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Executive Summary  
 
Introduction  
 
This report details the findings from research undertaken in Trafford Metropolitan Borough 
exploring the process of implementation of the Trafford Partnership Television (Trafford PTV) 
Network following the launch of the system on 16th June 2006. 
 
The report builds on a previous report detailing the findings of the pre-implementation survey 
conducted during June 2005. 
 
Methodology 
 
The research for this report involved three key types of data collection, including observation at 
the screen sites, interviews with 416 members of the public in the locations where screens are 
sited and telephone interviews with seven stakeholders. 
 
Location of the screens 
 
The majority of screens visited during this evaluation were located in areas where people were 
stationary for a period of time - eating, queuing or waiting.  In many cases the screens were 
positioned in places to capture the optimum number of viewers, although in a small number of 
locations there may be benefit in moving the screens or providing additional screens.  
 
Awareness of the screens  
 
The survey suggested that the public were aware of the screens.  Of those questioned, 69% had 
seen the screens, and 51% had viewed information on them.  Almost three quarters of those that 
had viewed the information (73%) responded that, although they had taken no action regarding 
the information, they did find the information useful. 
 
There is a great deal of support for the system from the general public with 95% of those 
interviewed believing them to be a good idea. 
 
Following the introduction of the screens, the proportion of the population that had heard of the 
Safer Trafford Partnership increased from 10% to 18%. There was also an increase in awareness 
of the LSP from 5% to 10%. Both of these results were found to be statistically significant. Indeed, 
the proportion of those interviewed that had heard of at least one of five organisations with which 
they were presented increased from 23% to 31% between the pre and post period. This result 
was statistically significant. Furthermore 77% stated that the screens had increased their 
awareness of services available. 
 
Where feelings of safety were concerned, 90% of those viewing the screens felt that the 
information had increased the extent to which they felt safe when walking alone during the day. In 
addition, 59% of those viewing information felt safer as a result after dark. 
 
Improvements to the system 
 
A range of suggestions were made by members of the public in terms of alternative locations for 
the screens, the most popular of which were: 
 

�� Cafes / canteens (33) 
�� Shopping Centres (31) 
�� On public transport and in transport waiting areas (23) 
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�� Doctors surgeries (18) 
 

A further 29 simply suggested that more screens were needed. 
 
Respondents also made suggestions regarding improvements to the content of the system: 
 

��  59 responded that they would like to see information about local community events or 
activities in the local area. 

��  30 wanted to see more news, weather or sport on the screens 
��  19 stated that they would like there to be sound as well as visual information 

 
Conclusions 
 
The Trafford PTV Network appears to have been well received by members of the public, and 
well supported by stakeholders. Almost three quarters of people questioned stated that they 
found the information on the screens useful.  
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1. Introduction 
 
The Trafford Partnership Television Network (Trafford PTV) was launched in Trafford on 16th 
June 2005. The Trafford PTV system, developed by CCN, is a system that screens broadcast 
quality programming.  A number of screens are located in the public arena and broadcast 
messages relating to a variety of community issues. The system also provides national news, 
weather and sport reports.  In Trafford these messages are shown on a continuous loop. The 
system is updated with new content on a regular basis. In the first four months of operation, over 
1.7 million messages were broadcast on the system across the Trafford area. Annex A provides a 
breakdown of the messages that were shown.  
 
Methodology 
 
With any system of this type there is a process of refining and making sure it works as effectively 
as possible. This evaluation therefore identifies lessons learnt from the implementation process 
that may be used to improve the system and the way it is operated. 
 
A number of approaches were used within this evaluation: 
 

�� Observation  was conducted at the locations where the screens were sited in order to 
gain an understanding of how members of the public interact with the screens. 

 
�� Interviews with stakeholders  involved in the project were undertaken.  A total of seven 

interviews were conducted with Partnership representatives responsible for the 
introduction of the system, and host venue managers. 

 
�� Face to face interviews with individuals frequenting the sites were undertaken after the 

screens had been installed.  
 

Observation 

 
Observation was conducted for one hour on eleven screens at ten established screen locations, 
giving a total of eleven hours observation of the system. While this is a relatively short period over 
which to observe the screens it did provide an indication of viewing behaviour.  

Interviews with stakeholders 

 
Telephone interviews were conducted with a number of previously agreed stakeholders in order 
to gain an indication of their views relating the installation and running of the network.  A total of 
seven stakeholders were interviewed. A list of those interviewed is included in Annex B. 
 
Face to face interviews 
 
Each of the locations was visited with the intention of undertaking interviews with individuals 
frequenting those locations.  The number of people at each site varied, but efforts were made to 
obtain similar sample sizes from each location.  The survey employed a quota sample in which 
fieldworkers selected individuals for interviewing according to pre-defined criteria and then 
requested their assistance with undertaking the survey.  This non-random approach to 
interviewing was required as the population for the study consisted of individuals frequenting 
particular locations rather than residing at particular addresses, as is usually the case with non-
random samples.  Overall, 469 individuals were approached of whom 416 completed the survey, 
giving an overall response rate of 87%. The questionnaire used for the survey is included in 
Annex C. 
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Location of interviews 
 
Interviews were carried out in all areas where screens were located. Table 1.1 shows the 
distribution of interviews over all areas covered. The percentage of responses ranged from 4% to 
12% per site. 
 
Table 1.1: Location of interviews 
 

Location 
Number of 
Responses  

Percent of 
responses 

North Trafford College 48 12% 
McDonalds, Asda, Trafford Park 47 11% 
Waterside, Sale 47 11% 
Altrincham Hospital 42 10% 
Altrincham McDonalds 40 10% 
Stretford Leisure Centre 40 10% 

Partington Healthy Living Centre 34 8% 
Shrewsbury Street Community Centre 35 8% 
Flixton Leisure Centre 23 6% 
Trafford General A&E 27 6% 

Urmston Leisure Centre 18 4% 
Trafford General Outpatients Waiting Room 15 4% 
Total 416 100% 

 
 
Demographic profile of the sample 
 
Analysis was undertaken to determine where those interviewed resided.  Table 1.3 shows the 
percentage of the sample that resided in each postcode district. 
 
Table 1.2: Postcode district where those interviewe d reside 
 

Post Code District  Total  Percentage

M15 13 3%
M16 43 10%
M30 5 1%
M31 42 10%
M32 52 13%
M33 58 14%
M41 59 14%
M44 5 1%
WA14 18 4%
WA15 31 8%
Out of Area 53 13%
Unknown 37 9%
Grand Total         416 100%
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Figure 1.1, plots these percentages on a map, showing postcode districts, ward boundaries and 
the location of the screen sites visited during this evaluation1. 
 
Figure 1.1: Percentage of respondents from postcode  districts 

 
 
 
As Table 1.2 and Figure 1.1 show, the largest proportion of respondents were from the postcode 
districts M33 and M41 (14% each), followed by M32 and those living outside the area (13% 
each). This shows a slight contrast to the pre-survey carried out in June 2005 where the greatest 
number of respondents came from outside the area (16.2%) followed by postcode districts M33 
and M41 (15.5 and 15.7% respectively) with M32 then providing 12.2% of respondents. The 
percentage of respondents from the remaining postcode districts ranged from 3% to 8% with a 
further 9% refusing to answer or being unaware of their postcode. 

                                                   
1 Annex D provides a map showing the ward names 
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Given the approach to sampling and the kinds of populations who frequent the venues where the 
screens were placed, the sample was not entirely representative.  Table 1.4 shows the age profile 
of those interviewed. 
 
Table 1.3: Age profile of interviewees 
 

Age Range Number Percent 

15-19 76 18.3% 
20-29 58 13.9% 
30-39 79 19% 
40-49 74 17.8% 
50-59 49 11.8% 
60-69 31 7.4% 
70-79 27 6.5% 
80+ 14 3.4% 
Unknown 8 1.9% 
Total 416 100% 
 
The sample appears to be skewed heavily towards the younger generations.  For example 18% 
of the sample was aged between 15-19 years, compared to approximately 6% of the Trafford 
population. The 30-39  age group was also over represented, with 19% of those interviewed 
falling into this age category compared to just 9% of the local population. 
 
The 50-59 age group was the most under represented with 12% questioned, compared to 16% of 
the local population). All other age groups were fairly reflective of the local population age profile 
in the 2001 census, with a maximum of 1% difference between the actual percentage of the 
population in Trafford and respondents. Considering the distribution between males and females, 
57% of the sample was female, while just 42% were male.(For 1% of respondents gender is not 
recorded.)  This is skewed towards female respondents given the fact that only 52% of Trafford’s 
population is female. 
 
Analysis of ethnicity showed that the sample was fairly representative of ethnic minority groups, 
with almost 95% of the population of Trafford being described as ‘white’ in the 2001 census and 
91% of the survey sample responding they were ‘white’2. The two ethnic groups that were over-
represented in the sample were Asian Indian (45 of the sample against 1.5% of the population 
and Black African (1.5% of the sample and less that 0.5% of the population.    
 
Sample weighting 
 
In order to restore representativeness to the sample, it was weighted by both age and sex; this 
decreased the weighted sample size available for analysis from 416 to 415.  All the results 
presented in this report are based on these weighted data with the exception of the analysis 
presented in Section 5.  
 
Sample Size 
 
The results should be treated with caution due to the small sample sizes at individual sites.  The 
average estimated sampling error for this sample as a whole is +/- 4.8% at the 95% confidence 
level.  This means that, if 50% of the population respond in a certain way to a question, one can 
be 95% certain that another sample would give a response of somewhere between 45.2% and 
54.8% on the same question.  The figures in Section 3 should, therefore, be treated as indicative, 
rather than precise results. 

                                                   
2 Of these, 87% responded they were ‘White British’, 2% ‘White Irish’ with the remainder stating ’white other’ or ‘white 
mixed’. 
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Structure of the report 
 
The remainder of the report is divided into five sections. 
 

�� Section 2 examines the location of the Trafford PTV screens and the viewing behaviour 
of the public. 

�� Section 3 examines the process of implementation and identifies strengths and 
weaknesses in the current system. 

�� Section 4 reports on the survey of the general public. 
�� Section 5 reports on comparisons between the previous evaluation and the current study. 
�� Section 6 provides the conclusions from this study. 
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2. Location of Screens 
 
Introduction 
 
This section examines the location of the screens and the viewing behaviour of individuals within 
the locations.  It is based on researcher observation. 
 
Observation 
 
The evaluation focused on eleven screens located at ten sites across the Trafford area3.   The 
locations included restaurants, leisure centres, hospital waiting rooms, community centres, 
council offices and college. 
 
Table 2.1: Location of Screens 
 

Site 

Number 
of 

screens 

Observation 
Undertaken 

Interviews 
Conducted 

Healthy Living Centre, Partington 1 Yes Yes 
Sale Waterside Council Offices, Sale 1 Yes Yes 
McDonalds, Stamford New Road, Altrincham 1 Yes Yes 
McDonalds, ASDA Store, Trafford Park 1 Yes Yes 
North Trafford College, Stretford 1 Yes Yes 
Shrewsbury Street Community Centre, Old Trafford 1 Yes Yes 
Trafford General Hospital, Urmston (Outpatients, A&E) 2 Yes Yes 
Urmston Leisure Centre, Flixton 1 Yes Yes 
Altrincham General Hospital (Outpatients) 1 Yes Yes 
Stretford Leisure Centre, Stretford 1 Yes Yes 
Total 11   
 
Each of the ten locations was visited during the project, with approximately one hour spent in 
observation at each site.  The details of the location, number of potential viewers and their 
viewing habits were observed.  Interviews with the public were also conducted at a separate time 
and a note was made of whether the screens were turned on. 

                                                   
3 The pre-implementation survey looked at the same 10 sites across the Trafford area.  However, the screen at North 
Trafford College had to be omitted on this initial survey since the timing of the visit clashed with the college’s half term 
holiday. It was included in the evaluation survey, however along with an additional screen located at Trafford General A&E 
Department. 
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North Trafford College, Stretford 
 

The screen is located to one side of a large 
refectory which provides a seating/dining 
area of 40+ tables and approximately 250 
chairs, vending machines, a small snack bar 
and larger canteen bar. The refectory is L-
shaped and is divided in part by columns. 
Seating is provided primarily for those using 
the dining facilities, although other people 
appear to use it as a place to meet and rest. 
There is one entrance to the refectory, 
situated to one side adjacent to the screen 
and leading to a busy corridor within the 
main block of the College.  
 
The screen is mounted on a wall at right 
angles to this entrance in view of all people 
as they enter and leave the refectory, 
although not everyone is able to see it once seated (see Figure 2.1). The screen is directly visible 
from one half of the refectory only, opposite the snack bar and vending machine areas, but 
cannot be seen from the canteen sector where warm food is provided.  
 
During the time of observation (9.15-10.15 am), there was very little footfall within the refectory 
with 49 people viewed in the vicinity of the screen, 60% of whom were young females (<30 years 
old). However by mid morning “break” (10.30 am) virtually every seat was taken (approximately 
250 people). Of the 49 viewed during the observation, 12 were observed to view the screen, eight 
whilst seated; six intermittently for 10 seconds or longer with a group of four observed in active 
debate about the content over several minutes; and two others glancing at the screen repeatedly 
for between 2-5 seconds. The remaining four looked only briefly whilst taking their seat or on exit.  
It was noted that during the period of observation most students were engaged in studying or in 
active conversation with each other and very few had the opportunity to view the screens for any 
length of time. 

McDonalds, Stamford New Road, Altrincham 

 
There is one large, wall-mounted screen 
angled down towards the open space in front 
of the counter (see Figure 2.2).  This open 
area is where people generally queue to 
choose and order their food. The screen is 
clearly visible in this queuing area and from a 
limited seating area (11 seats) directly 
opposite.  However it cannot be seen from 
the remainder of the seats downstairs 
(approx 20 seats) or from the dining area 
upstairs (approx 80 seats). The main 
entrance to the restaurant is from the 
opposite corner from where it can be clearly 
seen both on entry and exit. There is also 
another entrance/exit immediately to one 
side and under the screen from where it can also be seen. 
 
During the observation period, 137 people were seen in the vicinity of the screen. Of these, eight 
people were seen to view the screen; seven whilst queuing or waiting for their order at the service 

Figure 2.1: Screen location at North 
Trafford College, Stretford 

Figure 2.2: Screen location at McDonalds, 
Stamford New Road, Altrincham 
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counter, the remaining one briefly on leaving the premises. Six viewed the screen only 
intermittently (less than three seconds) whilst queuing or waiting for their order, with another one 
person looking at the screen for a much longer period (one minute) whilst waiting in the queue. 
No one was seen to view the screen whilst seated, the majority of customers preferring to sit 
away from the service area. It was noted that approximately 70% of people using the restaurant 
were of a younger age group under the age of 30. 
 
McDonalds, ASDA, Trafford Centre 

 
There is one large screen located on a wall just to one side 
of the main service counter and in full view of the majority 
of tables in the seating area of the McDonalds Restaurant  
situated next to the busy main entrance/foyer area of the 
ASDA Superstore (see Figure 2.3). There are 
approximately 100 seats spread over 34 tables in the 
dining area, with approximately 25 (75%) of these tables 
providing a clear view of the screen.  
 
During the observation period, 80 individuals were noted in 
the vicinity of the screen. Of these, seven were seen to 
view the screen; four whilst sat at a table directly facing the 
screen for prolonged periods of up to seven minutes as 
they ate or waited for food; two briefly whilst queuing at the 
service counter (5-10 seconds) and one on exit (2 
seconds). 
 
It was noted a larger proportion of people using this 
restaurant were more elderly and over the age of 30. 
 
 
Healthy Living Centre, Partington  

 
There is one large screen located in the 
main foyer/thoroughfare of the building 
(see Figure 2.4). It is located on the wall 
opposite the main reception desk and to 
one side of the main entrance en route to 
the new Health Centre and Job Centre. 
There is also access from the foyer area 
to a café and office/toilet facilities. 
Although there are four seats around a 
low table sited immediately underneath 
the screen, it would be difficult to view 
easily from this position and no one was 
seen using them. A clearer view is 
obtained either on entrance or exit from 
the main foyer or on leaving the main 
reception desk.  
 
 71 people were observed in total within the vicinity of the screen during the observation period; of 
these one person was seen to actually view the screen and then only very briefly on exit. People 
seemed to move purposely through the main foyer area on their way either to the Health Centre, 
Café or Job Centre, without having opportunity to stop and view the screen. It should be noted 
however that it was very quiet for what was supposed to be a busy time of day. It was noted that 
approximately 75% of people using the Centre were female. 
 

Figure 2.3: Screen location at 
McDonal ds, ASDA, Trafford Centre 

Figure 2.4: Screen location at Healthy Living 
Centre, Partington  
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Altrincham General Hospital (Outpatients) 
 

The screen is located in a comparatively 
small waiting room in the Outpatients 
Department of Altrincham General 
Hospital (see Figure 2.5). The screen is 
sited to one side of the direction of most 
seats of which there are 16 arranged in 
three rows. A further 12 seats are located 
along the same corridor out of sight of the 
screen and where the majority of visitors 
tended to sit. There is also a small 
refreshment bar in the waiting area 
situated slightly to one side of the screen. 
  
During the period of observation 22 
people were viewed within the entire 
waiting area. Of these five viewed the 
screen and all were within the immediate 
waiting area. Although one person only watched for several seconds at a time, most watched for 
more prolonged periods of up to three minutes and one watched for over seven minutes.  
 
 
Trafford General Hospital – Accident and 
Emergency Department 

 
The screen is located in a small waiting room in the 
Accident and Emergency Department of Trafford 
General Hospital (see Figure 2.6). The screen is 
sited at one end of the waiting room with 
approximately 25 seats located around two walls, 
one to the side and one directly facing the screen. 
Eight back to back seats also project out into the 
middle of the waiting room, half of which directly 
face the screen. A small reception desk is located 
along the corridor wall with entrances/exits at both 
ends. 
 
Another main channel TV screen is also located in 
this waiting area and to one side and this 
incorporates additional sound. 
 
During the period of observation 15 people were 
viewed within this waiting area, generally seated for 
long periods of time. Of these, 14 were observed to watch the screen at some point. Nine 
watched the screen intermittently for short periods of approximately 10 seconds whilst five 
watched more intently for periods of between 1 and 30 minutes. One person was observed to 
move seats in order to obtain a clearer view, but most tended to view the screen from where they 
sat even from more obscure angles. 
 

Figure 2.5: Screen location at Altrincham 
General Hospital (Outpatients)  

Figur e 2.6: Screen location at 
Trafford General Hospital 
(Accident and Emergency)  
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Trafford General Hospital – Outpatients 
Department 

 
The screen is located in a small waiting 
room in the Outpatients Department of 
Trafford General Hospital (see Figure 2.7). 
The screen is sited at one end of the 
waiting room facing opposite a small snack 
bar with approximately 25 seats along a 
wall adjacent to the screen and back to 
back in the middle of the room. The screen 
is not in direct viewing line when queuing at 
the reception, but can be seen from all the 
seats although in all cases there is a need 
to turn sideways in order to view clearly. 
 
During the period of observation there was 
a fairly high footfall of 87 people, but the 
majority were observed to pass through en 
route to another location or queue at the reception before moving on. Only one person was 
observed to take a seat within the waiting area who after buying refreshments proceeded to 
watch intently for a period of over five minutes. Only one other person was observed watching the 
screen (totalling two) and then only for a 20 second period whilst waiting at the reception desk. 
 
 
Urmston Leisure Centre, Flixton 

 
The screen is located high on the wall above the entrance to 
the spectators’ gallery and café alongside the Leisure 
Centre’s swimming pools (see Figure 2.8). The gallery is L-
shaped and the screen is only in clear view either on exit or 
from just over a half of the 40 seats, which are spread around 
nine tables situated along the perimeter of the gallery rail. 
The screen could not be seen from the café area. 
 
During the observation, a total of 65 people came within the 
vicinity of the screen, of whom six were observed to view the 
screen. Two people glanced at the screen repeatedly from 
their seats for approximately 10 seconds at a time. Three 
more looked at it for less than five seconds on exit whilst one 
person glanced repeatedly up at the screen for several 
short intervals of approximately five seconds whilst waiting 
at the entrance.  
 
It was noted that there was a very large footfall with people entering or leaving the viewing area  
but most people failed to notice the screen which is 12 feet high up on the wall. Most people were 
intent on observing the activities taking place in the pool. 
 
 
Sale Waterside Council Offices 

 
There is one large screen located high above the access to the library area and to one side of the 
main council desk waiting area (see Figure 2.9). There is one entrance at the far end of this 
waiting area while another leads to a corridor which emerges almost directly to one side and 
underneath the screen. 

Figure 2.7: Screen location at Trafford General 
Hospital (Outpatients)  

Figure 2.8: Screen location at 
Urmston Leisure Centre, Flixton  
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The screen is most easily viewed on entrance to the 
library and on entering or exiting the main council 
waiting area which house a number of seats (approx 
40) arranged in rows. Here only half the total number 
of seats are actually facing the screen. For those that 
are in direct line, vision is obstructed by card stalls 
which potentially hamper a clear view. It is very 
difficult to view the screen in all but the closest seats 
in the waiting area. 
 
During the observation period, a total of 130 people 
were observed in the vicinity of the screen. Of these, 
nine people were seen to actually view the screen; 
one glancing very briefly on entering the library and 
two looking up directly under the screen, one for 
three seconds and the other watching more intently 
for over a minute. The remaining six people watched 
the screen from the seated area whilst waiting for an 
appointment at the Council desk. Most watched for a 
brief time not exceeding 30 seconds although one 
person was observed to watch the screen continually 
for more than 10 minutes.  
 
 
Shrewsbury Street Community Centre, Old Trafford 

 
The screen is located en route to the 
main library, housing help desks and 
computer area (see Figure 2.10). It is 
sited immediately behind Trafford Direct 
Help desks and adjacent to the library 
counter and faces directly onto a 
seated waiting area of 10 chairs, the 
library aisles and two computer 
terminals. The screen is best viewed 
whilst waiting to be seen at the Help 
desks or on entering or exiting the 
library. 
 
Another Television is located three 
metres away on the opposite wall of the 
hallway leading to the library and 
Council desks.  
 
During the observation time, 51 people 
were seen in the wider vicinity of the screen. Of these, three people were seen to view the 
screen, two for a short time (approx three seconds) on leaving the library and one person for a 
slightly more prolonged time (20 seconds) whilst seated opposite the screen waiting to be seen at 
the Trafford Direct Help Desks. During the period of observation only two people actually sat at 
the seated area with most others passing through to use the library and computer facilities. 
 

Figure 2.9: Screen location at Sale 
Waterside Council Offices  

Figure 2.10: Screen location a t Shrewsbury 
Street Community Centre, Old Trafford  
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Stretford Leisure Centre, 
 

The screen is located on the main wall directly 
opposite a food bar in the main cafeteria located 
upstairs in the Leisure Centre (see Figure 2.11).  
The dining area consists of 28 tables capable of 
seating over 100 people. The screen is in full view 
from almost anywhere within the dining area which 
is also used as a thoroughfare for members of the 
public wishing to access the poolside spectators 
area, kids-room and gym. A main channel TV 
screen with sound is also located almost 
immediately adjacent to it on the same wall. 
On entry, the Trafford PTV screen was turned off 
and a request had to be made for it to be switched 
on, which was done manually at the set. The other 
main channel TV screen was turned on. In order to 
address the issue of screens being turned off at 
venues, CCN now fit security charver plates as 
standard on all installations. These are being fitted 
at Trafford retrospectively. 
 
During the time of observation, 47 people were seen to be in the vicinity of the screen. Of these, 
eight viewed the screen; five whilst seated at a table and three whilst moving between the exit 
and pool viewing area. Most viewed the screen 
intermittently from their tables for a few seconds at 
a time, although one person sat watching more 
intently for over two minutes. Most users were 
family groups busily eating, talking or attending to younger children. 
 
 
Estimating the number of screen viewings 
 
As Table 2.2 shows, the number of individuals viewing the screens differed quite dramatically 
according to location. Trafford General Hospital – A&E Department scored by far the highest with 
93 percent of people (14 out of 15) viewing the screen during the allocated observation period. By 
contrast Trafford General Hospital – Outpatients Department resulted in only 2% of people (two 
out of 87) actually viewing the screen with Partington Healthy Living Centre scoring least with 
only 1% (1 out of 71) viewing the screen within the observation hour. 
 

Figure 2.11: Screen location at 
Stretford Leisure Centre  
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Table 2.2: Number and percentage of passers-by obse rved to view the Trafford PTV screen 
 

Site (sort by % viewed?) 

Estimate of 
people in 
vicinity of 
screen 4 

Number of 
people 
viewing 
screen 5 

Percentage 
of people in 

vicinity 
who viewed 

screen 
Trafford General Hospital – A&E 15 14 93% 
North Trafford College 49 12 24% 
Altrincham General Hospital 22 5 23% 
Stretford Leisure Centre 47 8 17% 
McDonalds, ASDA 80 7 9% 
Urmston Leisure Centre 65 6 9% 
Sale Waterside 130 9 7% 
McDonalds, Altrincham 137 8 6% 
Shrewsbury Street Community Centre 51 3 6% 
Trafford General Hospital - Outpatients 87 2 2% 
Partington Healthy Living Centre 71 1 1% 
Total  754 75 10% 
 
 
Table 2.3 extrapolates the proportion of the population observed to view the screens to estimate 
weekly viewing figures, based on the footfall in each location. This suggests that, each week, 
there are approximately 12,663 screen viewings. Of these, the screens in Trafford General A&E 
Department, North Trafford College and the MacDonalds in ASDA are estimated to generate 84% 
of the screen viewings  
 
Table 2.3: Estimate of number of screen viewings pe r week in Trafford 
 

Site 

Percentage of 
people in 

vicinity who 
viewed screen  

Weekly 
footfall 

Number of 
screen 

viewings 
per week 

Trafford General Hospital – A&E 93%          8,000          7,440 
North Trafford College 24%          9,000          2,160 
Altrincham General Hospital 23%             500             115 
Stretford Leisure Centre 17%          1,000             170 
McDonalds, ASDA 9%        12,000          1,080 
Urmston Leisure Centre 9%        10,000             900 
Sale Waterside 7%          2,500             175 
McDonalds, Altrincham 6%          6,000             360 
Shrewsbury Street Community Centre 6%          3,300             198 
Trafford General Hospital - Outpatients 2%          3,000               60 
Partington Healthy Living Centre 1%             500                5 
Total           55,800        12,663 
 
 
 
 

                                                   
4 The number of children seen in the location is not included in these figures. 
5 The number of children seen viewing the screens are not included in these figures. 
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3. Implementation of the System 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter examines the process of implementing the Trafford PTV system, based on 
interviews with stakeholders, including representatives from Trafford Borough Council, including 
the Community Safety and Sustainability Development Departments, Greater Manchester Police 
and Trafford Primary Care Trust. The majority of stakeholders interviewed had quite an in depth 
involvement with the system, sitting on the Project Board and Editorial Board.  
 
Generally, stakeholders expressed a high level of satisfaction with the screens, and saw them as 
an effective way of communicating messages to members of the community they would otherwise 
not have reached. They were seen as providing the public with a broad picture of what is going 
on across the Trafford Borough, and as a source of public reassurance to make people feel better 
about Trafford and what is being done locally. There was a feeling that everything ‘just fell into 
place’ around the project. Very few people reported problems during development and 
implementation of the screens, and they were described as a great resource that displayed 
effective information sharing between partners. One stakeholder stated that the benefit of the 
screens could not be quantified in terms of the benefit it brought to their area of work. 
 
Development of the system 
 
Stakeholders expressed very positive opinions regarding the introduction and development of the 
system in Trafford, and some felt that it had not yet been utilised to its full potential. This, it was 
felt, boded well for the future as it allowed a number of developments to be explored.  
 
There were a few problems identified by stakeholders, surrounding partnership working, creation 
of clips and initial screen location. To begin with, although stakeholders did recognise the benefits 
that the screens brought in terms of partnership working, two individuals expressed some 
concerns over the nature of this. The first stated that it felt as if partnership working had been 
introduced as a way of sustaining the project, rather than representing invested involvement from 
the beginning. The second indicated that there had not been consistent partnership involvement 
throughout the process, and more should have been done to engage and maintain partners in the 
project. In terms of clip creation, the difficulties of obtaining volunteers to take part in clips was 
pointed out, and suggestions made regarding the possibility of recruiting local community and/or 
drama groups to undertake that function.  
 
There were also some initial problems identified regarding original locations of screens, and the 
failure of some target sites to buy into the process. In some cases it was felt that this did have a 
knock on effect on the effectiveness of the screens. However, it was also felt that the original 
target sites could be revisited following early screen successes and brought on board now.  
 
Generally, feedback regarding the screens and the benefits they could bring to the community 
and partner agencies was very positive from stakeholders. They felt that the right audiences were 
being reached with the right messages, and that the screens provided a forum for displaying 
strong partnership working. Some stakeholders also reported feedback from the public, although 
limited, had been positive and displayed that members of the public were taking notice of and 
engaging with the screens. In one instance, it was reported that members of the public had 
informed an individual that on the day of the bombings in London in July 2005, they had looked 
towards the screens as a source of up to date information.  
 
It was felt that the project could learn from its experiences so far, and that a number of issues 
could be reviewed to help to improve the process. These included stronger publicity in local 
press, more frequent updates – it was felt that quarterly updates put a lot of pressure on 
contributors to stretch their planning and ensure the right messages went out, - use of sound, 
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access to more feedback regarding the effectiveness of the screens, and a desire to have more 
screens generally.  
 
There was also a general desire to move the project forward in terms of its technical capabilities. 
This included linking the screens to relevant internet sites, including the Trafford Council site and 
Trafford Today. It was also suggested that some form of public feedback system could be added 
to the system to allow real time data on what people think of the screens.  
 
Content of the system 
 
Opinions on the content of the screens were generally very positive and the nature of the 
messages were considered sufficiently wide ranging for current purposes. There was also a 
general belief that the Editorial Board allowed the opportunity for gaps in content to be identified 
and rectified. All the stakeholders interviewed had submitted content to the screens, either for the 
organisation they represented, or on behalf of a third party in their role as Editorial Board 
member. All stakeholders expressed satisfaction with the content they had provided and how this 
had been presented on the screens.  
 
Only one stakeholder used generic content, the remaining engaged with the CCN team to 
develop content specific to Trafford and their role within the Borough, and it was felt that this had 
been professional and concise. The stakeholders who went through this process reported it to be 
very positive, with clear guidelines regarding what could be done and the methods which could be 
used. There was confusion in one instance where it was believed that sound would be available, 
and content was devised on the strength of this. It was suggested that possibly sound could be 
made available occasionally for use in clips. 
 
Location of the screens 
 
There had been some difficulty in the early stages of the project in terms of engaging all the 
preferred screen sites in the process, and some did not buy into the project. However, it was 
generally felt that those who had become screen sites were varied and appropriate for the 
objectives of the screens. There was only one negative comment regarding the screen locations, 
with one stakeholder stating that possibly the best locations had not been selected in terms of 
providing the ability for people to sit and watch the screens for long periods of time.  
 
There was also a general feeling that more screens could be installed across the Borough. It was 
felt that the original target sites could be re-visited following the project’s initial success with the 
intention of engaging them in the project now. Other sites for screens were suggested, including 
bus/train stations, large supermarkets, and generally wherever people sit for a long time and have 
the opportunity to watch the screens. It was also suggested that the Trafford Centre could be 
brought in as a screen site, offering the opportunity for multiple screens. However, a number of 
concerns regarding this were raised, including the Trafford Centre’s current use of screens for 
commercial purposes and the conflict between the corporate Centre and the not for profit nature 
of Trafford PTV. 
 
It was also suggested that other, smaller shopping centres in the main towns in the Borough – 
Stretford, Sale and Altrincham – could have screens located in them, with less difficulty than that 
represented by the Trafford Centre. It was also hoped that one could be located in Trafford 
Magistrates court if future funding could be secured. 
 
 
Updating the system 
 
Some concerns were expressed regarding updating the system. Some stakeholders felt that 
quarterly updating of the screen left too long a gap between message changes, and stretched 
planning to ensure the correct messages were featured on the screens at the correct times.  
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Future funding of the system 
 
There appeared to be a number of concerns regarding where future funding for the project could 
be found, with some organisations fearing that LSP members would be asked to help fund the 
project. It was felt that although the screens were very beneficial, there was no budget within 
these organisations to fund this project.  No alternative funding options were discussed by 
stakeholders.  
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4. Awareness and views of Trafford PTV 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This section reports the results from the survey regarding the Trafford PTV network.  It looks at 
the community’s awareness of the system, their viewing behaviour, and examines viewing 
behaviour against worry of crime and knowledge of the partnership and projects. This section 
also outlines the community’s suggestions for the future of the system. 
 
 
Extent to which the Trafford PTV screens were seen 
 
Respondents were asked a series of questions relating specifically to the Trafford PTV screens. 
Of the 409 who responded, 288 (70%) stated that they had seen at least one screen. Of those 
that had seen a screen, 210 (73%) stated that they had also viewed information on the screen. 
 
Of the 210 who had seen the screens and viewed the information, 153 (73%) stated that they had 
found the information useful. When asked whether they had acted on the information they had 
seen, 13 (6%) stated that they had. Twelve of these took singular action, ranging from joining a 
mother and toddler group, requesting further information from the Council, or obtaining specific 
telephone numbers. One respondent undertook several actions as follows: got a flu jab, 
contacted victim support and obtained fire alarms. 
    
Those that had stated they had viewed information featured on the screens were asked if they 
could recall what information they had seen.  A number of prompts were used within this 
question; this is likely to have affected recall. 
 
The types of information recalled by respondents included; 
 

�� Local and national news, weather and sport (61 respondents) 
�� Information on local projects to tackle crime and disorder (38 respondents) 
�� Information on missing persons (25 respondents) 
�� Information about council services (17 respondents)  
�� Information on alcohol and drugs (12 respondents) 
�� Information on wanted persons (11 respondents)  
�� Parking information (11) 
�� Information about police (8 respondents) 
�� Information on keeping Trafford in Bloom (7 respondents) 

 
Other responses included: ‘lunchbox’, ‘safety information’ and ‘advertisements’ (all by three 
respondents each.) Also recalled were ‘air quality/pollution,’ ‘fire safety,’ ‘nurseries,’ ‘Trafford 
Partnership,’ ‘Voluntary Action,’ (all by two respondents each.) ‘Benefits,’ ‘domestic violence,’ 
‘holiday work,’ ‘litter,’ ‘regeneration’ and ‘services for the blind’ were items recalled by one 
respondent each. 
 
Impact on awareness of services 
 
Respondents were then asked what impact seeing the screens had had on their awareness of 
services provided by the Trafford Partnership. Table 4.1 shows that, of the 159 who responded to 
the questions, 77% felt the screens had at least raised their awareness of services a little.  
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Table 4.1: Impact of the screens on awareness of se rvices 
 

Awareness Number  Percent  

Raised awareness of services a great deal 14 9 
Raised awareness of services a little 108 68 
Did not raise awareness of services at all 7 4 
Not sure 30 19 
Total 159 100 
 
 
 
Awareness of specific projects 
 
All respondents were also asked whether they had heard of a number of community projects 
working in Trafford over the last year. Overall, 365 (88%) had heard of at least one of the 
projects. Victim Support was the most well known, with 291 (70%) of respondents having heard of 
it. The Flu Campaign and Trafford in Bloom were also well known with 67% and 66% of 
respondents having heard of them. Table 4.2 shows the number and percentage of respondents 
who had heard of each project. 
 
Table 4.2: Awareness of specific community safety p rojects 
 

Project Number  Percent  

Victim Support 291 70% 
Flu Campaign 277 67% 
Trafford in Bloom 272 66% 
Domestic Violence Campaign 241 58% 
Bogus Callers 145 35% 
Health Lunch Box 130 31% 
Target Fire 114 28% 
VCAT Services 64 15% 
Lets Go Global 64 15% 
  
 
Other information respondents would like shown on s creens 
 
Respondents were asked what other information they would like to see on the screens. 224 
answered this question and there were a wide variety of responses, the most common of which 
were: 
 

�� 59 people suggested more information on local events/what’s on 
�� 19 people thought sound should be added 
�� 16 people wanted to see more sport on the screens 
�� 14 people suggested more local/national news coverage 
�� 10 respondents stated music should be featured  

 
Other suggestions included forthcoming development projects (4), traffic and transport 
information (5), job and education opportunities (6), and more address and contact details. 
A number of people (13) also commented that it was quite boring and needed greater variety and 
a longer loop to attract and/or maintain interest. 
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When asked if having the information they had suggested on the screens would make them more 
likely to watch them, 91% said yes, 7% said no and just 3% were not sure. 
 
 
Feeling Safe in the Community 
 
Respondents were asked how safe they felt going out in Trafford during the day and after dark as 
a result of the information they had seen. As Table 4.3 shows, 59% stated they felt either a little 
or much more safe walking out alone after dark as a result of the information they had seen. In 
addition, 27% felt less safe.  
 
Table 4.3 Extent to which information on the screen s affected respondents’ feelings of 
safety when walking alone after dark in their neigh bourhood 6 
 

  Number  Percent  

Feel much more safe 18 9 

Feel a little more safe 101 50 

Feel a little less safe 14 7 

Feel much less safe 41 20 

Feel neither more nor less safe 28 14 

Total 201 100 
 
 
Where feelings of safety during the daytime were concerned, the results were even more positive. 
Table 4.4 shows that 90% felt a little or much more safe as a resulted of viewing the information 
on the screens.  
 
 

                                                   
6 18 respondents did not complete this question or said they did not know. 
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Table 4.4 Extent to which information on the screen s affected respondents’ feelings of 
safety when walking alone in the day time in their neighbourhood 7 
 

  Number Percent 

Feel much more safe 64 32 
Feel a little more safe 116 58 
Feel a little less safe 5 3 
Feel much less safe 10 5 
Feel neither more nor less safe 5 3 

Total 200 100 
 
 
Other Locations for Screens 
 
Respondents were asked for suggestions as to where screens could be best located. 308 people 
gave suggestions, with the most common single response, given by 20% of people, being that the 
screen(s) they had seen were already well placed. However, 38 respondents commented that the 
screen they had seen was not well paced, the most common single reason for this being that it 
was placed too high in its current location (21 respondents) The most common suggestions for 
locations were:  
 

�� 33 respondents suggested more screens should be located in Cafes  
�� 31 people felt that Shopping Centres would be an ideal location for the screens 
�� 23 people felt that the screens should be located on Buses/Train/Tram/In station  
�� 18 people suggested GP’s Surgeries  
�� 17 respondents thought the screens could be placed in any waiting rooms  
�� 16 people thought that the screens would be good in schools, youth clubs  
�� 10 respondents thought that Libraries would be a good location for the screens 

 
Additionally, 29 respondents simply said that there should be more of them without specifying 
where they should be.  
 
When asked if placing the screens in the suggested alternative locations would make 
respondents more likely to watch them 286 people responded, 259 (91%) of who said yes, 8% 
said no and just 1% were not sure. 
 
Finally, respondents were asked the following question: 
 

“In general terms, do you think these television screens are a good idea?” 
 
Of the 404 who answered, 382 (95%) said yes, 3% (12) said no and 2% (10) said they were not 
sure.  
 
Those who responded ‘No’ or ‘Not sure’ were then asked why, 18 people responded with the 
following reasons: 
 

�� 7 people thought the cost was an issue and money could be better spent elsewhere 
�� 5 people expressed concern that the screens would not make any difference 
�� 3 people stated that more Police were needed 
�� 2 people expressed a belief that the screens were boring/uninteresting 
�� 1 person questioned whether anyone watched the screens. 

                                                   
7 18 respondents did not complete this question or said they did not know. 
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Summing up the Public Perspective 
 
Figure 4.1 shows how responses decline as questions become more specific.   
 
Figure 4.1: Community Awareness of Community Televi sion 
 
 Acted on information? 

(3% of individuals 
frequenting the location) 

 

 Found Useful? (37% of individuals frequenting 
the location) 

 

 
Viewed Information? (51% of individuals frequenting  the location) 

 

Seen Screens? (70% of individuals frequenting the l ocation) 

 
 
Therefore the public survey suggests that: 
 

�� 70% of individuals frequenting the locations where Trafford PTV is sited have seen the 
screens 

�� 73% of those having seen the screen actually viewed them  
�� 73% of those having viewed the screens found the information useful  
�� 77% of those who had viewed the screens stated that it had raised their awareness of 

projects in the Trafford area at least a little 
�� 90% felt a little or much safer when out walking alone during the day in their 

neighbourhood as a result of the information they viewed. 
�� 59% felt a little or much safer when out walking alone after dark in their neighbourhood 

as a result of the information they viewed. 
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5. Comparisons pre and post implementation 
 
Introduction 
 
This section will examine the present survey results with reference to the results obtained from 
the survey conducted before the installation of the screens.  The figures presented in this section 
for the pre and post surveys and all statistical calculations are based on un-weighted data . As 
such they may differ slightly from those presented elsewhere in this report and those presented in 
the pre survey report. 
 
Public Awareness of different organisations and pro jects 
 
In both the pre and post implementation surveys, respondents were asked whether they had 
heard of a number of organisations. As Table 5.1 shows, prior to the introduction of the screens, 
10% had heard of the Safer Trafford Partnership. This rose to 18% in the post implementation 
period. This increase was found to be statistically significant8.  Respondents were also asked in 
both surveys whether they had heard of the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP), the Area Board, 
the Voluntary Community Action Team (VCAT) and the Youth Cabinet. Awareness of the LSP 
and VCAT had increased between the surveys, with the increase in knowledge of the LSP being 
statistically significantly9. However, fewer people were aware of the Area Boards and Youth 
Cabinet in the post survey, although not a statistically significant number10. 
 
Table 5.1: Percentage of respondents aware of the o rganisations in pre and post-
implementation surveys 
 

Organisation Pre Survey  Post Survey  

Local Strategic Partnership 5% 10% 
Area Board 10% 7% 
Voluntary Community Action Team 15% 18% 
Safer Trafford Partnership 10% 18% 
Youth Cabinet 6% 5% 

 
It was found that 31% of respondents in the post-implementation survey had heard of at least one 
of the organisations, as opposed to 23% in the pre-implementation survey. This increase is 
statistically significant11.   
 
Recognition of organisational logos 
 
In both surveys respondents were asked whether they recognised the logos of five different 
organisations. There was a statistically significant increase in the recognition levels of two of the 
logos. Knowledge of the LSP logo increased by 173%12, while knowledge of the Trafford in Bloom 
logo increased by 74%13. There was a 5% increase in recognition of the Safer Trafford 
Partnership logo, which was not found to be statistically significant. However, there was a 
decrease by 13% in recognition of the logo for VCAT and a statistically significant decrease of 
44% in recognition of the Community Legal Services Partnership logo14. 
 

                                                   
8 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square= 10.372, df = 1, p=0.00) 
9 This is statistically significant (Chi Square = 5.626, df = 1, p=0.02) 
10 The number who had heard of Area Boards reduced from 40 to 27. The number who had heard of Youth Cabinets 
reduced from 23 to 19. 
11 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square = 5.230, df = 1, p=0.02) 
12 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square = 43.199, df = 1, p=0.00) 
13 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square = 26.406, df = 1, p=0.00) 
14 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square = 7.554, df = 1, p=0.01) 
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Figure 5.1 shows the difference in percentages in recognition of the five logos in the pre and post-
implementation surveys. 
 
Figure 5.1: Percentage of respondents who recognise d logos in Pre and Post-
implementation surveys 
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Recognition of local projects 
 
Respondents were also asked whether they had heard about a number of projects in both the pre 
and the post surveys.   
 
Of these projects three were the same in both surveys. These were: 
 

�� Trafford in Bloom 
�� VCAT Services 
�� Let’s Go Global 
 

Figure 5.2 shows that awareness of Trafford in Bloom increased from 57% of respondents in the 
pre-survey to 61% in the post survey15. Awareness of the VCAT Services also increased, from 
8% to 15%16. In the post survey only 14% of respondents reported having heard of Let’s Go 
Global, compared to 19% during the pre-survey17.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
15 This is not a statistically significant (Chi Square = 1.323, df = 1, p=0.25) 
16 This is statistically significant (Chi Square = 5.432, df = 1, p=0.02) 
17 This is statistically significant (Chi Square = 3.692, df = 1, p=0.05) 
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Figure 5.3: Percentage of pre and post survey respo ndents having heard of the projects 
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In the post-implementation survey 87% of respondents had heard of at least one of the projects 
mentioned, whilst in the pre-implementation survey 64% had heard of at least one project. This 
increase of 23% was found to be statistically significant18.   
 
 
Benefit of the Screens 
 
During the pre and post surveys, respondents were asked if they believed the Trafford PTV 
Network to be a good idea. Of those questioned in the pre survey 93% believed it to be a good 
idea in principle, with just 7% thinking they were not a good idea.  Of the post survey 
respondents, 96% believed the screens to be a good idea, with just 4% stating that they were 
not19.  
 
 
Summing up the comparison 
 
 A number of key issues have arisen from this comparison: 
 

�� Respondents are significantly more aware of the LSP and the Safer Trafford Partnership 
since the installation of the screens. 

 
�� Respondents are significantly more likely to have heard of at least one of the five 

organisations with which they were presented. 
 

                                                   
18 This is highly statistically significant (Chi Square =56.54 , df = 1, p=0.00) 
19 This is not statistically significant (Chi Square = 3.84, df = 1, p=0.06). However, it should be noted that the level of 
significance only falls 0.01 outside accepted boundaries. 
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�� Respondents are significantly more aware of the Local Strategic Partnership and the 
Trafford in Bloom logos 

 
�� Significantly more respondents believed Trafford PTV to be a ‘good idea’ following its 

installation. 
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6. Conclusions 
 
This evaluation has focused on the process by which the Trafford PTV Network has been 
implemented in Trafford and its impact on those that frequent the locations where screens are 
sited. The results appear to show that the system has been well received by the public with 96% 
of respondents stating that the system is a good idea.   The screens appear to be fairly well 
positioned and utilised. 
 
However, as with any project there are a number of implementation issues that should be 
addressed in order to gain optimum benefit from the system.  These include: 
 

�� Use of sound.   Some stakeholders who had provided content had believed that sound 
would be available, and felt that at least limited use of sound would be beneficial. This 
was an opinion that was mirrored by some members of the public. The use of sound on 
the system has been previously examined by CCN, the network providers. However 
there has been a negative response from many host venues, particularly in the private 
sector, who feel this would make the screens quite intrusive. Therefore it is likely that 
the use of sound would result in a reduction in the number of venues willing to host a 
screen and impact on the reach of Community TV. 

  
�� Location of screens.   Although most appear to be well located, there was some 

disappointment that original target sites had not engaged with the project, and a desire 
to get these locations on board was evident. 

  
�� Number of screens.   It was felt generally that there should be more screens located in 

more locations across Trafford Borough.  
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Annex A: Frequency of items shown in the first four  months of broadcasting 
 

Item Total 

Trafford Partnership Logo 162716 
Safer Trafford Logo 115935 
Share Ownership of Housing 52781 
Connexions 49444 
Frank' 42685 
Imperial War Museum 41055 
Finances 39031 
Old Trafford Football Stadium 38803 
Waterside Arts Centre 38419 
Helping the environment 38301 
Lancashire Cricket Club 38244 
Toddler's Gym 38138 
Dunham Massey Hall 38066 
Anti-Social Behaviour 37229 
Fear of Violence 37089 
Trafford in Bloom 37002 
Target Fire 36938 
Hoax Calls 36831 
Bogus Callers 35364 
Advice and Support Centre 34934 
Cultural Events and Developments 33822 
Free Home Security Checks 33473 
Crack Crime 32294 
Walk For Life 31639 
Parks and Green Space 31632 
Xcalibre 31111 
More Time (Food Standards Agency)  28232 
Smoking Cessation 28005 
NHS 5 a day 25850 
Don’t Suffer in Silence, tell Someone 25723 
Gorilla 24884 
Stats01 24692 
Choose Life' 24381 
Victim Support 24089 
Recycling 24003 
Spiked Drink 23746 
Stats02 23682 
Stats03 23554 
Stats04 23473 
Motorcycle Nuisance 23393 
Criminal Justice Board 19491 
Fairtrade Products 15355 
Making Justice count in Trafford 14940 
Victim Support 2 14470 
Hate Crime 14416 
Council Tax 14371 
Trafford Housing Trust 14344 
HSBP Volunteers 14311 
Healthy Lunchbox Campaign 14237 
Road Safety Advert (Flash Convert) 14190 
Celebrating Black History 14027 
FYI - Primary Care Trusts 11849 
Taste of Trafford 8934 
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Bollywood - Trading Standards 6616 
Fireworks Fool 6320 
Fireworks 6211 
Sports Development 5945 
Highways Parking Services 5575 
FYI - Lostock Park 3972 
Job Advert - Alcohol Misuse Liaison Officer 3302 
Criminal Justice Day - Thursday 20th October 2229 
Influenza Campaign 1194 
What's on 915 
Drink Driving 59 
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Annex B: List of stakeholders interviewed 
 
 
Sarah Shepherdson, Community Safety, Trafford Borough Council  
  
Brenda Racle, Community Safety, Trafford Borough Council 
 
Vanessa Tucker, Citizenship / PSHE Advisory Teacher and Participation Officer 
 
Sharman Frost, Sustainability Development, Trafford Borough Council  
 
Chris Horrocks, Greater Manchester Police  
 
Helen McFarlane, Community Safety, Trafford Borough Council  
 
Andy Sharp, Primary Care Trust  
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Annex C: Interview schedule for post implementation  public survey 
 
1a. Have you heard of any of the following? 

Tick all that apply 
The Local Strategic Partnership (Trafford Partnership) [ ]1  
Area Boards       [ ]1 
Voluntary Community Action Team    [ ]1  
The Safer Trafford Partnership    [ ]1  
Youth Cabinet       [ ]1 
 
 
1b. Can I ask where  you’ve heard of each of these? ASK ABOUT EACH ONE 

WHERE THERE WAS A POSITIVE RESPONSE TO 1a. 
 

Tick all that apply 
 The Local 

Strategic 
Partnership 

Area 
Boards 

Voluntary 
Community 
Action 
Team 

Safer 
Trafford 
Partnership 

Youth 
Cabinet 

Trafford 
Today 
 

     

Other 
newspapers 

     

Council 
newsletter 

     

Other 
Newsletters 

     

Radio 
 

     

Television 
 

     

Internet 
 

     

Involvement 
in projects 

     

 
Other 

     

 
 
1c. And can I ask whether you’ve seen any of these logos? SHOW CARD1 

Tick all that apply 
A. Safer Trafford Partnership   [ ]1  
B. Local Strategic Partnership   [ ]1 
C. Voluntary Community Action Team  [ ]1  
D. Trafford in Bloom    [ ]1  
E. Community Legal Services Partnership [ ]1 
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2. Over the last year, there have seen a number initiatives in Trafford that have had 
an impact on Trafford’s community. Have you heard of any of these projects? [SHOW 
LIST ON CARD 2] 
 
3 Minutes to Save the Planet (Encouraging Energy Efficiency)  [ ]1 
Trafford in Bloom (Promoting a Clean and Green Borough)  [ ]1 
Operation Pride (Aimed at reducing Business Crime within the Borough [ ]1 
Fairtrade . (Scheme for promoting a fairer deal for traders from developing  
countries         [ ]1 
Mobile Equipment National Database (MEND) (Assist Police in 
identifying stolen phones       [ ]1 
VCAT Services (Informing voluntary groups of where they can get  
advice and support)        [ ]1 
Community Legal Services (Provides advice and information)  [ ]1 
Youth Cabinet (Encouraging young people to voice opinions)  [ ]1 
Toddler Gym (Assisting toddlers and young children develop self  
confidence)         [ ]1 
Lets Go Global (Promoting involvement in Cultural events)  [ ]1 
 
Since the Trafford partnership TV system was introduced, there have been 46 locally 
filmed messages, 12 national messages, 13 emergency messages, 36 events and 5 job 
vacancies shown on the system.  
 
3a. Have you seen the TV screens showing voluntary and community sector 
information? 

Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 3b 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 4a 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 4a 
 
3b. Where have you seen them? 
 
 
4a.  Have you seen any of the information on the screens? 

 Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 4b 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 9a 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 9a 
 
4b. What information did you see? 
 
 
 
4c. Did you find the information useful? 

Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 4d 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 4d 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 4d 
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4d. Have you acted on any of the information provided? 
Tick one box only 

Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 4e 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 5 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 5 
 
4e. If so, what did you do? 
 
 
5. What impact would you say the screens have had on your awareness of the 

services provided to the community by the Trafford Partnership? 
Tick one box only 

Raised your awareness of services a great deal   [ ]1 
Raised your awareness of services a little    [ ]2 
Not raised your awareness of services at all    [ ]3 
 
6. What impact has the information shown on the screens had on your confidence 

in the services provided to the community by the Trafford Partnership? 
Tick one box only 

Increased confidence in services provided to the community [ ] 
Reduced confidence in the services provided to the community [ ] 
Had not effect on confidence      [ ] 
 
7. As a result of seeing the information on the screens, how has it affected your 

feelings of safety when walking alone after dark in your neighbourhood? 

Tick one box only 
Feel much more safe    [ ]1  
Feel a little more safe    [ ]2 
Feel a little less safe    [ ]3 
Feel much less safe    [ ]4 
Feel neither more nor less safe  [ ]5 
Don’t know     [ ]6 
 
8. As a result of seeing the information on the screens, how has it affected your 

feelings of safety when walking alone in your neighbourhood during daytime? 

Tick one box only 
Feel much more safe    [ ]1  
Feel a little more safe    [ ]2 
Feel a little less safe    [ ]3 
Feel much less safe    [ ]4 
Feel neither more nor less safe  [ ]5 
Don’t know     [ ]6 
 
9a. What (other) information would you like to see on the screens? 
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9b. Would this make you more likely to watch the screens? 
Tick one box only 

Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 10a 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 10a 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 10a 
 
10a. Where would you like to see other screens placed? 
 
 
 
10b. Would this make you more likely to watch the screens? 

Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 11a 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 11a 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 11a 
 
 
11a. In general terms, do you think these television screens are a good idea? 

Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 GO TO QUESTION 12 
No  [ ]2 GO TO QUESTION 11b 
Not sure [ ]3 GO TO QUESTION 11b 
 
11b. [IF NO / NOT SURE] Why not? 
 
 
 
12. Which of the following best describe your reason for being here today? 

Tick one box only 
Work   [ ]1 
Shopping  [ ]2 
Leisure activity [ ]3 
Other   [ ]4 
 
13. Gender? 

Tick one box only 
Male  [ ]1    
Female [ ]2     
 
 
14. Age Band? 

Tick one box only 
15 – 19 [ ]1 
20 – 29 [ ]2 
30 – 39 [ ]3 
40 – 49 [ ]4 
50 – 59 [ ]5 
60 – 69 [ ]6 
70 – 79 [ ]7 
80 +  [ ]8 
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15. Person with disability? 

Tick one box only 
Yes  [ ]1 
No  [ ]2 
 
16. Post code of residence (first five digits) 
 
 
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
 
 
 
17. Ethnic Group? [SHOW CARD3] 
 
Tick one box only 
�
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