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Introduction

BT’s 2001  Environmental Report set a target of gathering more information about the environmental impacts of its flexi-working activities. UK CEED and the University of Bradford were asked to achieve this by conducting a survey of staff registered with Options 2000. The results of this ‘stage 1’ survey of staff were reported in January 2001.

This paper summarises the results of a ‘stage 2’ survey of individuals registering to Options 2000 between January 2001 and July 2001. The results are broadly similar, although the next pages identify some detailed differences. 

1. Methodology and responses

A confidential on-line questionnaire was developed to assess not only the environmental impacts (primarily transport) of flexi-working but also social impacts, including job satisfaction. The questionnaire was hosted on a secure third party site.

Unlike the stage 1 survey, which was mainly e-mailed out to people already registered with Options 2000, the questionnaire in stage 2 was almost entirely completed by staff at the time of their registration with Options 2000. As before, many of the staff were already teleworking but were registering in order to take advantage of free equipment and support. 

The on-line questionnaire used in this second survey was identical to the first survey, other than 4 additional classification questions.
  These were:


Job description/classification


Options 2000 classification as fixed/mobile

How many days worked at home in the previous 5 working days

How long have been flexi-working at home. 

Data supplied by BT indicates that there was a total of 784 authorised home working applications between 18/01/01 and 04/7/01, the cut-off date for analysis. By that date, 153 responses had been received. This gives a somewhat disappointing 21% response rate, compared to 37% in the first survey. The reasons for this are currently unclear.

The characteristics of respondents were similar to those of the stage 1 survey with 67% being male and 97% working full time. The majority of those responding replied to all the questions. The respondents comprised a cross section of BT staff located throughout the UK in a range of job types. Over a quarter are in sales/marketing, 19% in systems and data management, and 10% in field operations. A majority (84%) of the sample are in managerial positions. 

66% of the sample are classed as mobile workers and 34% as fixed. Our understanding is that the percentages in the full population are 75% mobile and 25% fixed.

Table 1 provides data on how many days people were working from home. It can be seen that the figures for the last week were higher than the average. It is also apparent that people are anticipating more teleworking in future (as is the aim of Options 2000).

The majority of respondents (74 of 153) were relatively new to teleworking, having done it for less than one year. Although this question was not asked in stage 1, the qualitative comments made at that time suggest that it had a lower percentage than this. This would seem to indicate that BT policies of encouraging teleworking are succeeding.

2. Transport Findings

Table 2 compares responses to transport-related questionnaires between the two stages. The footnotes compare the BT responses with national averages derived from the DETR’s UK National Travel Survey.

As can be seen the responses are broadly similar. The main differences are:

the slightly higher mean distance for commuting in the stage 2 sample

the lower average total mileage for car use in the stage 2 sample which appears to be due to less non-work car travel

a higher weekly saving from tele-working largely as a result of a higher average number of days working from home.

Stage 2 respondents also engage in slightly less business travel than stage 1 (29% of stage 2 respondents travelling to work for 3-4 days weekly compared to 42% in stage 1). The proportion engaging in non-work activities during their journeys to and from work is almost exactly the same, with 14% shopping, 13% taking children to school and 9% picking them up after school. Stage 2 respondents  are also high users of video/audio/net-meeting facilities – although marginally less so than in stage 1 - with 56% using these 1-5 times week (compared to 63% in stage 1) and 7% 5-10 times per week (compared to 9% in stage 1).

Table 1: Number of days home working (current and in the future)

Number of days per week
Average days per week currently worked at home FT (%)
Average days per week currently worked at home PT (%)
Number of days in last  week worked at home FT and PT (%)
Number of days anticipated working at home FT and PT (%)

<1
31
65
24
1.5

1-2
46.5
21
33
24.5

3-4
15
10
29
41.5

Every day
7.5
4
14
32.5

Table 2: A comparison of the two survey responses to travel related questions

Measure
Stage 1
Stage 2

No of responses
202 of 550
153 from 784

Response rate
37%
21%

Mean one way commute distance
25 miles
30 miles (30 for car and 37 for train)

Mean journey to work time

54 minutes


60 minutes (54 by car, 85 by train)

Mode of travel to/from work
 
72% by car, 21% by train
72% by car, 21% by train 



Average car business mileage
11976
12834 

Average car mileage for car users
  
25,000 for all purposes
17,596 for all purposes 



Business journey modes
75% car, 20% train, 4% plane, 1% other
76% car, 19% train, 3% air, 3% other 



Transport savings from teleworking miles/week

95 car, 143 train
186 car, 202 train

Rough estimates can be made of the transport savings created by conferencing and reduced commuting distances.
  

2.1 Transport savings from conferencing

In the case of conferencing the average estimated mileage saved per week per person (compared to travelling for the meetings) averaged across the entire  sample [n=153] is as follows:


Car  

197




Train  

76

Plane 

46


`



Bus/tram
0.5  




Taxi 

0.5




These results indicate a sizeable amount of car and rail travel that appears to be saved as a result of people using conferencing facilities. 

2.2 Transport savings from commuting

The number of commute miles currently saved per person in the stage 2 sample by those working full time days from home by mode is as follows:

Car miles per week (car users only) 
186 (n=70)

Car miles per week (total sample) 
85 (n=153)

Train miles per week (train users only)
202 (n=25)

Train miles per week (total sample)
33 (n=153).

The comparable figures for stage 1 – which were only calculated for the total sample – were 95 miles for car and 143 miles for train. The difference for train travel reflects the fact that stage 1 had a larger number of long-distance train travellers.

As can be seen the average saving for the two main modes remains considerable. 

The additional further weekly mileage in commuting that would be avoided if anticipated changes in teleworking patterns do occur would provide further savings of 35 miles for car drivers, and 55 miles for train passengers (averaged across the whole sample of 153 people).

The total weekly commute mileage reduction per person (based on full time working days and averaged across the total sample) in the predicted home working scenario is as follows:

Car 202 

Train 254 

Car passenger 63 

Motorbike 102. 

These are not significantly different from the stage 1 findings of an average reduction in commute journeys of 170.6 miles per week for those who travel by car and 259 miles per week for those who commute by train.
 The conclusions of that report that “if these values and modal split are typical across the full sample of BT Options 2000 workers then the total savings would amount to a weekly commute reduction of 424000 of car travel and 190000 miles per week of rail travel” remains valid, and may be an understatement. So too, however, does the caveat that it is almost certain that some of these savings will be offset by additional journeys. For example, special car trips to take children to school rather than dropping them off on the way to work – so the figure should be used with caution until better data is available on additional journeys. Nonetheless, Options 2000 is clearly reducing BT’s transport impacts.   

3. Social and Work Results

In this area too, the results of stage 2 are broadly similar to those of stage 1. They indicate that most staff find outcomes to be positive, but a minority do not. The main negative features are social isolation, lack of contact with colleagues and difficulties in working at home.

Some other findings from stage 2 (with stage 1 results in brackets) are:

· Why people wish to move to home-based flexi-working
(mean values based on 1=not important, 5 = important) 

· Desire to reduce commuting time  4.4 (4.4)

· Desire to reduce commuting costs 3.8 (3.9)

· Desire to spend more time with family 3.7 (3.9) 

· Desire to change work patterns 3.7 (3.8)

· Expected benefits of home-based flexi-working
(mean values based on 1= not important, 5 = important)

· Life/work balance 4.5 (4.5)

· Time savings 4.5 (4.5)

· Quality/productivity of work 4.4 (4.4)

· Financial savings 3.8 (3.9)

· Better work environment 3.8 (3.8)

· Expected drawbacks of home-based flexi-working
(mean values based on 1= not important, 5 = important)

· Information systems problems 3.5 (3.6)

· Isolation  3.2 (3.4)

· Working longer hours 3.3 (3.4)

· Problems in balancing home/work 2.9 (3.3)

· Energy costs 3.0 (2.3)

7. Conclusions

The stage 2 survey has produced similar results to stage 1. The main differences between the two are:

The response to the second questionnaire is lower than the first, which makes the results slightly less reliable

The sample is almost entirely comprised of people who are newly registering to Options 2000 (compared to those who had applied to register some time ago, as with many in the first sample). This increases reliability, as respondents are not being asked to remember past transport activities

The second sample has an overall slightly higher commute distance and commute time than the first sample 

The second sample however has an overall lower annual car mileage than the first sample, even though the amount of business travel is higher. This might be explained by the relatively high number of sales/field workers in the second sample who would be 'on the road' and mobile as part of their job. We did not obtain the job title or the fixed/mobile split in the first survey

The second sample whist having higher in-work business mileage appear to travel less frequently implying that the journeys they are making may be longer. 

Overall, the conclusions of the first stage of the research remain valid for this one also. Options 2000 appears to be creating significant reductions in BT transport impacts. Most respondents expect home-based flexi-working to be beneficial in terms of reduced travel time, cost, stress and associated family benefits. However, a minority feel that they are they being pressured into it and that it will therefore increase stress.

The more detailed responses obtained from different types of teleworkers also demonstrates how important it is not to treat them as an homogenous group. The next stages of the research will build on this insight by developing a new questionnaire in order to capture the nuances of the different kinds of flexi-working and to make before and after comparisons easier. 




























� This can be found at � HYPERLINK http://bradforduni.brinkster.net/bt.asp ��http://bradforduni.brinkster.net/bt.asp� (Username: btpeep; Password: workstyle).


� The Options 2000 scheme classifies fixed as more than 40% of working time in a fixed location and mobile as less than 40% in a fixed location.


� The NTS is the basis for government estimates of flexi-working. Note, however, that the results are not strictly comparable due to slightly different phrasing of questions. 


� The national average time taken to travel to work is 25 minutes (all modes). The mean for London is 41 minutes and 53 minutes for central London. For car travellers the national average is 23 minutes whilst train averages 60 minutes.


� The national average is 71% by car and 6% by train.


� Annual average mileage nationally for private car owners is 8,000, 21000 for company car users (of which approximately half is for business related purposes).


� Based on savings per respondent using that mode of travel to commute and who have full days working at home (car =70, train =25)


� Note that, as many of the respondents are changing the nature of their flexi-working, it is not entirely clear whether these figures are of actual savings compare to past journeys, or of notional savings compared with the situation of working patterns had remained unchanged. 


� The figures for plane are slightly distorted by the small number of people who would have required to travel by this mode if the conference facilities had been unavailable. In fact 6 people responded to this question with an average saving of 1256 miles per respondent.


� Calculated as commute distance to place of work they would use if not at home multiplied by number of full time work days at home in a week. This does not take account of travel on full-time home days that would normally have been included as part of a commute trip


� Note that this figure is less than the sum of current savings, plus anticipated future savings, because the samples used in the calculations differ. 


� These figures do not include trips currently or previously made as part of a commute trip which may in the future be taken as a separate local trip from home. The calculation also excludes any net change in work-related travel which might result from the new pattern of working (eg team meetings, customer meetings off-site). Also the values for days working at home in the future are estimates rather than actual. 
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