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Research Problems - Luton

➢ Airport catchment areas
lying outside the relevant
local authority boundaries
generally have poorer
sustainable surface access
alternatives and choices

➢ Lack of granular flow and
service data from these
areas to inform airport, LA
and operator decision-
making

➢ Dearth of airport, LA and
operator budgets to support
additional infrastructure and
services in these areas

1. Bucks (inc. MK)
private vehicle
access 23% above
LTN 2022 target
(2023 data).
Excluding MK this
rises to 33%

2. 26% below 2022
sustainable public
transport mode
access (29% if
excluding MK LA
area)



Research Problems - Heathrow ➢ Airport catchment areas
lying outside the relevant
local authority boundaries
generally have poorer
sustainable surface access
alternatives and choices

➢ Lack of granular flow and
service data from these
areas to inform airport, LA
and operator decision-
making

➢ Dearth of airport, LA and
operator budgets to support
additional infrastructure and
services in these areas

Bucks 9% PT v LHR target 
of 50% & 13.5% below 
benchmark group of home 
counties (Berks and Beds)  



Research Goals

• For the two nearest commercial airports to the
Buckinghamshire ceremonial country area - LHR and LTN:

• Stage 1a: Develop a granular view of current service
alternatives available and flows/modal share for 99 MSOA
areas

• Stage 1b: Develop an MSOA airport surface access
Prioritisation Criteria

• Stage 2: Measure possible impact of a shortlist* of
locally driven initiatives to encourage more sustainable
surface access to/from Buckinghamshire

* Shortlist of initiatives determined by stakeholders (LAs/airport
operators) by estimated cost versus emissions reductions



Summary of methodology (Stage 1) - Framework

MSOA information
• List (99) and determine population weighted centroid points – ONS

Geography

Current capacity information (linked to MSOA)
• Road options – Google maps (cost est. 45p per mile) / Purple Parking
• Rail options – National Rail/Train Operator websites/TfL website
• Bus/Coach options – Bus and Coach timetables and fare information

from operator websites

Flow/Share information (linked to point of origin – MSOA)
• BNU Airport Surface Access Survey – qualitative data: open

comments (September-October 2024)
• National regulator - quantitative survey data (2023)

Study extends existing UK 

airport surface access 

research (see Budd et al., 

2011, Humphreys et al., 

2005, and Yilmaz et al., 

2026) by generating the 

first granular, MSOA-level 

assessment using case of 

Buckinghamshire (inc. MK)



Summary of methodology (Stage 1) – MSOA Prioritisation Criteria (LTN)

High private 
vehicle modal 
share

• > 47% per LTN target

In higher flow 
area

• > average no.
regulator survey
respondents (11)

No currently 
viable PT option

• 2 hrs or less, no more
than 1 connection +
max 15 minutes walk
time // ≤ mileage
cost/parking estimate

BNU Bucks Airport Surface Access Questionnaire – 
Explanatory comments from respondents to support MSOA 

based narrative

Clusters of 
MSOAs for 

prioritisation



Summary of methodology (Stage 1) – MSOA Prioritisation Criteria (LHR)

Low PT modal 
share

• < 50% per LHR target

In higher flow 
area

• > average no.
regulator survey
respondents (19)

No currently 
viable PT option

• 2 hrs or less, 30 mins
higher than LHR
target, no more than 1
connection + max 15
minutes walk time //
≤ mileage
cost/parking estimate

BNU Bucks Airport Surface Access Questionnaire – 
Explanatory comments from respondents to support MSOA 

based narrative

Clusters of 
MSOAs for 

prioritisation



Overall Results/Findings



Summary of MSOA prioritisation results - LTN

BNU Survey - Selection of 
comments

#2 ‘Financial incentives (e.g. 
discounts on fuel, parking, transport 
fares) would be most likely to 
encourage modal shift 
#2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ‘We are (very) satisfied 
(private vehicle; private taxi) with our 
last surface access trip’
#2 ‘Access to Heathrow and Luton 
from the Aylesbury Vale area by public 
transport is non existent, despite the 
relative proximity. This leaves no 
option but to travel by car often by 
back routes/cross country’
#3, 4, 6, 7 ‘New/improved PT service 
would be most likely to encourage 
modal shift’
#7 Need better public transport 
options. I don't drive, my husband 
does. I often accompany him to 
collect people from the airport, but its 
often a hassle, because of traffic. 
Driving at night is hard and we'd prefer 
to relax and chat to guests and family 
instead of navigating under pressure’

# MSOA cluster name Catchment 
estimate/# 
participant
s

Airport 
access 
mode 
sustainable 
%

Viable PT 
options 
(trip 
duration)

Viable PT 
option 
(cost)

1 Furzton – The MK 
Anomaly

26 4 No N/A

2 Aylesbury Vale North 21 14 No N/A

3 Aylesbury Town 
(Surroundings)

15 13 No N/A

4 Aylesbury Vale South 14 0 No N/A

5 Chesham, Missenden 
and Surroundings

17 0 No N/A

6 Gerrards Cross Area 18 6 No N/A

7 Princes Risborough 
Area & Hughenden 
Valley

12 8 No N/A



Summary of MSOA prioritisation results - LHR

BNU Survey - Selection of comments
#2,3,4,5‘New/improved PT service would 
be most likely to encourage modal shift’
#6‘Parking to pick up and drop off is an 
expensive hassle and stressful experience 
(private vehicle - neutral).  A park & ride 
option nearby with free parking and 
frequent buses, so more easily able to 
take family into airport and collect from 
arrivals on return would be a much better 
solution’
#6‘We would use public transport only if 
we believed it was sufficiently frequent 
and reliable’
#2, 4, 5 ‘We are between satisfied and 
very satisfied with our last surface access 
trip (private vehicle/taxi)’
#3 ‘Heathrow is preferred London airport 
as closest and convenient. However 
flights often dictate using Gatwick instead 
which takes longer and involves more 
(access) cost’.
#5 ‘It meant (private vehicle choice) that 
you are only paying the one charge but 
several people could come/be picked up 
for one cost’
#6‘Financial incentives (e.g. discounts on 
fuel, parking, transport fares) would be 
most likely to encourage modal shift’

# MSOA cluster name Catchment 
estimate/# 
participant
s

Airport 
access 
mode 
sustainable 
%

Viable PT 
options 
(trip 
duration)

Viable PT 
option 
(cost)

1 Milton Keynes (City) 
East

26 19 No N/A

2 Aylesbury Vale 
Buckingham Area

25 8 No N/A

3 Aylesbury Vale West 20 10 Yes No

4 Missenden & Hyde 
Heath

29 3 No N/A

5 Burnham Area and 
Bourne End

23 14 Yes No

6 Marlow Area 23 11 Yes No



BNU Buckinghamshire Airport Surface Access Questionnaire Modal Selection Drivers
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Overall LHR LTN

*Note: Sample size and small differences in means = differences not statistically significant

Observation 1
Low importance of 
perceived environmental 
impact

Observation 2
Lower emphasis on cost 
and convenience for LTN 
respondents v LHR 
respondents*



Some key takeaways - Luton

• Flows generally higher in the MK and Aylesbury Vale areas of the
county, with some notable flows also in the Missenden/Chesham,
Princes Risborough and Denham/Gerrards Cross areas

• Modal splits generally more sustainable in the MK area versus the rest
of the county - impact of service investments such as the MK1 bus are
clear

• Applying granular MSOA analysis and set Prioritisation Criteria results
in seven MSOA cluster areas deserving of specific attention in terms
of PT offering (primarily focussed on trip durations) and increased
awareness of existing offerings – six areas are in the Buckinghamshire
Council area

• Supporting qualitative data shows typical utility-based resistance to
change in travel habits but also opportunities for change with
enhanced service offerings and/or accompanying messaging that can
encourage some shifting without (overly?) sacrificing utility



Some key takeaways - LHR

• Flows generally increase progressively from North to South in the
county with two exceptions (MK City East and Aylesbury Vale
Buckingham Area)

• No obvious detectable geographical patterns for modal splits at
the MSOA level

• Applying granular MSOA analysis and set Prioritisation Criteria
results in six MSOA cluster areas deserving of specific attention
in terms of PT offering (pricing in particular, but also trip durations
in some cases) and increased awareness of existing offerings

• Supporting qualitative data shows typical utility-based resistance
to change in travel habits but also opportunities for change with
enhanced service offerings and/or accompanying messaging that
can encourage some shifting without (overly?) sacrificing utility



Next steps

• Based on project team goals, respondent feedback to
BNU questionnaire and industry partner feedback,
consider adding:
• Frequency estimates to the PT service offering

data
• Average pax. group size estimates
• An indication of employee catchment within

the Clusters (LHR already obtained)

• Initiative shortlisting analysis in conjunction with
stakeholders: **LTN X4 Arriva route to Aylesbury
started May 31, 2026 (with funding from BCC)



Thank you for 
listening /  

Questions welcome
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