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Transferring is strongly associated with trip satisfaction however

INTRODUCTION

Conventional wisdom in public transport planning suggests that

ANALYSIS

n Descriptive statistics Logistic regression models

the model results indicate that the relationship varies according to

transfers should be minimized due to negative perceptions .
the number of transfers and the mode(s) being used in a trip.
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STUDY CONTEXT AND DATA
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Statistical significance of difference in mean satisfaction levels

. . . frequency services.
of trips, using a Chi-square test

Variable

Personal characteristics

Model results:
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