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Physical activity on the 

multimodal commute



On average:

20% of the duration of each trip

Over half the weekly target

Physical activity on the 

multimodal commute

Costa et al., Prev Med 2015



Commuting and wellbeing



Commuting and wellbeing

Mytton et al., Prev Med 2016
Odds ratios  adjusting for sociodemographic variables, physical 

activity and physical limitation

Sickness 

absence

Mental

wellbeing

Maintained cycling
0.46

(0.14, 0.80)

1.50
(0.1, 2.10)



“For physical activity,  a strong case can be 

made that the science of how to 

understand individual behaviour change 

has overshadowed the efforts to 

understand true population-level change”

Kohl et al., Lancet 2012
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“ I hurt myself quite 
badly and now my wife 
won’t let me cycle in 
town, she says it’s too 
dangerous”

[Cycling] is probably the most 
dangerous thing I do but well I read 
the statistics and it’s more 
dangerous not to cycle from the 
health point of view!



Trends in active commuting

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016
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Trends in active commuting

Panter et al., under review
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Effects on commute 

mode share



Car only Any active

Effects on commute 

mode share



Heinen et al., IJBNPA 2015

Car only Any active

Large decrease
2.09

(1.35, 3.21)

Adjusted relative risk ratios (95% confidence intervals) for >30% increase in proportion 
of commute trips per unit of proximity (square root of distance) to busway. N=469

Effects on commute 

mode share



Heinen et al., IJBNPA 2015

Car only Any active

Large decrease
2.09

(1.35, 3.21)

Large increase
1.80

(1.27, 2.55)

Adjusted relative risk ratios (95% confidence intervals) for >30% increase in proportion 
of commute trips per unit of proximity (square root of distance) to busway. N=469

Effects on commute 

mode share
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1 km4 km

80% more likely
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Effects on cycling 

and walking time



Cycling Walking

Commuting 

Adjusted relative risk ratios (95% confidence intervals) for an increase in weekly duration
of the given behaviour per unit of proximity (square root of distance) to busway. N=469

Effects on cycling 

and walking time

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016



Cycling Walking

Commuting 
1.34

(1.03, 1.76)

0.90
(0.69, 1.18)

Adjusted relative risk ratios (95% confidence intervals) for an increase in weekly duration
of the given behaviour per unit of proximity (square root of distance) to busway. N=469

Effects on cycling 

and walking time

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016



1 km4 km

9 km 4 km

34% more likely

34% more likely



RRR (95% CI)

Cycling Walking

Commuting 
1.34

(1.03, 1.76)

0.90
(0.69, 1.18)

Mean increase
+86

min·wk-1

Effects on cycling 

and walking time

Adjusted for age, sex, education, car ownership, home ownership, children, health 

condition, body mass index, urban-rural classification, distance to work, car parking 

provision at work, baseline level of active commuting and home or work relocation

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016



Cycling Walking

Commuting 
1.34

(1.03, 1.76)

0.90
(0.69, 1.18)

Mean increase
+86

min·wk-1

Commuting plus recreation
1.32

(1.04, 1.68)

Effects on cycling 

and walking time

Adjusted for age, sex, education, car ownership, home ownership, children, health 

condition, body mass index, urban-rural classification, distance to work, car parking 

provision at work, baseline level of active commuting and home or work relocation

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016



Impact of COnstructing Non-motorised Networks 
and Evaluating Changes in Travel

FUNDED BY PARTNERS

Ogilvie et al., Am J Public Health 2011
Sahlqvist et al., BMC Med Res Methodol 2011
Powell et al., Built Environ 2011
Ogilvie et al., BMJ Open 2012
Sahlqvist et al., Prev Med 2012
Goodman et al., Environ Health 2012
Brand et al., Appl Energy in press
Bird et al., Health Psychol in press





Effects of Connect2



Adjusted linear regression coefficients per kilometre of proximity

Effects of Connect2

One year Two years

Walking and 

cycling

Overall 

PA

Walking and 

cycling

Overall 

PA

4.6 4.3

15.3
12.5

Goodman et al., Am J Public Health 2014
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Building the 

health case 

Evaluating 

infrastructure

Learning from 

experience



Trends in active commuting

Panter et al., under review

Median duration 

(min·wk-1)

2009 2012

Active commuting 120 100

Cycling 70 40







Panter et al., BMJ Open 2015           



Panter et al., BMJ Open 2015           



Use of the busway

Cycling

Walking

Bus

Other

Transport
Recreation

64

36

68

32

89

11

19

81









Adjusted linear regression coefficients per kilometre of proximity

Effects of the busway

Least

active

Most 

active

Active commuting 
1.76

(1.16, 2.67)

2.18

(0.69, 7.02)

Panter et al., Am J Prev Med 2016







“For physical activity,  a strong case can be 

made that the science of how to 

understand individual behaviour change 

has overshadowed the efforts to 

understand true population-level change”

Kohl et al., Lancet 2012



“... The job for government and its partners 

at a national and local level is to transform 

the environment so that it is less inhibiting 

of healthy lifestyles.”



Sign up to our quarterly Bulletin: http://www.cedar.iph.cam.ac.uk/subscribe/

@JennaPanter


