.

4.13

Further, the project area, though carefully considered as the best location within Puyallup for
implementation, had limited service and infrastructure for non-vehicle travel, particularly away
from the downtown core. The area had missing sidewalks in many locations, as well as a lack of
any bicycle infrastructure. Many residents felt that bus services were infrequent, and did not serve
commute destinations for many local residents. While the project increased awareness of travel
options, for many trips that residents took regularly, the barriers to choosing a sustainable option
were still considerable. Further, it was found that many residents of Puyallup had lived there for
many years, and were familiar with the area and the options available to them. Even where there
may have been opportunities for these long-time residents to try an alternative mode, this
familiarity with the area led them to decline participation before engaging with the Travel Advisor.

Engagement, Contact and Resources
4.14

Participation rates for Puyallup In Motion were lower than expected based on experience from
previous projects (typical participation rates are usually closer to 30% of targeted residents).
Continuous efforts were made to improve Travel Advisor’s participation rates, with the nonparticipant numbers for each Travel Advisor regularly outputted from the database.
Improvements were seen over time as Travel Advisors became more familiar in their role, and
employed the conversation tactics outlined below. To enable a culture of continuous
improvement, Travel Advisors were strategically paired to work on a street (one travel advisor on
each side of the street) to provide them the opportunity to touch base and troubleshoot issues
while they were out in the field. Ongoing training was also delivered by the Steer Davies Gleave
project management team, with regular site visits and discussion of strategies to engage
participants. At team meetings, TA’s shared experiences and worked on improving participation.

4.15

The resources offered by the project were well received, with the ORCA card seen as a positive
incentive with good value. The Pierce Transit pass was also valued, but the two week limit
constrained resource delivery timelines and may have reduced the number of participants able to
use them. Residents valued the local travel map tailored to their neighborhood.
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Conversation Tactics
4.16

Much of the project team’s learning centered around strategies for Motivational Interviewing, and
specifically how to listen for opportunities to connect with someone, encourage an interest, and
identify the appropriate resources for a participant. Ongoing reflection, discussion, and roleplaying were integral in this learning process. The team found it was valuable to set aside at least
a half hour for this, as a group, once a week. Team members also observed one another in
conversation with participants throughout the project, which contributed to a collective “tool kit”
and helped the team learn from one another.

4.17

Typical team learning sessions focused around particular challenges; for example, a resident who
mentioned how they don’t drive much to begin with, or a resident who struggles with not driving
because of small children. Many of the strategies for adapting to challenging conversations
revolved around the concept of meeting people at the stage they are in—whether that means
thinking about the change or actually making the change.

4.18

For many Puyallup residents, it seemed that non-driving options were not something that they
had considered previously, and thus it was a challenge to move them from this ‘precontemplation’ phase into action. For many conversations, the Travel Advisors reflected that they
felt ‘a seed had been planted’ which may have not translated into immediate change.

Monitoring & Evaluation
4.19

The Puyallup In Motion project utilized a combination of phone and email survey tactics for
follow-up. For the first follow up, emphasis was placed on the phone survey while the second
follow up was primarily email based.

4.20

The phone based approach was relatively time-intensive compared to email, however, it allowed
for a random sample of participants versus when all participants are emailed. When difficulty was
experienced reaching participants via phone, an email survey was sent to those who had yet to be
contacted. This approach garnered a few additional responses, however, it may have been more
effective had an incentive been offered for completion.

4.21

For the second survey, an incentive with desirable monetary value was offered to encourage
participation by email. The incentive brought in more email based participation than the nonincentivized email follow up.

4.22

Overall, follow ups saw a significant change in commute mode travel behavior, with an increase in
sustainable transportation over time. The first follow up found a 7% increase in sustainable
modes/decrease in drive alone trips, and the second follow up doubled that shift with 14%
increase in sustainable travel/decrease in driving alone. The significant and proportionate shift
from drive alone to more sustainable trips over time indicated travel behavior change was
achieved through the program and that sustainable travel shift is attained and maintained over
time. One takeaway from this finding could be that participants may benefit from ongoing support
to adopt healthier travel habits.
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Future Project Recommendation
4.23

While Puyallup In Motion successfully met project objectives and encouraged decreases in drivealone travel, there were challenges in project delivery which speak to the importance of target
area selection. The selected target area in Puyallup, while providing the most local options for
alternative modes travel, has a long-standing population with low turnover which may have
resulted in low interest in trying new options.

4.24

Greater project success could likely be realized with more emphasis on the early planning process
and area selection. Choosing an area where significant changes to transit service, or other nondriving improvement projects had been made, such as new bike lanes or pedestrian facilities,
would have provided an opportunity for the PTP outreach to support the implementation of the
new options. To this end, it would be useful to prioritize households within ¼ mile walking
distance to transit (½ mile to frequent or higher-order services), which are within the service
catchment for this mode.

4.25

At a higher level, use of techniques such a market segmentation can identify populations more
likely to switch to transit, active modes or ridesharing within a larger area, thus optimizing
benefits of outreach. This type of analysis looks at the geo-demographic characteristics of a target
area and can provide insight into the propensity of a population to change to a given mode. Areas
with a significant level of turnover (such as near colleges or military facilities), or growing
communities are less likely to be aware of their options and tend to be more receptive to trying a
new alternative.

4.26

Collection of more detailed information from residents could be considered for future projects.
This could include a more detailed breakdown of demographics, for example whether residents
are single, a couple, a family or retired. It could also be of interest to record additional details on
where people are travelling to, and any destinations or places of interest. Further analysis could
then be undertaken, for example drawing comparisons by zone.

4.27

The ORCA cards were well received as an incentive and were the main draw to the program for
many. These should continue to be used, while a longer (or less restricted) Pierce Transit pass
could be considered for future programs to allow more participants an opportunity to try this
option. Transit uptake could be further encouraged with the incorporation of events for ‘trying
transit’ run by the Travel Advisor team. This would typically involve meeting at a particular
location and using transit to attend an event as a group. Providing an incentive such as lunch, or
additional transit fare should be considered to encourage participation. Increase of sustainable
mode choice over time indicates that ongoing support for participants who want to try
alternatives to driving alone may be beneficial in achieving the project goal of long term sustained
travel behavior change.

4.28

Overall, the door-to-door approach used in this project demonstrated the ability to influence
travel behavior in the Pierce County context. While staff availability, project timing and limited
local options influenced the outcomes of Puyallup In Motion, the door-to-door approach proved
the value of in-person engagement when compared to the mailer response. When considering
future projects, expectations for participation and behavior change should be in line with the local
context and availability of alternatives to driving alone.

August 2017 32

August 2017 33

Appendices

August 2017 34

A Household Conversation Form

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

B Collateral Pieces
1 – Introduction Door Hanger
2 – “Sorry We Missed You” Door Hanger
3 – Introduction Letter
4 – Team ID Badges
5 – Neighborhood Map
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