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Abstract

Background: Active commuting is prospectively associated with physical activity in children. Few longitudinal
studies have assessed predictors of change in commuting mode.

Purpose: To investigate the individual, socio-cultural and environmental predictors of uptake and maintenance
of active commuting in 10 year-old children.

Methods: Children were recruited in 2007 and followed-up 12 months later. Children self-reported usual travel
mode to school. 31 child, parent, socio-cultural and physical environment characteristics were assessed via
self-reported and objective methods. Associations with uptake and maintenance of active travel were studied
using multi-level multiple logistic regression models in 2012.

Results: Of the 912 children (59.1% girls, mean ± SD baseline age 10.2 ± 0.3 yrs) with complete data, 15% changed
their travel mode. Those children who lived less than 1 km from school were more likely to take up (OR: 4.73,
95% CI: 1.97, 11.32, p = 0.001) and maintain active commuting (OR: 2.80 95% CI: 0.98, 7.96, p = 0.02). Children whose
parents reported it was inconvenient to use the car for school travel were also more likely to take up (OR: 2.04,
95% CI: 1.08, 3.85, p = 0.027) and maintain their active commuting (OR: 5.43 95% CI: 1.95, 15.13, p = 0.001). Lower
socio-economic status and higher road safety were also associated with uptake.

Conclusions: Findings from this longitudinal study suggest that reducing the convenience of the car and
improving the convenience of active modes as well as improving the safety of routes to school may promote
uptake and maintenance of active commuting and the effectiveness of these interventions should be evaluated
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Introduction
Physical activity in children is associated with beneficial
effects on physical and mental health [1,2]. Despite these
benefits, and the existence of guidelines that highlight
the importance of being active every day [3], physical ac-
tivity levels are believed to be insufficient [4,5]. Walking
and cycling represent potential ways of achieving
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recommended levels of daily physical activity [6]. Pre-
dominantly cross-sectional evidence suggests that chil-
dren who walk or cycle to school are more active overall
than those who use motorised transport [7,8]. There is
also some evidence to suggest that walking and cycling
to school (‘active commuting’) is associated with health-
ier body composition [9].
Reviews suggest that a range of factors from parental at-

titudes to features of the physical environment influence
children’s modes of travel to school [10-12], consistent
with ecological models of behaviour [13] and frameworks
commonly integrate the wider environmental context of
behaviour into the decision-making process around travel
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choices for children [10,14]. However, the major limitation
of this evidence base is that it is predominantly cross-
sectional and few studies use longitudinal designs to assess
the predictors of changes in walking and cycling [10-12].
One Australian study concluded that neighbourhood so-
cial cohesion and road safety, in particular pedestrian
crossings, were associated with increases in the number of
walking and cycling trips to school [15]. Although one of
the first studies in this area, findings may not be applicable
to other settings. Furthermore, the study used a relatively
small sample and focussed on the predictors of increases
in the number of walking and cycling trips irrespective of
baseline levels. Levels of physical activity and active com-
muting are declining among secondary school children
[16,17], and interventions to promote active travel have
only reported weak effects [18]. It may therefore be im-
portant to understand what factors are associated with
maintenance as well as uptake of active commuting in
order to inform interventions. We therefore aim to con-
tribute to the limited longitudinal evidence in this area, in-
vestigating the factors associated with uptake and
maintenance of active commuting over 12 months in a
sample of 9–10 year-old children living in Norfolk, UK.

Methods
Study design, sampling and data collection
The data presented are from the Sport and Physical ac-
tivity and Eating behaviour: Environmental determinants
in Young people (SPEEDY) study, a population-based
longitudinal cohort study of children in Norfolk. The
study design and sampling have been described in detail
elsewhere [19]. Briefly, in 2007, 2064 children (response
rate 57%) were recruited from 92 primary schools sam-
pled for environmental heterogeneity. Trained research
assistants visited schools between April and July 2007 to
administer child questionnaires, take physical measure-
ments and distribute a home pack, including a parent
questionnaire, to be returned to school one week later.
Invitations were posted to all 2064 initial participants
one year later (April - July 2008). Those returning a
signed parental consent form subsequently received a
questionnaire to be returned by mail using an addressed
pre-paid envelope. Individual participants were surveyed
at approximately the same time of year as baseline to
avoid any seasonal differences in behaviour. Ethical ap-
proval for this study was obtained from the University of
East Anglia ethics committee and all participants gave
assent and written parental informed consent.

Measures
Travel mode
At both time points children were asked: “How do you
normally travel to school?” with four response categor-
ies: “by foot” or “by bike” (active travellers) or “by car”
or “by bus or train” (passive travellers). Subsequently,
children were classified into one of four groups to reflect
changes in commuting over time; (i) used active modes
at both time points (maintained active travel), (ii) used
passive modes at both time points (maintained passive
travel), (iii) switched from passive to active modes of
travel (took up active travel) and (iv) switched from ac-
tive to passive modes of travel (took up passive travel).

Individual, socio-cultural and environmental variables
Given the large potential number of personal, social and
physical environmental predictors which could have
been tested (and accompanying problems of multiple
testing), we restricted our exposures to those variables
which were: 1) hypothesised to be associated with behav-
iour from an existing theoretical framework [10]; 2) as-
sociated with active commuting in cross-sectional
analyses [20,21], and 3) variables relating to parental
rules and restrictions that have been shown to be associ-
ated with children’s active travel [22]. A total of 31 indi-
vidual, socio-cultural and environmental variables were
included in this analysis, assessed using objective and
perceived methods and based on previously used mea-
sures [20-27] where possible (see Table 1).

Data analyses
Descriptive data were summarized using percentages
and chi-squared tests. Simple unadjusted associations
between individual, socio-cultural, and physical environ-
mental factors and change in travel modes were assessed
using multilevel logistic regression, to allow for cluster-
ing at the school level. Analyses were stratified by base-
line commuting mode to assess i) the odds of taking up
active commuting compared to maintaining passive
travel and ii) the odds of maintaining active commuting
compared to taking up passive travel. A number of vari-
ables showed correlations with each other and therefore
to avoid problems of multicollinearity, where correla-
tions existed, the variable most strongly associated with
behaviour was selected for multivariable analysis. Age
and sex (both hypothesised a priori to be associated with
active travel) and variables that were associated with the
outcome in the simple analyses (p < 0.25) were included
in multiple multilevel regression models [28]. All ana-
lyses were carried out using Stata 11.1.

Results
Of the 2064 children who participated at baseline, 1267
(61.3%) responded and 999 returned completed ques-
tionnaires. Of these, 912 (44.2% of the original sample)
provided information on travel mode at both time points
and were included in this analysis. These children were
more likely to be girls (59% v 51%, p = 0.03), to live in
an urban location (35% v 29%, p = 0.003) and their



Table 1 Description of potential individual, socio-cultural and environmental exposure variables

Variable Name Description and/or coding Reference

Individual

Parent education Collected in 14 categories then coded as: low, medium, high. -

Child’s BMI Children’s height and weight were measured and body mass index computed
(weight/height 2), which were used to classify children as normal weight,
overweight or obese based on internationally recognised cut offs.

[23]

Socio-cultural

Frequency of children’s non school walking or cycling (p) Frequency of walking or cycling to either a sports centre, parks, shops or
friend’s home using response categories of ‘never’, ‘none within walking or
cycling distance’ and four frequency categories ranging from ‘less than once
a week’ to ‘6 or more days a week’. Coded as: not walking or cycling to any
non-school destination (‘never’ or ‘none within walking or cycling distance’)
or any frequency (all other responses).

-

Convenience of the car (p) Coded as strongly agree and agree and neither, disagree, strongly disagree. [20]

Parents are around to take their child to school (p) Coded as strongly agree and agree and neither, disagree, strongly disagree.

Rules (c) Sum of responses (‘yes’ or ‘no’) to two items on rules for independent mobility
(‘I always have to tell my parents where I am going’ and ‘If I am going out
I always have to be back by a certain time’). Score range: 0-2.

-

Peer and parental support (c) Sum of responses (‘yes’ or ‘no’) to two items on friends and parents
encouragement to walk or cycle to school Score range: 0–2.

-

Environment

Perceptions of the neighbourhood environment

Social cohesion and trust in their neighbourhood (p) Sum of responses (‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’) to seven items
regarding social cohesion and trust in neighbourhood*. Summary scores were
split into tertiles.

[24]

Physical neighbourhood environment (p) Sum of responses (‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’) to 24-item version
of the adapted Neighbourhood Environment Walkability Scale (ANEWS).
Summary scores were split into tertiles*.

[20]

Physical neighbourhood environment (p) Sum of responses (‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’) to four statements
about the characteristics of the route between home and school (the presence
of pavements, cycle-paths, concern about dangerous traffic and concern that
something would happen to their child along the route to school). * Summary
scores were created and scores dichotomised into ‘low’ or ‘high’ based on the
median responses.

[20]

Safety to play in neighbourhood (c) Child-rated safety to walk or play in the neighbourhood during the day, using
‘yes’ or ‘no’ response categories.

-

Objective measures of the neighbourhood environment

Road density Total road lengths divided by neighbourhood area. Scores dichotomised into
‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Proportion of primary roads Length of primary (A) roads divided by total road length. Scores dichotomised into
‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Streetlights per km of roads Number of street lights divided by total road length. Scores dichotomised into
‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Effective walkable area Total neighbourhood area (the area that can be reached via the street network
within 800 m from the home) by the potential walkable area (the area generated
using a circular buffer with a radius of 800 m from the home). Scores
dichotomised into ‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Connected node ratio Number of junctions divided by number of junctions and cul-de-sacs. Scores
dichotomised into ‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Junction density Number of junctions divided by total neighbourhood area. Scores dichotomised
into ‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Land-use mix Proportion of each land use1 squared and summed. This score is also known as
the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. Scores dichotomised into ‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Deprivation Index of multiple deprivation scores for neighbourhood of home address.
Scores split into quartiles.

[21,25]

Urban–rural status Urban rural status of home address. Classification of Bibby and Shepherd (2006)
and coded into: urban, town and fringe and other.

[21,25]
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Table 1 Description of potential individual, socio-cultural and environmental exposure variables (Continued)

Objective measures of the route environment

Distance between home and school Shortest route between home address and nearest school access point. Coded
as more than 2 km, 1-2 km or less than 1 km.

[21,25]

Streetlights per km of route Streetlights within 100 m of route divided by route length. Scores dichotomised
into ‘low’ or ‘high’.

[21,25]

Presence of a main road en route Presence of primary (A) road as part of route. Coded as ‘yes’ or ‘no’. [21,25]

Route length ratio Route length divided by the straight line distance between the home and school.
Coded as: indirect route (≥1.6) or direct route (<1.6) This is sometimes known
as the route directness index.

[21,25,26]

Land-use mix along the route Percentage of each land use1 within 100 m of route squared and summed.
Scores dichotomised into ‘low’ or ‘high’. This score is also known as the
Herfindahl–Hirschman index.

[21]

Route within an urban area Percentage of route which passes through urban area. Coded as: ‘yes’ (route is
completely within an urban area) or ‘no’ (route not completely within an urban area).

[21]

Objective measures of the school environment

School travel plan Head teachers reported whether their school had a school travel plan (‘yes’ or ‘no’)
(a formal document, which identifies ways of encouraging more children to walk,
cycle or use public transport to get to school).

[27]

Held walk to school campaigns Head teachers reported whether they held walk to school campaigns
(including walk to school days or weeks) (‘yes’ or ‘no’).

[27]

Walking provision School audit assessment of the facilities within and surrounding the school
for walking. Scores dichotomised into quartiles.

[27]

Cycling provision School audit assessment of the facilities within and surrounding the school
for cycling. Scores dichotomised into quartiles.

[27]

(p) parent-reported measures (c) child-reported measure.
1Seventeen different land uses were classified: farmland, woodland, grassland, uncultivated land, other urban, beach, marshland, sea, small settlement, private
gardens, parks, residential, commercial, multiple-use buildings, other buildings, unclassified buildings, and roads.
* If summary scores were computed comprising seven or more items and more than two-thirds of the items were completed, the answers for the remaining
items were imputed with the most conservative scores. Otherwise summary scores were set to missing.
Neighbourhood environment is defined using an 800 m network based buffer around the home location and route environment is defined using a 100 m
network based buffer around the route.
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households were more likely to have access to a car
(96% v 93%) and own their own home (78% v 69%) than
those excluded (both p = 0.001). There were no differ-
ences in baseline weight status and travel mode to
school between those included and excluded.
Table 2 shows the characteristics of the sample. 15.3% of

children reported a change in usual travel mode to school
between baseline and follow-up. Of these 9.5% (n = 87)
took up active commuting and 5.8% (n = 53) took up pas-
sive commuting, whilst 40.1% (n = 366) reported main-
taining passive travel modes on the commute at both time
points and 44.6% (n = 406) children maintained their ac-
tive commuting at both time points. Between baseline and
follow-up 42 (4%) children moved home. We repeated the
analysis with and without these children excluded and the
final results did not differ substantially and therefore we
present results including these children. None of the chil-
dren moved school.
Initial examination of the objectively measured neigh-

bourhood and route measures showed that some were
strongly correlated with each other. Neighbourhood
street light density, proportion of roads, land use mix
and urban–rural status were all correlated (all p < 0.01)
and following the pre-specified procedures, urban–rural
status was retained. The density of junctions in the
neighbourhood and the effective walkable area were also
correlated whilst route length and urban–rural status of
route were associated with each other (p < 0.01),
resulting in only route length and effective walkable area
being used. In unadjusted analyses of initially passive
commuters who switched to active modes (Table 3), a
range of child and parent characteristics, measures of
the social environment, and of the physical environment
(n = 17) were associated with uptake of active commut-
ing. The final adjusted regression models showed that
children whose parents had lower levels of education,
reported higher levels of safety on the route between
home and school, for whom it was inconvenient to take
their child to school by car, lived in urban areas, and
lived within 1 km of school were more likely to take up
active commuting. Those children whose routes to
school were more direct were less likely to switch to ac-
tive commuting.
In unadjusted analyses of initially active commuters

(Table 4), fewer potential predictors (n = 4) were associ-
ated with maintaining active commuting. In the final ad-
justed regression models, those children who lived less
than 1 km from school and whose parents reported that it
was inconvenient to take their child to school by car were
more likely to maintain their active commuting behaviour.



Table 2 Baseline characteristics of the SPEEDY sample for
those with valid data on travel mode to school at both
baseline and follow-up

Percentage (n) (n =912)

Child characteristics

Mean age (SD) 10.23 (0.30)

Gender

Male 40.9 (373)

Female 59.1 (539)

Travel mode to school

Passive - car 43.0 (392)

Passive - train or bus 6.7 (61)

Active - walk 40.8 (372)

Active - cycle 9.5 (87)

Weight status

Normal 78.63 (714)

Overweight 16.96 (154)

Obese 4.41 (40)

Parental characteristics

Age left full time education

<16 years 44.7 (391)

16-18 years 21.5 (188)

Over 18 years 33.7 (295)

Household characteristics

Housing tenure

House owner 78.6 (694)

Renting 21.4 (189)

Car access

No 3.6 (32)

Yes 96.4 (853)

Urban rural status

Village and hamlet 32.0 (648)

Town and fringe 28.4 (575)

Urban area 39.5 (800)

Area-level deprivation score

Least deprived 17.3 (156)

2nd quartile 38.7 (348)

3rd quartile 24.2 (218)

Most deprived 19.8 (179)

Mean distance to school in km (SD) 2.6 (3.78)
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Discussion
Principal findings
We found that around 15% of children changed their
usual travel mode in their final years at primary school,
indicating that travel choices are relatively stable in this
age group. Children were more likely to take up or
maintain active travel if they lived closer to school and if
their parents reported that they thought it inconvenient
to use the car for school travel. For uptake of active
commuting, further individual, socio-cultural and envir-
onmental predictors were associated, including lower
socio-economic status and higher road safety. These re-
sults indicate that a combination of environment and
convenience play an important role in predicting active
commuting longitudinally.

Comparability with other studies
In general, we found few social and physical environ-
mental predictors were associated with children’s change
in travel in mode to school and this is consistent with
the findings of Hume et al. [15] who report that few so-
cial and physical environmental predictors were associ-
ated with increases in children’s and adolescent’s active
commuting. However, distance to school was positively
associated with both maintenance and taking up active
commuting, which is consistent with cross-sectional evi-
dence indicating a strong consistent association between
distance and commuting mode [10]. Regardless of indi-
vidual or socio-cultural characteristics, children may be
unlikely to take up or maintain levels of walking or cyc-
ling if the distance is too large and the time taken
deemed too long.
Parents’ perceived convenience for using the car for

school travel was also associated with both uptake and
maintenance of active commuting in this sample. These
results mirror our cross-sectional findings [20] and are
supported by review-level evidence and frameworks
which postulate that parents play a key role in determin-
ing the mode of travel used on the journey to school
[10,11]. A qualitative review of parents and children’s at-
titudes to walking and cycling also suggests that car
travel is generally perceived as more convenient than
walking or cycling and that convenience of modes has a
strong influence on the travel mode chosen [29]. Re-
search to date has often failed to consider the potentially
complex role parents' decision making processes play in
controlling and changing their children's travel behav-
iours and how environmental characteristics interact
with these processes.
A review of predominantly cross-sectional studies con-

cluded that socio-economic status was an important in-
fluence on children’s active commuting [30]; children
from low socio-economic backgrounds were more likely
to actively commute than those from high socio-
economic groups. Like that review, our longitudinal re-
sults suggest that children whose parents reported lower
levels of education were more likely to take up walking
and cycling. We were unable to assess whether car own-
ership was a determinant of change in travel mode here
as 96% of our sample lived in households with access to
a car. Our results show that the perceived convenience



Table 3 Logistic regression analyses exploring the odds of taking up active travel
Minimally adjusted model OR Maximally adjusted model OR

(95% CI) p (95% CI) p

Child characteristics Gender

Female (reference: male) 1.19 (0.74, 1.92) 0.481 1.22 (0.65, 2.27) 0.532

Weight status

Overweight/Obese (reference: normal) 0.83 (0.46, 1.49) 0.538 n.e

Parent characteristics Age parent/carer left full-time education (reference: >16 yrs)

< 16 years 2.10 (1.31, 3.37) 0.002 2.23 (1.20, 4.13) 0.011

Social environment for active commuting Children walk or cycle to non-school destination at least once a week (reference: no)

Yes 2.01 (1.21, 3.34) 0.007 1.63 (0.82, 3.22) 0.160

Composite rules score (reference: no rules)*

Mid (score = 1) 0.77 (0.19, 3.12) 0.770 n.e

High (score = 2) 0.91 (0.25, 3.36)

Convenient to take the car (reference: Strongly agree/ Agree/Neither agree nor disagree)

Strongly disagree/ Disagree 2.07 (1.28, 3.36) 0.003 2.04 (1.08, 3.85) 0.027

Around to take child to school (reference: Strongly agree/ Agree/Neither agree nor disagree)

Strongly disagree/ Disagree 0.88 (0.46, 1.68) 0.691 n.e

Parental and peer encouragement (reference: neither)

Parental or peer encouragement for AT 1.86 (1.08, 3.20) 1.22 (0.61, 2.44)

Parental and peer encouragement for AT 2.36 (1.26, 4.41) 0.001 1.01 (0.44, 2.31) 0.879

Physical environment for active commuting Perceptions of the environment

Composite of route safety (reference: low)

High 4.61 (2.79, 7.64) 0.001 2.67 (1.42, 5.03) 0.002

Neighbourhood social cohesion score (reference: low)

High 0.81 (0.51, 1.29) 0.372 n.e

Neighbourhood environment score (reference: low)

High 1.96 (1.22, 3.15) 0.005 0.96 (0.50, 1.82) 0.891

Safe to walk/play alone in my neighbourhood during the day (reference: no)

Yes 1.14 (0.68, 1.91) 0.605 n.e

Objective environment Neighbourhood

Urban rural status (reference: village and hamlet)

Town and fringe 5.24 (2.72, 10.09) 2.89 (1.13, 7.40)

Urban 5.76 (3.04, 10.91) 0.001 4.18 (1.41, 12.40) 0.013

Deprivation (reference: Least deprived)

2nd quartile 0.83 (0.39, 1.77) n.e
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Table 3 Logistic regression analyses exploring the odds of taking up active travel (Continued)

3rd quartile 0.57 (0.24, 1.33)

Most deprived 1.27 (0.56, 2 0) 0.570

Road density (reference: low)

High 4.98 (2.99, 8 1) 0.001 n.i

Street light density (reference: low)

High 5.54 (2.84, 1 78) 0.001 n.i

Junction density (reference: low)

High 0.51 (0.32, 0 2) 0.005 n.i

Effective walkable area (reference: low)

High 0.48 (0.30, 0 8) 0.003 2.00 (0.96, 4.15) 0.063

Land use mix (reference: low mix)

High mix 0.43 (0.26, 0 9) 0.001 n.i

Objective route environment

Route length between home and school (reference: >2km)

1-2km 6.56 (3.61, 1 91) 3.32 (1.52, 7.25)

<1km 13.25 (6.75,2 .99) 0.001 4.73 (1.97, 11.32) 0.001

Main road en route (reference: yes)

No 0.44 (0.26, 0 2) 0.001 0.73 (0.35, 1.53) 0.403

Route to school completely within an urban area (reference: no)

Yes 8.66 (5.09, 1 75) 0.001 n.i

Streetlight density on route (reference: low <4%)

High (<4%) 2.48 (1.52, 4 3) 0.001 1.33 (0.60, 2.95) 0.482

Route length ratio (reference: low)

High 0.35 (0.20, 0 8) 0.001 0.41 (0.19, 0.89) 0.024

Objective school environment

Walk to school initiative (reference: no)

Yes 0.44 (-0.08, 0 5) 0.103 0.82 (0.40, 1.68) 0.581

Walking provision (reference: low)

High 1.43 (0.86, 2 8) 0.242 0.89 (0.39, 2.02) 0.783

Cycling provision (reference: low)

High 1.56 (0.98, 2 2) 0.063 0.99 (0.50, 1.97) 0.981

Reference category is those children who reporting using passive modes of travel at both times. Number of children included in the final model is 400, due to m sing values in some explanatory variables. Bold font
indicates variable significant at p < 0.05. Where one p-value is reported for several categories, it refers to a test for trend across the groups. n.e = not entered into odel, n.i = not included in final model due to
collinearity with other variables.
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Table 4 Logistic regression analyses exploring the odds of remaining an active traveller
Minimally adjusted model OR Maximally adjusted model OR

(95% CI) p (95% CI) p

Child characteristics Gender

Female (reference: male) 0.96 (0.53, 1.72) 0.887 0.88 (0.45, 1.72) 0.716

Weight status

Overweight/Obese (reference: normal) 0.62 (0.33, 1.19) 0.152 0.60 (0.29, 1.24) 0.165

Parent characteristics Age parent/carer left full-time education

< 16 years (reference: >16 years) 1.09 (0.61, 1.94) 0.765 n.e

Social environment for active travel Children walk or cycle to non-school destination at least once a week (reference: no)

Yes 1.44 (0.78, 2.68) 0.246 1.42 (0.69, 2.91) 0.338

Composite rules score (reference: no rules)*

Mid (score = 1) 0.90 (0.10, 8.01) 0.481 n.e

High (score = 2) 0.68 (0.09, 5.40)

Convenient to take the car (reference: yes)

No 10.74 (5.03, 22.92) 0.001 5.43 (1.95, 15.13) 0.001

Around to take child to school (reference: no)

Yes 1.08 (0.56, 2.07) 0.823 n.e

Parental and peer encouragement (reference: neither)

Parental or peer encouragement for AT 0.87 (0.41, 1.85)

Parental and peer encouragement for AT 1.14 (0.50, 2.59) 0.754 n.e

Physical environment for active commuting Perceptions of the environment

Route safety (reference: low)

High 2.05 (1.06, 3.98) 0.032 1.49 (0.66, 3.37) 0.334

Neighbourhood social cohesion score (reference: low)

High 1.41 (0.80, 2.51) 0.238 1.73 (0.90, 3.33) 0.102

Neighbourhood environment score (reference: low)

High 1.32 (0.74, 2.36) 0.345 n.e

Safe to walk/play alone in my neighbourhood during the day (reference: no)

Yes 1.14 (0.60, 2.17) 0.669 n.e

Objective neighbourhood environment

Urban rural status (reference: village and hamlet)

Town and fringe 1.45 (0.69, 3.05)

Urban 1.29 (0.63, 2.62) 0.486 n.e

Deprivation (reference: Least deprived)
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Table 4 Logistic regression analyses exploring the odds of remaining an active traveller (Continued)

2nd quartile 0.50 (0.22, 1.18)

3rd quartile 0.61 (0.24, 1.57)

Most deprived 0.60 (0.23, 1.57) 0.473 n.e

Road density (reference: low)

High 1.59 (0.89, 2.82) 0.116 1.15 (0.57, 2.33) 0.693

Street light density (reference: low)

High 1.12 (0.55, 2.27) 0.762 n.e

Junction density (reference: low)

High 1.00 (0.56, 1.78) 0.996 n.e

Effective walkable area (reference: low)

High 0.99 (0.56, 1.76) 0.977 n.e

Land use mix (reference: low mix)

High mix 1.26 (0.70, 2.26) 0.449 n.e

Objective route environment

Route length between home and school (reference: >2km)

1-2km 2.46 (1.12, 5.43) 1.24 (0.46, 3.39)

<1km 6.32 (2.89, 13.85) 0.001 2.80 (0.98, 7.96) 0.020

Main road en route (reference: yes)

No 0.92 (0.46, 1.83) 0.814 n.e

Route to school completely within an urban area (reference: no)

Yes 2.71 (1.48, 4.95) 0.001 1.12 (0.49, 2.55) 0.790

Streetlight density on route (reference: low <4%)

High (<4%) 0.80 (0.45, 1.42) 0.439 n.e

Route length ratio (reference: low)

High 0.85 (0.46, 1.56) 0.602 n.e

Objective school environment

Walk to school initiative (reference: no)

Yes 1.23 (0.69, 2.21) 0.470 n.e

Walking provision (reference: low)

High 1.41 (0.77, 2.58) 0.258 n.e

Cycling provision (reference: low)

High 1.03 (0.57, 1.87) 0.911 n.e

Reference group is those children who switched from active to passive modes of travel. Number of children included in the final model is 419, due to missing values in some explanatory variables. Bold font indicates
variable significant at p < 0.05. Where one p-value is reported for several categories, it refers to a test for trend across the groups. n.e = not entered into model, n.i = not included in final model due to collinearity with
other variables.
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of using the car for the journey to school may particu-
larly important.
Consistent with another study, we also found that dir-

ect routes appear to be barriers to children taking up ac-
tive commuting [31]. In that work, older children with a
more direct route to school were less likely to walk or
cycle, although those authors observed no such associ-
ation in children aged 5–6. It is thought that direct
routes may discourage active commuting in children, as
route directness is often associated with higher levels of
traffic flow and more roads to cross, and children may
be likely to avoid such areas. This hypothesis is also con-
sistent with our finding that parental perceptions of
safety en route to school was positively associated with
children’s uptake of active commuting.

Implications
Children whose parents reported the route between
home and school was safe, perceived the car as incon-
venient, and lived within 1 km of school were more
likely to take up active commuting. Long distances may
represent an absolute barrier to uptake and maintenance
of active commuting and this has important implications
for decisions made by local authorities, for example re-
garding the location and catchment areas of schools and
the development of new residential areas. Our results
show that children who live closer to school are more
likely to take up active travel, although 30% of children
who lived less than 2 km from school used passive
modes at follow-up. Hence promoting walking and cyc-
ling by other modifiable factors may be important. In
those who live further away from school, it may be that
children could incorporate walking and cycling into their
journeys by actively commuting small sections of the
journey, rather than the entire journey, for example by
walking or cycling the last part of the journey to school.
These approaches are in line with recommendations to
promote physical activity in children produced by Na-
tional Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence [32].
Our findings and those of others [29] suggest that inter-
ventions which focus on road safety may also be particu-
larly efficacious. Few intervention studies account for
the distance children have to travel to get to school in
their design or analyses and we recommend that future
research does so. Equally other factors such as reach,
dose and timing of interventions are also crucial. Our
finding that socio-cultural and physical environmental
factors are associated with uptake of active commuting
suggest that provision of more supportive social and
physical environments for active commuting may be an
important intervention strategy. It is possible that these
changes to the physical environment may result in chan-
ging social environments for active commuting, such as
perceptions about convenience.
Given that few high quality intervention studies to
promote active commuting have been conduced and
many have produced trivial or small effects [18], further
longitudinal studies are required in order to inform the
development and evaluation of well-designed interven-
tions. Such studies may wish to use a longer time frame
(for example from childhood to adolescence) including
the transition into high school, which is a period of par-
ticular interest given the decline in physical activity
which occurs. Longitudinal studies may also wish to in-
vestigate the importance of environmental context in
different geographical settings ― for example where the
provision of infrastructure for cycling is more heteroge-
neous ―to contribute evidence about the generalisablity
of findings from studies on the environment and active
commuting.

Strengths and limitations
This is one of the first studies to examine the predictors
of uptake and maintenance of children’s active commut-
ing in the UK. We used a large sample size of predomin-
antly healthy children from urban and rural areas and
included a range of potential individual, socio-cultural
and environmental predictors of active commuting, in-
cluding objective and perceived measures pertaining to
the neighbourhood, route and school. We conducted
surveys at approximately the same time of year at both
baseline and follow-up to avoid any seasonal differences
in behaviour. Nevertheless, our study has important lim-
itations. Half of the original baseline population (49.4%)
consented to take part and only 44.2% of the original
sample were included in the analysis. Boys and children
from lower socio-economic backgrounds were more
likely to be excluded from the analyses. Although no dif-
ferences were observed for travel mode used at baseline,
this differential drop-out and the smaller proportion of
obese children originally recruited [19] limits generalis-
ability of our findings. However, the levels of walking
and cycling reported here are broadly comparable with
other British population based studies [17]. Our sample
also contained children within a narrow age range at re-
cruitment and therefore our findings may not be mir-
rored in younger (who may be influenced by their
parents) or older children (who may be influenced by
the behaviour of their peers). We assessed changes in
travel behaviour to school over one year and only rela-
tively few children had changed their usual travel mode
over this time, which may have limited the precision
with which we were able to estimate associations. In
maximally adjusted models, the associations between
change in active commuting and the safety of the route,
social cohesion and parental and peer support may have
been affected by this. Future studies with increased het-
erogeneity in change in active travel may want to
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address these variables in more detail. We also com-
bined travel by public transport and car assigning these
children to the passive travel category, although travel
by public transport often involves a short walk at either
end of the journey. Our modelled routes between home
and school were based on the assumption that children
would choose the shortest distance, and although these
routes may not exactly match the actual routes used, the
estimates of distance travelled have been shown to be
similar [33].

Conclusions
In this longitudinal study of 9–10 year olds, we found
some support for many of the putative predictors of
travel behaviour change suggested by findings from
cross-sectional studies and the predictors of uptake and
maintenance of active commuting appear to be similar.
Interventions to reduce the perceived convenience of car
use and improve the convenience of walking and cycling
as well as improving road safety may be effective, how-
ever further longitudinal and evaluative research is
required.

Competing interest
All authors declare they have no conflict of interest.

Authors’ contributions
JP and ES conceived of the study and wrote the manuscript. JP conducted
the analysis and drafted the manuscript. KC, SG and AJ advised on the
design of the study and contributed to the critical revision of the paper. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank the schools, children and parents for their
participation in the SPEEDY study. We also thank everyone who helped with
the data collection and Norfolk Children’s Services for their invaluable input
and support. The SPEEDY study is funded by the National Prevention
Research Initiative http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Ourresearch/ResearchInitiatives/
NPRI/index.htm, consisting of the following Funding Partners: British Heart
Foundation; Cancer Research UK; Department of Health; Diabetes UK;
Economic and Social Research Council; Medical Research Council; Research
and Development Office for the Northern Ireland Health and Social Services;
Chief Scientist Office, Scottish Executive Health Department; Welsh Assembly
Government and World Cancer Research Fund.

Funding
JP is funded by an NIHR post-doctoral fellowship. KC, ES and SG are
supported by the Medical Research Council [Unit Programme number
U106179474]. AJ is funded by Higher Education Funding Council England.

Author details
1Medical Research Council Epidemiology Unit, Institute of Metabolic Science,
Box 285, Addenbrooke’s Hospital, Hills Road, Cambridge, CB2 0QQ, UK.
2UKCRC Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR), University of
Cambridge, Box 296, Forvie Site, Robinson Way, Cambridge CB2 0SR, UK.
3Norwich Medical School, University of East Anglia, Norwich NR4 7TJ, UK.

Received: 13 December 2012 Accepted: 11 June 2013
Published: 26 June 2013

References
1. Andersen L, Harro M, Sardinha L, Froberg K, Ekelund U, Brage S, Anderssen S:

Physical activity and clustered cardiovascular risk in children: a cross-sectional
study (The European Youth Heart Study). Lancet 2006, 368:299–304.
2. Mutrie N, Parfitt G: Physical activity and its link with mental, social
and moral health in young people. In Young and Active? Young people
and health-enhancing physical activity - evidence and implications. Edited
by Biddle S, Sallis J, Cavill N. London: Health Education Authority;
1998:49–68.

3. Department of Health: Start Active Stay Active A report on physical activity for
health from the four home countries’ Chief Medical Officers. London:
Department of Health; 2011.

4. Craig R, Mindell J, Hirani V (Eds): Health Survey for England 2008: Physical
Activity and Fitness. Leeds: NHS Information Centre; 2009.

5. Troiano R, Berrigan D, Dodd K, Masse L, Tilert T, McDowell M: Physical
Activity in the United States Measured by Accelerometer. Med Sci Sports
Exerc 2008, 40:188. 110.1249/mss.1240b1013e31815a31851b31813.

6. Shephard RJ: Is Active Commuting the Answer to Population Health?
Sports Med 2008, 38:751–758.

7. Faulkner GEJ, Buliung RN, Flora PK, Fusco C: Active school transport,
physical activity levels and body weight of children and youth: A
systematic review. Prev Med 2009, 48:3–8.

8. Lee MC, Orenstein MR, Richardson MJ: Systematic Review of Active
Commuting to School and Children's Physical Activity and Weight. J Phys
Act Health 2008, 5:930–949.

9. Lubans D, Boreham C, Kelly P, Foster C: The relationship between active
travel to school and health-related fitness in children and adolescents: a
systematic review. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2011, 8:5.

10. Panter JR, Jones AP, van Sluijs EMF: Environmental determinants of active
travel in youth: A review and framework for future research. Int J Behav
Nutr Phys Act 2008, 5:34.

11. Pont K, Ziviani J, Wadley D, Bennett S, Abbott R: Environmental correlates
of children's active transportation: A systematic literature review. Health
Place 2009, 15:827–840.

12. Wong BY-M, Faulkner G, Buliung R: GIS measured environmental
correlates of active school transport: A systematic review of 14 studies.
Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2011, 8:39.

13. Sallis J, Owen N: Ecological models. In Health Behaviour and Health
Education Theory, Research and Practice, second edition. Edited by Glanz K,
Lewis FM, Rimer BKE. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass; 1997:403–424.

14. McMillan TE: The relative influence of urban form on a child's travel
mode to school. Transport Res A: Pol Pract 2007, 41:69–79.

15. Hume C, Timperio A, Salmon J, Carver A, Giles-Corti B, Crawford D: Walking
and Cycling to School: Predictors of Increases Among Children and
Adolescents. Am J Prev Med 2009, 36:195–200.

16. Nader PR, Bradley RH, Houts RM, McRitchie SL, O'Brien M: Moderate-to-
vigorous physical activity from ages 9 to 15 years. JAMA 2008, 300:295–305.

17. Department for Transport: Transport Trends 2008 Edition. London: The
Stationery Office; 2008.

18. Chillon P, Evenson K, Vaughn A, Ward D: A systematic review of
interventions for promoting active transportation to school. Int J Behav
Nutr Phys Act 2011, 8:10.

19. van Sluijs EM, Skidmore PML, Mwanza K, Jones AP, Callaghan AM, Ekelund U,
Harrison F, Harvey I, Panter J, Wareham NJ, et al: Physical activity and dietary
behaviour in a population-based sample of British 10-year old children: the
SPEEDY study (Sport, Physical activity and Eating behaviour: Environmental
Determinants in Young people). BMC Public Health 2008, 8:388.

20. Panter JR, Jones AP, van Sluijs EMF, Griffin SJ: Attitudes, social support and
environmental perceptions as predictors of active commuting behaviour
in school children. J Epidemiol Community Health 2010, 64:41–48.

21. Panter JR, Jones AP, Van Sluijs EMF, Griffin SJ: Neighborhood, Route, and
School Environments and Children's Active Commuting. Am J Prev Med
2010, 38:268–278.

22. Carver A, Timperio A, Hesketh K, Crawford D: Are children and adolescents
less active if parents restrict their physical activity and active transport
due to perceived risk? Soc Sci Med 2010, 70:1799–1805.

23. Cole TJ, Bellizzi MC, Flegal KM, Dietz WH: Establishing a standard definition
for child overweight and obesity worldwide: international survey. Br Med
J 2000, 320:1240–1243.

24. Cantillon D, Davidson WS, Schweitzer JH: Measuring community
organisation: Sense of community as a mediator in social
disorganisation theory. J Criminal Justice 2003, 31:321–339.

25. Forsyth A, Schmitz KH, Oakes M, Zimmerman J, Koepp J: Standards for
environmental measurement Using GIS: Toward a protocol for protocols.
J Phys Act Health 2006, 3:S241–S257.

http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Ourresearch/ResearchInitiatives/NPRI/index.htm
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Ourresearch/ResearchInitiatives/NPRI/index.htm


Panter et al. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2013, 10:83 Page 12 of 12
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/10/1/83
26. Schlossberg M, Greene J, Phillips P, Johnson B, Parker B: School trips:
Effects of urban form and distance on travel mode. J Am Plann Assoc
2006, 72:337–346.

27. Jones NR, Jones A, van Sluijs EMF, Panter J, Harrison F, Griffin SJ: School
environments and physical activity: The development and testing of an
audit tool. Health Place 2010, 16:776–783.

28. Hosmer D, Lemeshow S: Model-building strategies and methods for
logistic regression. In Applied Regression. New York: Wiley; 1989:82–134.

29. Lorenc T, Brunton G, Oliver S, Oliver K, Oakley A: Attitudes to walking and
cycling among children, young people and parents: a systematic review.
J Epidemiol Community Health 2008, 62:852–857.

30. Davison KK, Werder JL, Lawson CT: Children's active commuting to school:
Current knowledge and future directions. Preventing Chronic Disease [serial
online] 2008, 5:A100.

31. Timperio A, Ball K, Salmon J, Roberts R, Giles-corti B, Simmons D, Baur L,
Crawford D: Personal, family, social, and environmental correlates of
active commuting to school. Am J Prev Med 2006, 30:45–51.

32. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence: Promoting physical
activity for children and young people. London: National Institute for Health
and Clinical Excellence; 2009. http://www.nice.org.uk/ph17.

33. Duncan MJ, Mummery WK: GIS or GPS? A comparison of two methods for
assessing route taken during active transport. Am J Prev Med 2007, 33:51–53.

doi:10.1186/1479-5868-10-83
Cite this article as: Panter et al.: Individual, socio-cultural and
environmental predictors of uptake and maintenance of active
commuting in children: longitudinal results from the SPEEDY study.
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2013 10:83.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.nice.org.uk/ph17

	Abstract
	Background
	Purpose
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Introduction
	Methods
	Study design, sampling and data collection
	Measures
	Travel mode
	Individual, socio-cultural and environmental variables

	Data analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Principal findings
	Comparability with other studies
	Implications
	Strengths and limitations

	Conclusions
	Competing interest
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Author details
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


