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Overview

* Intro to the 2025 Household
Travel Survey (HTS)

_ - Spotlight: Caregiving

* Intro to the 2025 Safety &
Security Survey

- Spotlight: Travel worry &
trade-offs




More frequent snapshots
allows for more timely analysis
& monitoring of trends. Data
can be combined across years.

n 1971 || 1988 || 1989-2002 Hn
\

Webpage: https://www.psrc.org/household-travel-survey-program
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is a longstanding, well-established program knit extensively into PSRC’s work. �A key shift occurred a decade ago, surveying every two years rather than at longer intervals.
While we maintain consistency to compare or combine data between years, this allows us to make needed adjustments, such as adding additional questions about remote work in 2021 or a question about disability in 2023.

https://www.psrc.org/household-travel-survey-program
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Multi-year HTS Program

Program goal: The surveys seek to capture quality,
regionally representative data for activity and
travel behaviors of residents on a typical weekday.

Survey data collection & analyses
« HTS conducted every two years since 201/
« 2025 data finalized this April, analyses now

Motivations

« Frequent snapshots, ability to combine years
« “Smoother” budgets & labor roles

- More flexibility & opportunities for “add-ons”



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Data captures typical weekday travel behavior across the region.


Uses of HTS data

Analysis
- Most recent regional travel behaviors & patterns
- Trends: compadarisons with previous surveys

Model development
« SoundCast
 Activity-based travel model system
+ Estimate activity/travel choice models
« UrbanSim
« Parcel-based land use model system
 Estimate residential location choice model



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Survey results feed our land use and transportation forecasts, as well as analysis for regional plans. 
We also share data with member jurisdictions, academics, and also the public through the online travel survey explorer app.


Information in the HTS data

Who is traveling?

Why are they going?

Where are they going?  How do they get there?

do they travel?

Examples of planning topics:

 Active travel

- Care-giving responsibilities

» Electric vehicle charging

« Home deliveries & shopping

« Public transit access & use

« Residential mobility &
displacement

« Vehicle use & emissions

« Work travel & telecommute

Supports breakdowns by:

Age

Disability
Education
Gender

Home location
Housing type
Income

Race & ethnicity
Sexuality

X4


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The data can help answer questions relevant to a number of transportation-related topics.
Today we’ll focus on caregiving as an example.�


Priority Population Highlights from 2025 HTS
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Caregiving trips - composition

All trips Care trips

Other appointment (3%)
Got gas (4%)

Work (23%)

Personal business (7%)

Medical appointment (8%)

Care (49%)

Social/Recreation (14%)

- -

A broad definition of care trips
is adopted to be consistent
with recent analyses in a
report conducted by MIT for
King County Metro

Other shopping (13%)

Went to restaurant to eat (18%)

Grocery shopping (19%)

Pick-up/Drop-off (29%)



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Caregiving involves responsibilities to support a household that do not involve paid work. In this sense it’s a complement for or counterpoint to commuting in terms of understanding the extent of transportation needs in the region. The broad definition used here matches an analysis MIT did this spring for King County Metro.

https://www.mmi.mit.edu/_files/ugd/29d096_1302f6ee90c34f2fbabfc1f258ef6e45.pdf

Caregiving trips are overwhelmingly taken by car

2025 Trips by Mode on an Average Weekday

Other I
Work I
0%

Public transit networks may be
more amenable to commutes
than to caregiving trips.

make caregiving trips do not

own a Ccdar.

Care

25% 50% 75% 100%

B orive [ Transit walk [l Bike/Micromobility [} other



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
88 percent of care trips involve driving; only 2 percent involve transit (compared to 6 percent of work trips).


Average caregiving trips per weekday by age

65 years or older

Age correlates strongly with
‘ caregiving trip frequency.

Those under age 25 make

45-64 Years

24 Veare ‘ 43 percent fewer caregiving
trips than the older adult
Under 18 Years ‘ gI’OU pS.
0 1 2 3 4

2025 caregiving trip rate; all-trip rate shown as a reference mark

10
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The next several slides display average trips per person per day. The colored bar shows care trips; the gray reference line is all types of trips.
This slide makes clear that analysis of these trips should always consider age, because caregiving responsibilities are by nature more common for adults responsible for household members besides themselves.


Average caregiving trips per weekday by

employment status

Not employed for pay

Employed for pay

0 1 2

2025 caregiving trip rate; all-trip rate shown as a reference mark

Those without paid
employment make 45
percent more caregiving
trips per day than those
with paid employment.

1



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Those with paid work are less available for weekday caregiving tasks than those without paid work.


Average caregiving trips per weekday by gender

2025 Trip Rates by Gender

Prefer nottoanswerorOther. | Women mqke 28 percent
more caregiving trips than

men.

This difference largely

explains their difference in
Men .
overall trips.

0 1 2 3 4

2025 caregiving trip rate; all-trip rate shown as a reference mark

Sample size for the ‘Prefer not to answer or Other’ (including nonbinary) category is insufficient to
draw statistically valid comparisons.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Even after accounting for paid employment differences, women are still substantially more likely to engage in caregiving travel.


PSRC Safety & Security Survey

Developed with researchers at Georgia Institute of
Technology

Conducted in September 2025 by consultants
2,224 respondents
In depth: nearly 200 questions

X4


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Unlike the core travel survey, the safety & security survey is primarily a single point-in-time effort, though it will inform future work.�The breadth and careful design of the survey provides a lot for us to investigate.�


Safety Survey Questionnaire Structure

General attitudes & predispositions
Transportation preferences

Daily travel

. Perceptions of safety while traveling

. Trade-offs made to improve safety

Perceptions of system-wide safety (incl. planning)
Unsafe travel experiences

. Sociodemographic characteristics

W N O OANWN
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The main focus today is #4 and #5, dealing with concerns travelers have about safety, and what trade-offs they make in response.�However, we’ll start with a summary from #7, unsafe travel experiences, to make a distinction between safety concern and security concern.


Most residents have had unsafe travel experiences

Prevalence of unsafe travel experiences

Experienced a

traffic crash

Witnessed a traffic

Experienced a

near-miss

Experienced a
personal security

concern

None of the above

“A personal

security concern
in this survey is
defined as an
interaction with
another person

Overall 67% 65% 79% 44%

I6%
I8%

King County - Other 62% 65% 74% 39%

(1)
=
]
(2]
=n

. or group of
King County - Seattle 66% 65% 81% 59% 5%
people that
- - - I made you Gfraid
Kitsap County - Expanded 70% 66% 41% 5%*
ProTY =P or uncomfortable
while traveling.”
Pierce County 71% 66% 81% 46% 6%*
0\)|u (000'0 '\Qooh 0D|c (000'0 '\Qooh 0D|c (000'0 '\Qooh 0D|c (000'0 ;\QQDIG 0D|c (00\)'0 '\Qooh
Weighted % “
<1% means no respondents endorsed this category. 15 f
*Estimate is unstable, interpret with caution (RSE > 0.3).

Suppressed estimates are not graphed (N<10 or RSE>0.5).


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A large majority of residents have been in or close to a crash at some point.
Although fewer had experienced a security concern—which is more applicable to walking/rolling or transit than driving—the number is still substantial; this is relevant to the next slide.


Those with negative security experiences take steps to
avoid future run-ins

Trade-offs made to avoid a security concern

Avoid Choose a more Use a
walking/rolling Choose a expensive

Drive to a . . \
destination Skip traveling different

and bicycling longer route means of - altogether means of
. instead
for trips travel travel

Overall 35% 31% 32% 32% 19% 37%

Experienced a 47% 44% 45% 45% 23% 49%
security concern
Never experienced a 25% 20% 21% 21% 15% 27%
securlty concern
00[0 600[0 '\000[0 Qol“ 600[0 '\000[0 00[0 600[(1 \000[0 00[0 600[(1 \000[0 00[0 600[(1 '\000[0 Qol“ 600[0 '\000[0
Weighted %
Data represent the weighted estimate of those who endorse the statement by responding 'Often or Sometimes'. 16

<1% means no respondents endorsed this category.
* Estimate is unstable, interpret with caution (RSE > 0.3). Suppressed estimates are not graphed (N<10 or RSE>0.5).


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Those who had an unsafe interaction while traveling are substantially more likely to make sacrifices to avoid having this happen again. 


Perceived personal threat vs. general incivility

Events where respondents felt targeted or vulnerable had more impact
than instances of disorder or incivility not directed towards them.

Largest impact Negligible impact

« Unwanted touching * Property damage

+ Approached unexpectedly » Yelling

« Physical violence +  Smoking/vaping or other drug use

 Erratic behavior

Moderate impact « Loud music
« Groups acting in an intimidating manner
« Lewd or explicit behavior

« Rude or threatening comments (incl. catcalling)
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A broad set of interactions was considered, but as you might expect, the ones that line up with travel sacrifices are run-ins where the traveler felt personally targeted.


Emotional travel burden by vehicle ownership

. When |
Before | go Even just generally i In general, W ..ok about

somewhere, planning on the alert | worry
my travel against

When
driving,
| worry

traveling, |
worry about
the safety
of those
traveling
with me.

about being
in a traffic
crash
when I’'m
traveling.

trips (e.g.,
hospital)
given my

travel
options.

can make someone

me anxious bothering

destination about my me when
CEE\A CETENA | travel
alone.

CETEIA

Those without a vehicle
«  were 3.8 times as likely to
lbe anxious about urgent
travel.

Own vehicle 16% 12% 62% 13% 45% 38% 41%

Overall 17% 12% 63% 15% 45% 38% 39%

Qolo 60“‘“ ,\QQO\&)]o 6@’]“ ,\QQO l%olo 60"\“ ,\Q()ol&o]q 6Q°l° ,\Q()Q ‘%o\o 600\0 ,\30018010 (og"“’ ,\QQa\&oh 6@’]" ,\QQ“

Weighted %



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We’ll now look at results for a few priority populations—first examining their worries, and then the travel trade-offs they make to be more secure.

We’ll start by looking at concerns for those without vehicles. In most regards they reflect the general population, but are much more concerned about potential urgent travel needs, such as getting to a hospital. 


Sacrifices for security concern by vehicle ownership

Avoid Choose Use a
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip :
and I o(r:mhzgfglft - expensive destination traveling :Ilg;enr:r:)tf
bicycling 9 mode of instead altogether travel
for trips travel

Those without a vehicle
make security-related
sacrifices more often
than the reference

[ ]
population.
Own vehicle 32% 28% 29% 30% 16% 33%
Most often, this involves
Overall 32% 29% 30% 30% 17% 34% ChOOSIng G Ionger route.
s o S slo o o oSk o Sl o Sl oS

Weighted %

X
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Since their mode options are constrained, choosing a route to avoid trouble is their most common adjustment.


Emotional travel burden by age

When |
think about
traveling, |
worry about
the safety

of those

traveling
with me.

Before | go Even just generally
somewhere, planning on the alert
| worry my travel against
about makingll can make someone
it to my me anxious bothering
destination about my me when
CEC\'A safety. | travel

alone.
18-24 Years I 40% I 35% . 75% I 24%

25-44 Years I 18% I 12% . 65% I 16%
45-64 Years 18% 11% 65% 16%

65 years or older I 10% |9% . 52% I 11%
Overall I 17% I 12% . 63% I 15%

| o lo

g o T T ol Tl o o e ol ST

In general,
| worry
about being
in a traffic
crash
when I’'m
traveling.

When
driving,

trips (e.g.,

hospital)

given my
travel

options.

Weighted %

Younger travelers tend
to be more worried
about their safety &
security.

Security concerns are
most common.




Sacrifices for security concern by age

Avoid Choose
walking/rolling

a more Drive to a Skip dil:fiz?eant

and expensive destination traveling
bicycling mode of instead altogether m;araar;zlof

for trips travel
39% I 26%
36% I 19%

45-64 Years 31% 28% 26% 26% 16% 32%

Choose a
longer route

18-24 Years 45% 50% 54% 61%

Younger travelers
choose another mode
or avoid walking/rolling
out of concern for their
security.

25-44 Years 35% 31% 34% 36%

65 years or older 23% 20% 20% 18% 14% 25%

Overall 32% 29% 30% 30% 17% 34%

(3
o

olo o|

\z)o\n 660‘0 ,\QQ‘)]%O]Q 500]0 ,\QQ Q°|° 6Q°l° ,\QQ

olo |o°

ol 6Q°‘° ,\QQO sl 6@\“ \QQO

Weighted %




Emotional travel burden by disability status

Before | go
somewhere,

Even just
planning
my travel
can make

me anxious

destination
safely.

about my
safety.

Disability 39% 36%
No Disability 16% 11%
Overall 17% 12%

lo

Q°\° 600[0 '\000 Q°|° 500 ©

When |
think about
traveling, |
worry about
the safety

of those

traveling
with me.

In general,
| worry
about being
in a traffic
crash
when I’'m
traveling.

generally
on the alert
against
someone
bothering
me when
| travel
alone.

When
driving,

trips (e.g., I worry

hospital)

given my
travel

options.

safety.

71% 47% 51% 48% 54%

I 62% | 14% 45%
I 63% 15% 45%
|

l&)(o 6Q°|° ,\Q()Q

39%

I [ I ¥
I i I

,\QQolgolg 60"\0 \Qge

fo lo

Q°\° 500 °

,\Q()Olgo[o 600 o ,\Q()o

Weighted %

0°‘° 600]0 ,\QQO

Those with disabilities are
3.4 times as likely to report
concern about urgent
travel, and 3 times as likely
to report worry preparing
for travel.

22



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our definition can include mental & emotional as well as physical disability. 
The higher response across multiple questions illustrates the increased effort involved in undertaking travel for this part of our population. 


Sacrifices for security concern by disability status

Avoid Choose Use a
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip :
and I oihzgiguat e expensive destination traveling :;ffaer:':r;tf
bicycling 9 mode of instead altogether t
- ravel
for trips travel

Those with disabilities
Disability 44% 53% 47% 42% 40% 55% report ma king Security_
related sacrifices 20

percentage points more
No Disability 31% 27% 28% 28% 15% 33% Often thO n those WithOUt
disabilities on average.
b ol Sl o S o Sl o Sl o S o\

Weighted %

X
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
These results are also corroborated in the core survey, where those with disabilities report making 30 percent fewer trips than the reference population.


Ongoing analysis

We welcome your suggestions for
resedrch topics & questions
and could report back to you in @

future meeting.



Thank You!

Michael Jensen
mjensen@psrc.org

Puget Sound Regional Council



Sacrifices for safety concern by vehicle ownership

Avoid Choose Use a
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip .
and I oﬁhzgigl?t e expensive destination traveling gg;e;:%tf
bicycling g mode of instead altogether travel
for trips travel

There was relatively little
No vehicle 42% 37% 28% 19% 22% 34% difference in SCICI’iﬁCGS those
without vehicles made for

safety reasons, although they
forgo travel somewhat more,
and are (naturally) less apt
I I to drive.

Weighted %

e
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Sacrifices for safety concern by age

Avoid Choose Use a
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip different

Choose a . T ;
and expensive destination traveling
bicycling JEO R LRI mode of S CED altogether mz-::/faIOf

for trips travel

18-24 Years 57% 50% 32% 32% 28% 35%

Levels of concern relate
to reported behavior—
younger travelers report
more travel trade-offs
than older adults.

25-44 Years 43% 34% 26% 29% 16% 34%

45-64 Years 38% 38% 27% 28% 17% 35%

65 years or older 29% 31% 20% 18% 14% 23%

40% 35%

Overall 25% 27% 17% 32%

Olo

600]0 '\QQQ\%"I" 560\0 ,\QQologolo 600‘0 ,\0001000\0 ‘500[0 ,\QQ \()°l° 6@°|° ,\QQO'

Weighted %
7
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Sacrifices by safety concern by disability status

Avoid
walking/rolling
and

Choose
a more
expensive
mode of
travel

Choose a
longer route

bicycling
for trips

Disability 53% 47% 39% 39%

No Disability 39% I 34% I 24% I 26%
Overall 40% I 35% I 25% I 27%
Qolc 6Q°|° ,\0001000\0 600\0 \0@’]000‘0 6()"\0 \Qﬁo\aolo 6g°|°

Weighted %

Drive to a
destination
instead

Skip
traveling
altogether

43%

15%

17%

,\QQ“‘OQe]g 6Q°l°

Use a
different
means of

travel

39%

32%

32%

,\Qﬁologo\o 600l°

'\0@)]

Those with disabilities are
nearly three times more

likely to stay home due to
safety concerns.

28



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Seven connected bar charts for the following sacrifices made to avoid a crash: “”
�The percentage of agreeing responses are shown for two groups: those with, or without a disability.
Those with a disability agree more frequently for each sacrifice; the greatest disparity is for skipping travel altogether.



Emotional travel burden by race/ethnicity

Even just
planning
my travel
can make

Before | go
somewhere,
| worry

about making
it to my
destination
CECA

about my
CE LA

POC 23% 14%

Not POC 15% 11%

Overall 17% 12%

gh ol T

me anxious

I am
generally

on the alert

against
someone
bothering
me when

| travel

alone.

66%

61%

63%

\000\8010 600!0

| worry
about making
urgent
trips (e.g.,
hospital)
given my
travel
options.

In general,
| worry
about being
in a traffic
crash
when I’'m
traveling.

18% 45%

14% 45%

15% 45%

Sl g el

Weighted %

When |

think about
traveling, |

worry about
the safety

of those

traveling

with me.

40%

37%

38%

\000\8010 600!0

\000\&)]0

When
driving,

48%

38%

39%

o

R\

People of Color report
slightly more concern than
the reference population in
each category.




Sacrifices for safety concern by race/ethnicity

Avoid Choose
walking/rolling

Use a
different
means of

travel

a more Drive to a Skip

and expensive destination traveling
bicycling mode of instead altogether
for trips travel

Choose a
longer route

People of Color are 7
percentage points more
likely on average to make

POC 43% 37% 32% 32% 20% 39%

safety-related trade-offs.
Not POC 38% 35% 22% 24% 15% 29%
Overall 40% 35% I 25% I 27% 17% 32%
o 6@’\0 600l° ,\QQGI‘)Qolo 6Q°|° )\000\000\0 600‘0 ,\000‘000(0 6Q°l° ,\Q0°l°go]o 6@"\“ ,\QQO\

Weighted %
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Sacrifices for security concern by race/ethnicity

Avoid Choose Use a
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip :
and Io?rhzgfgtfte expensive destination traveling ,?,g;e,::':,tf
bicycling 9 mode of instead altogether
i travel
for trips travel

POC 38% 38% 39% 39% 24% 39%

People of Color are 11
percentage points more
likely on average to

Not POC 29% 25% 26% 25% 14% 32% .
make security-related
trade-offs.
Overall 32% 29% I 30% I 30% 17% 34%
b N sl S Sl Sl Sl NG Sl N Sl oSl RO

Weighted %
31




Emotional travel burden by income

Before | go
somewhere,

destination

Low-income

Not Low-income

Overall

N

I am
Even just generally
planning on the alert
my travel ELE B

| worry
about making
urgent
trips (e.g.,
hospital)
given my
travel
options.

can make someone

me anxious bothering

about my me when
CEVCWA | travel
alone.

crash

25% 68% 34% 47%

10% 61% 13% 44%

12% 63% 15% 45%

,\Qﬁolgclo 6Q°l° \QQG lge\o 60"\0 ,\Q0°\€o|o 6@’]0 ,\QQolgolo N °

Weighted %

In general,
| worry
about being
in a traffic

think about

worry about

when I’'m
traveling.

When

driving,

43%

I41%

39%

,\Q0°\€o|° 6@’]0

Those earning under $50,000
are substantially more likely
to worry about arriving safely,
especially for urgent travel.
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Sacrifices for safety concern by income

Avoid Choose

walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip e
and Choose a

bicycling

i inati : different
longer route expensive destination traveling

mode of instead altogether m?rZ?/ZIOf
for trips travel

«~  Those with low income are
more than twice as likely to

forgo travel than the
I I reference population.
Not Low-income 39% 33% 23% 25% 14% 30%
Overall 40% 35% I 25% I 27% 17% 32%
ool e b\l s\ S™lo Sl ot Tl ol S

Weighted %
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Sacrifices for security concern by income

Avoid Choose
walking/rolling a more Drive to a Skip
and expensive destination traveling
mode of instead altogether

Use a
different
means of

travel

Choose a
longer route

bicycling
for trips travel

Low-income 46% 40% 42% 40% 34% 54%

Trade-offs made for security
reasons mirror those made
for safety reasons.

Overall 32% 29% I 30% I 30% 17% 34%

Q0|o 6@\0 ,\QQG‘“Qo\e 600‘0 ,\QQ lQ olo olo \06 l% olo elo \00012)0\0 6Q°l° ,\Q@"&olc 600[0 ,\QQOI

Not Low-income 29% 27% 28%

Weighted %
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