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Foreword 
Welcome to the latest in a decade of CSS surveys of public attitudes to transport. The fact 

that we have been commissioning research with Ipsos MORI over such a long period 

provides a valuable opportunity to stand back and analyse some significant longer term 

trends. 

While it may be disappointing to some, it will surprise few of us that the car remains, by a 

distance, the most popular mode of transport. The sheer convenience of stepping from home 

direct into your own cocoon, and selecting your preferred speed (usually), temperature and 

entertainment, is a strong plus.  In many areas, of course, the car is the only sensible choice.  

Yet, there are some encouraging signs in the latest survey that people consider public 

transport to be improving. It is notable that just under a quarter of those who actually travel 

by train say the services they use have improved in the past five years. There are a number 

of bold initiatives underway around Britain that should see a higher proportion forsaking their 

cars for more user-friendly trains, trams and buses. One big obstacle highlighted by this 

year’s report lies in concerns over the cost of public transport. Making it better, and yet not 

prohibitively expensive represents a major challenge.  

Of particular interest this year are signs that the public are taking a more benign view of 

traffic jams and a more aggressive stance on congestion charging.  Back in 2003, 72% 

regarded congestion in their area as a problem. Six years later, the figure has reduced to 

57%. Over the same period, support for congestion charging outside London has fallen from 

37% to 27%. Policy-makers and politicians will certainly agonise over such trends! 

Road maintenance has been a focus of our surveys over the years and, while there have 

been some improvements in public perceptions over the last few years, a third now think it 

has worsened over the past five years. It is among the public’s top transport and highways 

spending priorities, but there is also an acceptance in the depths of the current recession of 

the inevitable competition for reduced public funds such that “people” services like health and 

education are given higher priority. 

I commend the latest report to you and, of behalf of CSS, welcome your comments. 

Mike Jackson, Chair of CSS Finance Committee 
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Our survey 
This short summary report has been written by a team at Ipsos MORI and summarises 

findings from the annual survey of public opinion conducted on behalf of CSS, the County 

Surveyor's Society. It also summarises the main patterns in public opinion across a decade 

of surveys CSS, before setting out a number of key themes and implications for those 

interested and involved in improving transport and highways services across Britain. 

 

The survey involved ten questions being placed on Ipsos MORI’s Omnibus and a nationally 

representative quota sample of 1,945 adults aged 16+ was interviewed throughout Great 

Britain. Interviews were carried out face-to-face in respondents’ homes between 10-16 July 

2009 using CAPI (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing). Data have been weighted to 

reflect the known national population profile.  

 

Further technical details are provided in the Technical details section of this report along with 

a guide to statistical reliability, followed by a topline summary and this year’s computer tables 

breaking down the data by key sub-groups. 

 

Key findings: 2009 survey 
  Cars remain the most commonly used mode of transport; 85% of British adults have used 

a car in the last month.  

  By comparison, 44% have travelled by bus and 27% by train in the last month.  

  Londoners remain the keenest train travellers in the country; over (54%) of those living in 

the capital have used train services in the past month compared with a quarter of Britons 

overall (27%).  

  As the following chart shows, those aspects of local transport considered to have 

improved over the past five years match those chosen by the public in 2007 when this 

question was last asked for CSS. Encouragingly, the trend is upwards across most of 

these areas of local transport.  
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The road system

 

  People are particularly positive about the transport they are personally familiar with. Over 

a third of bus users (34%) say local bus services are better than they were five years 

ago, compared with a quarter among the wider sample (24%). And just over a fifth, 22%, 

of those who say that local bus services have improved over the period expect to see 

noticeable improvements in the next 4-5 years. 

  Similarly, while 19% of Britons overall believe that facilities for pedestrians and cyclists 

have improved, 30% of cyclists think so. Just under three in ten, 29%, of those saying 

facilities for pedestrians and cyclists have improved in their area expect this to continue. 

  Train travellers are also more positive than adults more generally; a quarter (23%) say 

their local trains are better, higher than the one in ten figure (11%) among the wider 

population. 

  Londoners are generally more optimistic than the rest of the country about the outlook for 

public transport. They are noticeably more likely to expect improvement in the cost of 

public transport (19%) and personal safety on public transport (17%) compared with 

Britons in general (9% in both cases). Only those living in the North West are more 

positive than Londoners about the prospects of improving local bus and train services. 

  Notwithstanding these encouraging signs, the overall picture suggests the public remains 

deeply concerned about a number of different aspects of local transport. As the chart 
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below shows, around a third worry that road and pavement maintenance and the cost of 

public transport have worsened in their local area: 34% and 33% respectively.  
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Q  How satisfied or dissatisfied would you say you are with road maintenance in    
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Q  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the road system in this area?

% Very dissatisfied % Fairly dissatisfied % Neither / nor
% Fairly satisfied % Very satisfied % Don't know

Road system

Road
maintenance

Change (2008/2009) -2 +3 - - -

Change (2008/2009) - - +3 -1 -2
Base: 2009: 1,945 British adults (all respondents); 10-16 July 2009

2008: 2,032 British adults (all respondents); 18-23 September 2008
Source: Ipsos MORI for CSS

 

  People living in the South East of England are particularly concerned about the 

maintenance of local roads and pavements. Over half (53%) say it has worsened over 

the past five years, compared with one third (34%) of Britons overall. 

  This sense of things getting worse, prevalent among a third of adults, has not 

dramatically affected levels of satisfaction with road maintenance. These have changed 

little over the course of the past year with the public satisfied by a slim margin: 45% are 

very or fairly satisfied compared with 41% very or fairly dissatisfied. 

  Among Londoners satisfaction with road maintenance has fallen quite noticeably over the 

past year; 48% now say they are either very or fairly satisfied with the maintenance of 

their roads and pavements, compared with 59% in 2008. People in Yorkshire and 

Humberside (61%), the North West (58%) and the East Midlands (52%) are now happier 

than Londoners with the maintenance of their roads and pavements. Satisfaction in 

Wales is significantly lower (35%).  

  Car and motorcycle users are significantly more dissatisfied with road maintenance than 

those using other modes of transport: 44% and 65% respectively. 



4 
© 2009 Ipsos MORI. 

  As was the case in 2008, people remain more positive about the road system than about 

road maintenance. Satisfaction has fallen slightly over the past year – 56% are now very 

or fairly satisfied, a decline of three percentage points from autumn 2008.  

  There are no major differences among car drivers, bus users and cyclists but those in the 

North (71%) and East Anglia (65%) are relatively more satisfied. 

  The following chart shows how ratings in 2009 compare with historical trends and across 

the period since 2004 show stability following an initial rise. 
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  Just under three in five adults across Britain (57%) say traffic congestion in peak times is 

either a very major problem in their local area or a fairly major one. This is down 11 

percentage points since 2007 and mirrors similar findings from Ipsos MORI surveys for 

the Commission for Integrated Transport and more recently the RAC Foundation. 

  There is a significant regional variation in perspectives. According to our survey, 

congested roads are more of an issue, at least in public perception terms, in London and 

the South East. There, 65% and 67% of people say local road congestion is a very/fairly 

major problem. By way of contrast, less than half of people in Wales and Scotland (43% 

in both cases) think the same. 
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  Still, it is the case that the majority consider congestion to be a problem and more than 

four in ten British adults (45%) report that local roads have become more congested over 

the last five years.  

  Here, again, there are notable regional differences. Those in the South West (55%), East 

Anglia (52%) and London (51%) are more likely to say congestion has worsened. Those 

living in the North (34%) and North West (38%) are significantly less likely to report 

worsening traffic congestion on local roads. 

  Our survey this year has recorded declining public support relative to previous years’ 

surveys for introducing congestion charging outside London. This does, of course, come 

against a backdrop of the Manchester TIF referendum defeat and public concern about 

charges and taxes, but might also reflect lessening concern about the problem of 

congestion. 

  The following chart summarises the picture in relation to public perceptions of congestion. 

It has steadily become less of a perceived problem over time: down from 72% in 2003 to 

57% in 2009. At the same time, there has been a decline in the proportion who say it has 

worsened in the previous five years: from over six in ten (61%) in 2003 to under half 

(45%) in 2009. 
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  Looking ahead, transport policy-makers are likely to face mounting challenges in funding 

transport investment as competition for public spending intensifies. As the chart below 

shows, when it comes to protecting public spending from potential future budget cuts, 

Britons accord transport the lowest priority. Health, education and policing are prioritised 

ahead of transport, but also housing, defence spend and tackling climate change. 

9%
11%

19%
21%

31%
33%

62%
75%

Public spending priorities
Q Which two or three of the following areas of public spending, if any, do 

you think should be protected from possible cuts should cuts be 
necessary to reduce government borrowing and rebalance finances?

Health

Education

Defence

Transport including 
road, rail and aviation

Tackling climate change

Policing

Tackling crime/anti-social behaviour

Housing

Source: Ipsos MORI for CSSBase: 1,945 (all respondents) 10-16 July 2009

 

  Where funding can be secured for improving transport, public priorities are clear: people 

want to see government investment where they see local transport issues getting worse. 

Road and pavement maintenance and the cost of public transport are the top two areas 

of deteriorating local transport over the past five years and, much like last year, roughly 

two in five people (44%) believe extra investment should go towards making public 

transport more affordable.  

  A similar proportion (42%) believes extra investment should be used to maintain roads 

and pavements – this is up nine percentage points since 2007.  
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Q If the government were to invest extra money on transport, in which two 
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Road and pavement maintenance
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Improving personal safety on public 
transport

Improving facilities for pedestrians and cyclists

Improving road safety
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Source: Ipsos MORI for CSSBase: 1,945 British adults (all respondents) 10-16 July 2009

 

  When shown a different list focusing on infrastructure investments, priorities are also 

clear. Spending on roads and carriageways (46%), foot pavements (34%) and drainage 

(25%) continue to rank as the highest priorities for the British public. For the most part 

though, Britons give less priority than they did last year to the range of potential 

investments and the sharpest fall occurs for drainage down from 40% last year to 25% 

this year, closer to the 24% recorded in 2006.  

Key trends: 2001-2009 
  The proportion of people who think bus services, road safety and the road system have 

worsened has fallen noticeably this decade. In contrast, there has been an increase in 

the perception that road and pavement maintenance has gotten worse – from 30% in 

2001 to 34% in 2009. Despite this, satisfaction with road maintenance has risen over the 

period, from 36% to 45%.  

  The same shift has occurred in relation to the cost of public transport: from 30% to 33%.   

  As was the case in 2001, car owners in 2009 are more dissatisfied with road 

maintenance compared with non-car owners: 43% versus 34%. 
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  More people think train services have improved over the last five years in 2009 than was 

the case in 2001 – up from 4% to 11%. This upward trend is even more pronounced 

among train users. In 2009 just under a quarter, 23%, say they have improved in the last 

five years compared with just 7% in 2001. Now, nearly three in five (57%) of those who 

think train services have improved are themselves train users. 
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  People are more likely to think bus services have improved than think the same of train 

services. Bus users are more likely to think bus services have improved over the last five 
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years than they were at the start of the decade: up from 23% in 2001 to 34% in 2009.  

However, this trend is not mirrored among all adults with perceived improvement stable 

over the period (25% to 24%).  
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  The last twelve months have seen a rise in the proportion of bus users of the view that 

services have got worse. 
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  Across the period, perceptions of improvements to bus services have fallen in the 

Midlands from 26% in 2001 to 19% in 2009. The same has happened in the North (down 
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from 27% to 22%) and London (27% to 26%), while there has been a slight rise in the 

South East from 21% to 22%.   

  Priorities for investment have remained stable over the same period although the most 

striking change has been the increase in the proportion of adults prioritising greater 

investment in road and pavement maintenance over the past year. 
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  Between 2003 and 2009 here has been a steady rise in level of opposition to congestion 

charging, rising from 47% in 2003 to 58% in 2009.  Support has also fallen to a similar 

extent, down 10 percentage points to 27%.   
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  The strength of opposition is growing with nearly two in five (39%) now strongly opposed 

compared with less than one in three (28%) in 2003.   

  Opposition remains higher among car owners with 83% of those opposed to congestion 

charging this year owning at a car. Now, those owning a car are significantly more likely 

to be opposed than those without a car, in contrast to the situation in 2003 were there 

was no significant difference between car owners and non-car owners. 

  Opposition across all areas has risen between 2003 and 2009. It is highest in the 

Midlands at 69% in 2009, a rise from 47% in 2003 when the South East had the highest 

levels of opposition at 52%. In 2009 the lowest levels of opposition were in Greater 

London (50%), similar to 2003 when 33% were opposed to congestion charging.   

  Levels of support remain higher in Greater London and the North at 26% and 30% 

respectively in 2009. The views of those in the South East continue to be polarised in 

2009 with strong levels of support (26%) but also higher levels of opposition at 63%. 

 

Key themes and implications 
  These findings have a number of key themes and implications for those interested and 

involved in improving transport provision and services across Britain. Among the more 

striking changes over time is the declining sense since the early 2000s, among users and 

the wider public, that public transport has got worse – for example, in 2001 21% of the 

public thought train services had deteriorated in the previous five years; that figure is now 

11%. 

  But, people still use their cars: 85% over the last month in 2009, down a little since the 

high of 89% in 2003. At the same time, bus and train patronage are also down since the 

heights recorded by our 2003 survey but are in line with more recent measurements. 

  The public prioritise reducing the cost of public transport over everything else. This is the 

case in 2009 as it was in 2001, although road and pavement maintenance has caught up 

over the course of the decade despite overall satisfaction levels with road maintenance 

having fallen from a mid-decade high of 47-52% in 2005-6. 

  Our surveys for CSS since 2003 have shown more Britons taking the view that local 

congestion is a major problem than a minor one. But there has been a sharp decline in 
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the sense that congestion is a problem since 2007 and opposition to congestion charging 

is hardening. Looking ahead, these trends create extra challenges for policy-makers and 

politicians keen to tackle the issue in the long term. 

  Our time series for CSS also shows that consistently over time four in ten adults are 

negative about road maintenance. Most recently, there has been an increase – now up to 

a third – in the proportion who think this has worsened over the past five years. Reflecting 

this, this year’s survey shows that the public want to see greater priority given to this 

aspect of transport and highways service provision. 

  But, at the same time, spend on this and other transport and highways infrastructure and 

policy projects will have to compete for public funds in a challenging economic backdrop 

with public sector spend likely to be squeezed. Our new question for the CSS this year 

demonstrates that the public don’t currently give transport a priority relative to the more 

obvious ‘people services’. 

 

© Ipsos MORI/J36526 Ben Marshall

 Teresa Worley

August 2009 Simon Watmough
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Technical details 
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Technical details 

The Ipsos MORI/CCS survey involved 1,945 face-to-face in-home interviews with a 

representative sample of British adults aged 16+ with fieldwork undertaken 10-16 July 2009. 

Data have been weighted to be representative of region, age, gender, working status, tenure, 

socio-economic grade and car in household.  

Sample profile Unweighted Weighted 

 n %          % 
Total 1945 100 100 
Gender    
Male 988 51 49 
Female 957 49 51 
Age    
16-24 334 17 15 
25-34 288 15 16 
35-44 334 17 19 
45-54 292 15 16 
55-64 319 16 15 
65+ 378 19 20 
Social Class    
AB 310 16 27 
C1 619 32 29 
C2 485 25 21 
DE 531 27 23 
Work Status    
Full-time 753 39 46 
Part-time 182 9 10 
Not working 1010 52 45 
Region    
East Midlands 126 6 8 
Eastern 105 5 4 
London 257 13 13 
North East 117 6 5 
North West 179 9 11 
South East 346 18 19 
South West 195 10 12 
West Midlands 145 7 6 
Yorks and Humber 208 11 9 
Scotland 163 8 12 
Wales 104 5 5 
Car in household    
Yes 1454 75 80 
No car 491 25 20 

Source: Ipsos MORI 
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Guide to statistical reliability 

Our survey findings are subject to a sampling tolerance of around plus or minus two 

percentage points or less at the aggregate level, based on 1,945 respondents. When 

comparing results from surveys in different years, results need to differ by three percentage 

points for a difference to be statistically significant (at the 95% confidence level).  

 

Results for different regions of Britain need to be at least six percentage points apart for the 

difference to be statistically significant, although this will depend on the size of the sub-group 

for regions and the percentages involved.  

 

The sample tolerances that apply to the percentage results in this report are given in the 

table below. This table shows the possible variation that might be anticipated because a 

sample, rather than the entire population, was interviewed.  As indicated, sampling 

tolerances vary with the size of the sample and the size of the percentage results.  

Strictly speaking the tolerances shown here apply only to random samples; in practice good 

quality quota sampling has been found to be as accurate. 

Approximate sampling tolerances applicable 
to percentages at or near these levels 

 
 10% or 90% 

 
30% or 70% 50% 

       
Size of sample on which 
 Survey result is based 

   

    
100 interviews 6 9 10 

200 interviews 4 6 7 

500 interviews 3 4 4 

900 interviews 2 3 3 

1,000 interviews  2 3 3 

2,000 interviews  1 2 2 

 
Source: Ipsos MORI 
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For example, on a question where 50% of the people in a sample of 1,945 respond with a 

particular answer, the chances are 95 in 100 that this result would not vary by more than 2 

percentage points, plus or minus, from a complete coverage of the entire population using 

the same procedures. 

Tolerances are also involved in the comparison of results from different parts of the sample.  

A difference, in other words, must be of at least a certain size to be considered statistically 

significant.  The following table is a guide to the sampling tolerances applicable to 

comparisons. 

Differences required for significance at or near these percentages 

 
 10% or 

90% 
 

30% or 
70% 

50% 

       
Size of sample on which 
 Survey result is based 

   

    
100 and 100 8 13 14 

100 and 200 7 11 12 

300 and 300 5 7 8 

300 and 400 5 7 8 

300 and 500 4 7 7 

1,000 and 1,000 3 4 4 

2,000 and 2,000 (e.g. when comparing 

aggregate findings between annual 

surveys) 

2 3 3 

 
Source:  Ipsos MORI 
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Ipsos MORI/County Surveyors Society  
Survey of public attitudes towards transport, 2009 

 
 
• 2009 survey results are based on interviews with 1,945 adults aged 16+ across 143 

sampling points in Great Britain.   

• Interviews were completed face-to-face in-home 10-16 July 2009. 

• Data are weighted to the national population profile by sex within age, social grade, work 

status (and public/private sector), region, cars in household and ethnicity. 

• Where results do not sum to 100, this is due to computer rounding or multiple answers. 

• An asterisk ‘*’ indicates a value of less than half of one per cent, but greater than zero. 

• Trend data is derived from surveys undertaken 2001-2008 and is based on c.2,000 

adults aged 15+ with surveys since 2007 based on adults aged 16+. 

 
Q1 Which, if any, of the following modes of transport have you used in the last 

month?  
 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change 
(‘08-‘09) 

 % % % % % % % (+) 

Car 89 84 82 85 84 88 85 -3 

Bus 50 43 49 48 47 51 44 -7 

Train 35 29 31 29 28 34 27 -7 

Bicycle 18 19 20 18 13 17 15 -2 

Motorbike 5 4 4 3 3 4 3 -1 

None of 
these 

1 4 3 2 2 1 2 +1 

Don’t know 1 3 5 * - - * - 
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Q2 From the showcard, how satisfied or dissatisfied would you say you are with 

the road maintenance in this area?   

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change
(‘08-‘09) 

 % % % % % % % % % (+) 

Very Satisfied 3 4 3 4 6 7 6 5 5 - 

Fairly Satisfied 34 35 33 38 41 45 40 41 41 - 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 

dissatisfied 

15 15 12 12 12 17 11 12 12 - 

Fairly 
dissatisfied 

26 26 27 25 22 20 23 23 26 +3 

Very 
dissatisfied 

20 20 24 20 19 10 19 17 15 -2 

           

Satisfied 37 39 36 42 47 52 46 46 45 -1 

Dissatisfied 46 46 51 45 41 30 42 40 41 +1 

Don’t know 1 1 1 1 1 1 * 1 1 - 

 
 
Q3 From this card how satisfied or dissatisfied are with the road system 

in this area?    
 

   2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2008 2009 Change 
(‘08-’09) 

   % % % % % % % % (+) 
Very satisfied 4 7 3 5 5 7 7 5 -2 

Fairly satisfied 42 42 41 45 46 45 52 51 -1 
Neither 

satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

14 13 17 14 15 14 14 17 +3 

Fairly 
dissatisfied 

21 21 23 22 20 21 17 17 - 

Very 
dissatisfied 

17 17 15 14 13 12 9 9 - 

          
Satisfied 46 49 44 50 51 52 59 56 -3 

Dissatisfied 38 38 38 36 33 33 26 26 - 

Don’t know 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 
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Q4a. 
 

Which of these aspects of transport do you think has improved in your local area 
over the last five years? Just read out the letters that apply.  

   2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2009 Change 
(’07-’09) 

   % % % % % % % (+) 
  Road safety 20 16 17 16 17 15 17 +2 
   Car/motorbike users 21 16 18 17 17 15 18 +3 
  The cost of public 

transport 
6 5 6 4 4 6 8 +2 

   Train users 6 7 7 5 4 6 8 +2 
   Bus users 8 7 7 5 6 8 11 +3 
  Personal safety on 

public transport 
8 5 7 5 7 6 10 +2 

   Train users 8 6 7 7 8 8 14 +6 
   Bus users 10 6 9 7 9 10 15 +5 
  Road and pavement 

maintenance 
14 11 11 12 13 12 13 +1 

   Car/motorbike users 14 11 11 12 14 12 13 +1 
  Traffic congestion 6 4 8 6 7 5 7 +2 
   Car/motorbike users 6 3 8 6 7 5 7 +2 
  The road system 9 7 8 7 8 6 8 +2 
   Car/motorbike users 10 7 8 6 8 6 8 +2 
  Train services 4 6 6 8 10 8 11 +3 
   Train users 7 9 9 12 14 17 23 +6 
  Bus services 25 23 21 23 24 23 24 +1 
   Bus users 23 30 26 30 30 33 34 +1 
  Facilities for 

pedestrians and 
cyclists 

33 27 30 26 29 19 19 - 

   Cyclists 45 36 41 36 37 33 30 -3 
  None of these/No 

answer 
23 30 28 28 27 25 26 +1 

  Don’t know 8 7 8 7 6 10 8 -2 
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Q4b. SHOWCARD (R) AGAIN  And which do you think has got worse in your local area 
over the past five years? MULTICODE OK 

   2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2009 Chang
e 

(‘07-
’09) 

   % % % % % % % (+) 
  Road safety 15 13 16 12 15 12 13 +1 
   Car/motorbike users 16 13 16 12 16 11 13 +2 
  The cost of public 

transport 
30 24 28 24 31 29 33 +4 

   Train users 33 27 32 29 36 40 41 +1 
   Bus users 32 26 30 30 35 36 36 - 
  Personal safety on 

public transport 
12 9 11 8 11 9 11 +2 

   Train users 15 10 13 10 13 11 13 +2 
   Bus users 13 10 12 8 12 10 12 +2 
  Road and pavement 

maintenance 
30 29 30 26 26 25 34 +9 

   Car/motorbike users 32 30 31 26 27 26 36 - 
  Traffic congestion 51 51 60 54 55 54 45 -9 
   Car/motorbike users 52 53 61 56 57 56 47 -9 
  The road system 18 17 19 14 15 14 15 +1 
   Car/motorbike users 19 18 19 15 16 15 15 - 
  Train services 21 19 18 12 12 9 11 +2 
   Train users 26 23 21 17 15 16 14 -2 
  Bus services 23 20 19 16 16 13 14 +1 
   Bus users 31 22 20 18 18 14 20 +6 
  Facilities for 

pedestrians and 
cyclists 

8 7 8 7 8 6 8 +2 

   Cyclists 10 10 10 10 10 12 12 - 
           
  None of these 7 8 7 9 7 8 10 +2 
  Don’t know 7 8 7 7 7 6 7 +1 
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Q5. Which of these aspects of transport do you think will see a noticeable 
improvement in your local area over the next 4 or 5 years? Just read out the 
letters that apply.  

  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2009 Change
(‘07-’09)

  % % % % % % % (+) 
          
 Road safety 18 14 16 15 14 14 15 +1 
 The cost of public 

transport 
9 9 9 6 6 10 9 -1 

 Personal safety on public 
transport 

8 7 9 7 10 8 9 +1 

 Road and pavement 
maintenance 

14 11 15 15 14 15 15 - 

 Traffic congestion 18 16 18 15 15 14 14 - 
 Train services 15 11 14 13 12 10 10 - 
 Bus services 19 15 16 15 16 15 15 - 
 Facilities for pedestrians 

& cyclists 
18 12 16 15 17 13 16 +3 

          
 None of these 23 29 27 26 26 28 29 +1 
 Don’t know 16 20 17 16 18 15 15 -    
Q6. If the government were to invest extra money on transport, in which two or 

three of the following areas would you most like to see greater investment 
made? Just read out the letters that apply.  

  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2009 Change 
(‘07-’09) 

  % % % % % % % (+) 
 Improving road safety 34 33 33 31 33 32 29 -3 
 Reducing the cost of 

public transport 
 

43 
 

41 
 

44 
 

40 
 

44 
 

45 
 

44 
 

-1 
 Improving personal safety 

on public transport 
 

16 
 

17 
 

17 
 

16 
 

19 
 

17 
 

15 
 

-2 
 Road and pavement 

maintenance 
33 35 38 34 33 33 42 +9 

 Building new roads in 
congestion ‘hot spots’ 

 
29 

 
33 

 
34 

 
34 

 
33 

 
31 

 
27 

 
-4 

 Improving train services 30 35 33 31 29 24 22 -2 
 Improving bus services 39 39 36 35 37 32 29 -3 
 Improving facilities for 

pedestrians and cyclists 
 

20 
 

17 
 

20 
 

21 
 

21 
 

17 
 

18 
 

+1 
 Other 1 1 1 1 1 * * - 
          
 None of these  * 2 1 1 1 1 3 +2 
 Don’t know 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 - 
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Q7. And which of these, if any, would you like to see prioritised for 

increased Government spending?  Please just read out the letter or 
letters that apply?   

 2006 % 2008 % 2009 % Change 
Roads/carriageways 41 49 46 -3 

Foot pavements 44 42 34 -8 
Drainage 24 40 25 -15 

Cycle lanes/tracks 25 28 24 -4 
Streetscene (e.g. bus shelters. 
Removal of sign clutter, seats, 

guardrails etc) 

23 23 18 -5 

Street lighting 27 21 24 +3 
Road markings 19 14 11 -3 

Traffic lights  
(asked as ‘Traffic signs’ in 

2006-8) 

16 10 8 -2 

Verges 7 7 8 +1 
Bridges and structures 5 4 4 - 

None of these 3 1 4 +3 
Don’t know 6 3 4 +1 

 
Q8. During peak times, how much of a problem would you say road congestion is in 

the area 5 miles around where you live? Is it…  

  

2003 2004 2005 2007 2009 
Change

(’07-
’09) 

  % % % % % (+) 
 A very major problem 31 32 28 32 19 -13 
 A fairly major problem 41 37 39 37 38 +1 
 A minor problem 21 22 26 22 28 +6 
 No problem at all 5 6 4 6 12 +6 

        
 A major problem 72 69 67 68 57 -11 
 Don’t know 3 2 3 3 2 -1 
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Q9. As you may know, since 2002 motorists of certain vehicles in London are charged 
£8 to enter the London Congestion Charging zone on weekdays between 7am and 
6pm in an effort to reduce congestion.  Revenue generated from the charge is re-
invested in transport improvements across the capital.   
 
Supposing this approach was introduced in other parts of the country in order to 
reduce congestion and to fund transport improvements. Overall, how strongly do 
you support or oppose congestion charging in other towns or cities? Just read 
out the letter that applies.   
 
(Questions used in 2003-2007 reflected times/charges in operation at the time). 
 

 
  

 2003 
% 

2004 
% 

2005 
% 

2007 
% 

2009 
% 

Change 
‘07-‘09 

 Strongly support 10 11 8 8 7 -1 
 Tend to support 27 23 25 21 20 -1 
 Neither support nor 

oppose 
13 13 14 16 13 -3 

 Tend to oppose 19 20 22 21 19 -2 
 Strongly oppose 28 30 28 31 39 +8 
        
 Support 37 33 33 29 27 -2 
 Oppose 47 51 50 52 58 +6 
        
 Don’t know 3 3 3 2 3 +1 
 
 
Q10. Which two or three, if any, of the following areas of public spending do you 

think should be protected from possible cuts should cuts be necessary as part 
of the process to reduce Government borrowing and rebalance finances?  
Please just read out the letter or letters that apply.   

  %  
  Education 62  
  Health 75  
  Policing 33   
  Transport 

including road, rail and aviation
9  

  Defence 19  
  Housing 21  
  Tackling crime/anti-social behaviour 31  
  Tackling climate change 11  
  Other 1  
  None of these 2  
  Don’t Know 2  
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Computer tables 



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE
9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

251256931051892418943989161115183338837468129106216H TACKLING CLIMATE
14%19%20%tu17%tu12%11%10%11%11%12%10%12%11%12%9%17%d15%d9%9%15%c12%11%CHANGE

2-138621235838861-511-314I OTHER
1%-1%1%1%t*1%1%1%1%1%1%1%*2%h*-1%1%-*1%
--*919269243727529301214102231541DON'T KNOW
--*2%2%w2%4%qr1%1%1%3%p1%3%2%3%*1%2%f3%2%2%2%
--169244244189121324156472271140NONE OF THESE
--*1%1%1%2%1%1%2%1%2%1%2%4%h1%2%1%3%4%1%2%
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CSS SURVEY 2009
Table 29
Q.CS10
WHICH TWO OR THREE, IF ANY, OF THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF PUBLIC SPENDING DO YOU THINK SHOULD BE PROTECTED FROM POSSIBLE CUTS SHOULD CUTS BE NECESSARY
AS PART OF THE PROCESS TO REDUCE GOVERNMENT BORROWING AND REBALANCE FINANCES?
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



STANDARD REGIONSOCIAL GRADEAGESEX
GR-YORKS

EATEREASTEASTWEST&
SCOT-LONDOSOUTHSOUTHAN-MID-MID-HUMBENORTHFE-
LANDWALESNEASTWESTGLIALANDSLANDSRSIDEWESTNORTHDEC2C1AB65+55-6445-5435-4425-3416-24MALEMALETOTAL

(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(l)(k)(j)(i)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)
1631042573461951051261452081791175314856193103783192923342883349579881945UNWEIGHTED BASE
16899*25237823175*151*117168212101*4574135625223852893123643102949989551953WEIGHTED BASE

9%5%*13%19%12%4%*8%*6%9%11%5%*23%21%29%27%20%15%16%19%16%15%51%49%100%

SEX
85501291691084061649410947209221277248168141155181157152-955955MALE
50%51%51%45%46%53%40%55%q56%qt51%47%46%54%l49%48%44%49%50%50%51%52%-100%b49%
83491232091243590537410354248191285273217148156183153142998-998FEMALE
50%49%49%55%o54%47%60%op45%44%49%53%54%k46%51%52%56%51%50%50%49%48%100%a-51%

AGE
23183951326181623492089539458-----29414215229415-24
13%18%15%13%14%8%12%14%14%23%oq20%r20%ik13%17%i11%-----100%def14%16%15%

rstwgh
21125659307211433391870719475----310-15315731025-34
12%12%22%pr16%13%9%14%12%20%r18%18%15%17%17%14%----100%cef-15%16%16%

svwgh
3120595442103417343825789310785---364--18318136435-44
18%20%23%t14%18%13%23%15%20%18%25%t17%23%i19%16%---100%cdf--18%19%19%

gh
3919295243202421312311545883117--312---15615531245-54
24%mntu19%12%14%19%26%mn16%18%18%11%11%12%14%15%22%jk--100%cde---16%16%16%

tulgh
331333624117162013261455668088-289----14814128955-64
20%o13%13%16%o18%o23%no11%17%o7%12%14%12%16%14%17%-100%cde----15%15%15%

qufh
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DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b - c/d/e/f/g/h - i/j/k/l - m/n/o/p/q/r/s/t/u/v/w
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



STANDARD REGIONSOCIAL GRADEAGESEX
GR-YORKS

EATEREASTEASTWEST&
SCOT-LONDOSOUTHSOUTHAN-MID-MID-HUMBENORTHFE-
LANDWALESNEASTWESTGLIALANDSLANDSRSIDEWESTNORTHDEC2C1AB65+55-6445-5435-4425-3416-24MALEMALETOTAL

(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(l)(k)(j)(i)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)
16899*25237823175*151*117168212101*4574135625223852893123643102949989551953WEIGHTED BASE

9%5%*13%19%12%4%*8%*6%9%11%5%*23%21%29%27%20%15%16%19%16%15%51%49%100%
221836100431538283438131117210399385-----21716838565+
13%18%14%26%mu19%20%25%mu24%mu20%18%13%24%jk17%18%19%100%cd-----22%18%20%

wwwefg

SOCIAL GRADE
40127812371273833324820---5229988117857558273248522AB
24%v12%31%mo33%mn31%mo36%mn26%v29%v19%23%v19%---100%jkl26%30%c37%cd23%24%20%27%26%27%

vovvovweh
6836679371154434507113--562-10380831079494285277562C1
40%mrtu36%mr26%m25%m31%m20%29%m29%m30%m33%mr13%--100%ikl-27%28%27%29%30%32%29%29%29%

t
2623527950203421374328-413--726658937153191221413C2
15%23%21%21%22%27%w22%18%22%20%28%w-100%ijl--19%23%19%26%ch23%18%19%23%21%
3529568338133429505141457---1115554787089248209457DE
21%29%s22%22%16%17%23%25%30%rs24%40%np100%ij---29%fg19%17%21%23%30%ef25%22%23%

qrstukg
w

STANDARD REGION
----------101412813201314112518205447101NORTH
----------100%nop9%i7%j2%4%3%5%3%7%6%7%5%5%5%

qrstuvwj
---------212-51437148382623383949103109212NORTH WEST
---------100%mop-11%10%13%9%10%9%7%10%13%17%ef10%11%11%

qrstuvwgh
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DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b - c/d/e/f/g/h - i/j/k/l - m/n/o/p/q/r/s/t/u/v/w
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



STANDARD REGIONSOCIAL GRADEAGESEX
GR-YORKS

EATEREASTEASTWEST&
SCOT-LONDOSOUTHSOUTHAN-MID-MID-HUMBENORTHFE-
LANDWALESNEASTWESTGLIALANDSLANDSRSIDEWESTNORTHDEC2C1AB65+55-6445-5435-4425-3416-24MALEMALETOTAL

(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(l)(k)(j)(i)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)
16899*25237823175*151*117168212101*4574135625223852893123643102949989551953WEIGHTED BASE

9%5%*13%19%12%4%*8%*6%9%11%5%*23%21%29%27%20%15%16%19%16%15%51%49%100%
--------168--503750323413313433237494168YORKS & HUMBE
--------100%mnp--11%i9%9%6%9%g4%10%g9%g11%g8%7%10%9%RSIDE

qrstuvw
-------117---292134332820211714165364117WEST MIDLANDS
-------100%mno---6%5%6%6%7%7%7%5%5%6%5%7%6%

qrstuvw
------151----343444383816243421189061151EAST MIDLANDS
------100%mno----7%8%8%7%10%5%8%9%7%6%9%6%8%

prstuvw
-----75-----132015271517201076354075EAST ANGLIA
-----100%mno-----3%5%3%5%4%6%cd6%cd3%2%2%4%4%4%

pqstuvw
----231------38507171434143423032124108231SOUTH WEST
----100%mno------8%12%13%l14%l11%14%14%12%10%11%12%11%12%

pqrtuvw
---378-------8379931231006252545951209169378SOUTH EAST
---100%mno-------18%19%17%24%j26%ce21%17%15%19%17%21%18%19%

pqrsuvwf
--252--------56526778363329595639123129252GREATER LONDON
--100%mno--------12%13%12%15%9%12%9%16%fh18%fh13%12%14%13%

pqrstvw
-99---------29233612181319201218495099WALES
-100%mno---------6%i6%i6%i2%5%4%6%6%4%6%5%5%5%

pqrstuw
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Table 30
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b - c/d/e/f/g/h - i/j/k/l - m/n/o/p/q/r/s/t/u/v/w
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



STANDARD REGIONSOCIAL GRADEAGESEX
GR-YORKS

EATEREASTEASTWEST&
SCOT-LONDOSOUTHSOUTHAN-MID-MID-HUMBENORTHFE-
LANDWALESNEASTWESTGLIALANDSLANDSRSIDEWESTNORTHDEC2C1AB65+55-6445-5435-4425-3416-24MALEMALETOTAL

(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(l)(k)(j)(i)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)
16899*25237823175*151*117168212101*4574135625223852893123643102949989551953WEIGHTED BASE

9%5%*13%19%12%4%*8%*6%9%11%5%*23%21%29%27%20%15%16%19%16%15%51%49%100%
168----------352668402233393121238385168SCOTLAND
100%mnopqrstuv----------8%6%12%kl8%6%11%h13%dh8%7%8%8%9%9%

WORKING STATUS
915313014810037515482954914920925827410122201231215111325565890FULL TIME
54%qt53%qt52%qt39%43%50%q34%46%49%q45%48%33%51%l46%l52%l3%42%h64%cg63%cg69%cg38%h33%59%b46%

hhh
19101848265188112094137585613374244243315834193PART TIME
11%10%7%13%11%6%12%7%7%10%9%9%9%10%11%3%13%h14%h12%h8%h11%h16%a4%10%
5837104182105338255759743268166245192362130699070150515356871NOT WORKING
34%37%41%48%w45%44%54%uv47%w44%46%43%59%ij40%44%37%94%cd45%de22%25%23%51%de52%a37%45%

wkefgff

INCOME
4525729269126114596425238112104851676672788273309230538UP TO 17499
27%p26%p29%pr24%p30%pr16%40%mp12%35%pr30%pr25%p52%ij27%ij19%16%43%cd23%23%21%27%25%31%a24%28%

rtuvwtkefg
241226535412213171993865876052414244492311513525017500 - 29999
15%p12%p10%p14%p23%mn16%p14%p2%10%p9%p9%p8%16%l15%l12%13%c14%c13%12%16%c8%12%14%13%

optuv
5815701237827362416432434801642361988120147885125126351430000 PLUS
35%nopv15%28%ov32%no34%no36%no24%o21%o9%20%o24%o7%19%l29%kl45%jk5%30%ch39%cd40%cd28%ch17%h25%28%26%

pvpvpvlhgh

CAR IN HOUSEHOLD
412160732342784163221797787411283629516477236149385NO CAR
25%prs21%pr24%pr19%pr10%6%18%pr7%25%prs30%pq22%pr39%ij19%i15%i8%33%def12%9%14%21%fg26%ef24%a16%20%

sssrstskgg
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Table 30
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b - c/d/e/f/g/h - i/j/k/l - m/n/o/p/q/r/s/t/u/v/w
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



STANDARD REGIONSOCIAL GRADEAGESEX
GR-YORKS

EATEREASTEASTWEST&
SCOT-LONDOSOUTHSOUTHAN-MID-MID-HUMBENORTHFE-
LANDWALESNEASTWESTGLIALANDSLANDSRSIDEWESTNORTHDEC2C1AB65+55-6445-5435-4425-3416-24MALEMALETOTAL

(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(l)(k)(j)(i)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)
16899*25237823175*151*117168212101*4574135625223852893123643102949989551953WEIGHTED BASE

9%5%*13%19%12%4%*8%*6%9%11%5%*23%21%29%27%20%15%16%19%16%15%51%49%100%
713410813795336861677852195183252175192113124139137994044018051
42%34%43%36%41%43%45%52%no40%37%52%nt43%i44%i45%i34%50%ce39%40%38%44%c34%40%42%41%

tvvfg
38296711891344932506019651191662366210710915484702872995862
23%29%26%31%m39%mn45%mn33%m27%30%m28%18%14%29%l30%l45%jk16%37%cd35%ch42%cd27%h24%h29%31%30%

puwoptuvlhh
w

18151850224616101281834567033250192548711071783+
11%15%no7%13%noq9%6%4%13%noq6%6%8%4%8%l10%l13%kl1%11%eh16%de5%h8%h16%deh7%11%b9%

quuh

CAR IN HOUSEHOLD
1237417129319666118102119134752583084444612362342662992332047177541472YES
73%75%68%78%nu85%mn89%mn78%n87%mn71%63%74%56%75%l79%l88%jk61%81%ch85%cd82%ch75%h69%72%79%b75%

ouwotuvwotuvwlh
452582853593216497826199105117611485546657790281201482NO
27%prs25%pr32%pr22%pr15%11%22%13%29%pr37%pq26%pr44%ij25%i21%i12%39%de19%15%18%25%f31%ef28%a21%25%

stsrstskfgg

Page 59
J08021299-27-01 10 JUL - 16 JUL 2009

CSS SURVEY 2009
Table 30
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b - c/d/e/f/g/h - i/j/k/l - m/n/o/p/q/r/s/t/u/v/w
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

19358253496934156321916733627449184701100145449139824359410101827531945UNWEIGHTED BASE
18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE

9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

SEX
984818226937881012081517839943324953380614926313523035634565955MALE
53%75%tu64%tu50%u44%49%u52%49%47%50%49%48%49%51%g39%51%d54%d43%41%b18%63%bc49%

vv
8516102267489844109861199403454268552762236251115309515158325998FEMALE
47%25%36%50%wx56%tv51%wx48%51%53%50%51%52%51%49%61%h49%46%57%ef59%a82%ac37%51%

wx

AGE
3211529818822835252438215552176217775123731503311129415-24
18%17%18%18%t22%t14%15%15%q11%10%18%p10%16%n14%20%h10%9%14%17%a17%13%15%
292449313725932272571021627917924664884982702421531025-34
16%3%16%x17%x16%x16%x14%16%15%13%18%p15%16%16%17%17%20%15%8%13%24%bc16%
361362901083195630074161156102196313511474478904423136435-44
19%20%22%u17%u12%19%u24%r18%20%20%18%20%18%20%g13%29%de17%14%10%23%c26%c19%
37196596106281392666512915188179282291204272694220131245-54
20%29%tu23%tu18%u12%17%u17%16%17%16%17%17%17%18%g8%23%d17%13%8%22%c23%c16%
3013388212426123261671509592132253368841661303712228955-64
16%20%13%15%14%16%10%16%18%s19%o11%18%m12%16%g9%17%17%12%15%19%14%15%
207247720530644325711781681032242571281952167362131038565+
11%11%8%14%w24%tv19%vw19%19%19%22%19%20%21%16%33%h4%21%f31%ef42%ab7%a1%20%

wx
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CSS SURVEY 2009
Table 31
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE
9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

SOCIAL GRADE
59261052202234845345710221624612231648041236608519256274522AB
32%39%u37%tu41%tu26%29%u23%27%27%27%28%24%29%n31%g11%46%de24%d16%22%29%31%c27%
47178615624247266479114207261149313475871648710424558258562C1
25%26%30%29%28%29%29%29%30%26%29%29%29%30%g23%32%d35%d19%28%30%29%29%
28156080160351473597519316910523333577806511216637209413C2
15%23%21%v15%18%v21%uv20%21%20%24%o19%20%22%21%20%15%26%f21%19%19%23%21%
49833802423476238186186211142224278179343823826841149457DE
27%12%12%15%28%tv21%vw27%23%23%23%24%27%m21%18%47%h7%15%f44%ef31%ab21%17%23%

wx

STANDARD REGION
52101746901487153059177279222492543949101NORTH
2%4%4%3%5%v5%v6%5%4%4%7%p3%7%n5%6%5%4%5%5%5%5%5%

2051958911662218624561294813614963431964972095212NORTH WEST
11%8%7%11%11%10%10%11%q6%7%15%p9%12%10%16%h8%8%12%11%11%11%11%
9620288113841632863853710312741161759751182168YORKS & HUMBE
5%9%7%5%9%v8%v2%10%s7%s8%10%7%9%8%11%3%7%11%f9%6%9%9%RSIDE

11513334411216101176743196710982431455854117WEST MIDLANDS
6%8%5%6%5%7%u7%6%4%8%o5%4%6%7%g2%5%e1%3%6%4%6%6%
8412286212441105155178418812427362161821851151EAST MIDLANDS
4%6%4%5%7%7%18%qr6%4%6%9%8%8%8%7%7%8%11%f9%a9%6%8%
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CSS SURVEY 2009
Table 31
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE
9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

106261623716681427378487142712123353775EAST ANGLIA
5%9%uv9%tuv3%3%4%u3%4%4%3%4%2%4%n5%g1%5%d5%2%4%2%4%4%

259486189213212056810291721142082378546910526100231SOUTH WEST
13%13%17%uv11%10%13%u9%12%18%rs13%10%14%11%13%g6%15%21%d13%12%14%11%12%
3313791181463313533510319713614916230573123539218248148378SOUTH EAST
18%20%28%tu22%u17%20%u15%20%27%rs25%o15%29%m15%19%19%24%d21%17%21%a25%a17%19%
35825119136179152175290120581321936070267210418130252GREATER LONDON
19%12%9%22%tuw16%tw11%7%13%s14%s11%14%11%12%12%15%14%10%13%12%9%15%13%
741215498835621752353256782115122537105399WALES
4%6%4%3%6%v5%v15%qr4%5%6%o4%6%5%5%5%3%5%5%4%5%6%5%

2141942101143201472569753510712741582445581991168SCOTLAND
11%6%7%8%12%tvw9%9%9%7%9%8%7%10%8%11%11%10%8%7%10%10%c9%

WORKING STATUS
943916127331879711476117037039823250079694364130143--890890FULL TIME
51%61%u57%tu51%u37%48%u50%45%45%46%45%45%46%51%g24%71%de52%d27%--100%bc46%
247375983172191692575825610017220632350-193-193PART TIME
13%11%13%11%10%10%8%10%q7%9%9%11%9%11%g5%12%9%9%-100%ac-10%
651885204467684967461823574072294866002718798346871--871NOT WORKING
36%28%30%38%w54%tv41%w42%45%48%44%46%44%45%38%70%h17%39%f64%ef100%ab--45%

wx
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CSS SURVEY 2009
Table 31
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE
9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

INCOME
4964711227541756469115225243163275353186--53834650143538UP TO 17499
27%10%16%21%32%tv25%vw24%28%31%28%27%32%m25%22%48%h--100%ef40%a26%a16%28%

wxxb
256476211821918223551101056014821535-250-982313025017500 - 29999
14%10%16%12%14%13%8%13%s15%s14%12%12%14%14%g9%-100%df-11%12%15%13%
60321172131804925645510722821514526949123514--876336451430000 PLUS
33%50%tu41%tu40%tu21%30%u25%27%28%28%24%28%25%31%g6%100%de--10%33%c41%c26%

CAR IN HOUSEHOLD
42635111284163433188913018996207-38523351862712094385NO CAR
23%9%12%21%tw33%tv10%19%19%24%r16%21%p19%19%-100%h5%14%f35%ef31%ab10%11%20%

wx
71198919534374884699155345353213448805-157119255395723388051
39%30%31%36%40%w45%uv37%42%41%43%40%41%41%51%g-31%47%f47%f45%a37%38%41%

wx
53261181791895668150392246267159337586-2567684170813355862
29%40%u41%tu33%u22%34%u35%q30%q24%31%30%31%31%37%g-50%de30%d16%20%42%c38%c30%

v
1714435052177211554182784993178-78211335191231783+
9%21%tuv15%tu9%u6%11%u9%9%11%10%9%9%9%11%g-15%de8%d2%4%10%c14%c9%

v
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Table 31
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base



TRANS
PORTSATISFIEDSATISFIED

PROTECONGESTION WITHINWITH ROADWITH LOCALCAR IN
CTEDTRANSPORT USED IN P12M5 MILESMAINTENANCEROAD SYSTEMHOUSEHOLDINCOMEWORKING STATUS

CAR/NOMAJOR17500NOT
MOTORBI-MOTORPROB-PROB-PROB-NO30000-UP TOWOR-PARTFULL

YESBIKECYCLETRAINBUSBIKELEMLEMLEMNOYESNOYES1+CARPLUS2999917499KINGTIMETIMETOTAL
(x)(w)(v)(u)(t)(s)(r)(q)(p)(o)(n)(m)(h)(g)(f)(e)(d)(c)(b)(a)

18365*28453686816542291676377802887517108615683855142505388711938901953WEIGHTED BASE
9%3%*15%27%44%85%12%86%19%41%45%26%56%80%20%26%13%28%45%10%46%100%

CAR IN HOUSEHOLD
13457241408538140518112692726266583968281451204712033365531667521472YES
73%88%u85%uv76%u62%85%uv79%76%72%78%74%77%76%93%g5%92%de81%d62%64%86%c85%c75%
4984312832924947407105176229121258117365424820231726138482NO
27%12%15%24%tw38%tv15%21%24%28%22%26%23%24%7%95%h8%19%f38%ef36%ab14%15%25%

wx
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Table 31
DEMOGRAPHICS
BASE: ALL ADULTS AGED 16+

Proportions/Means: Columns Tested (5% risk level) - a/b/c - d/e/f - g/h - m/n - o/p - q/r/s - t/u/v/w/x
Overlap formulae used.  * small base
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 1 1 Q.CS01 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
MODES OF 
TRANSPORT 
HAVE YOU 
USED IN THE 
LAST 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 2 2 Q.CS01 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
MODES OF 
TRANSPORT 
HAVE YOU 
USED IN THE 
LAST 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 3 3 Q.CS02 FROM
THE 
SHOWCARD, 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 4 3 Q.CS02 FROM
THE 
SHOWCARD, 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 5 4 Q.CS02 FROM
THE 
SHOWCARD, 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 6 4 Q.CS02 FROM
THE 
SHOWCARD, 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 7 5 Q.CS03 FROM
THIS CARD 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH THE 
ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 8 5 Q.CS03 FROM
THIS CARD 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH THE 
ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 9 6 Q.CS03 FROM
THIS CARD 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH THE 
ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 10 6 Q.CS03 FROM
THIS CARD 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH THE 
ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

  11 7 Q.CS02 FROM
THE 
SHOWCARD, 
HOW 
SATISFIED OR
DISSATISFIED
WOULD YOU 
SAY YOU ARE
WITH ROAD 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 12 8 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 13 8 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 14 9 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 15 9 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 16 10 Q.CS04B AND 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, DO YOU 
THINK HAS 
GOT WORSE 
IN YOUR 
LOCAL AREA 
OVER THE 
PAST FIVE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 17 10 Q.CS04B AND 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, DO YOU 
THINK HAS 
GOT WORSE 
IN YOUR 
LOCAL AREA 
OVER THE 
PAST FIVE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 18 11 Q.CS04B AND 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, DO YOU 
THINK HAS 
GOT WORSE 
IN YOUR 
LOCAL AREA 
OVER THE 
PAST FIVE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 19 11 Q.CS04B AND 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, DO YOU 
THINK HAS 
GOT WORSE 
IN YOUR 
LOCAL AREA 
OVER THE 
PAST FIVE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

  20 12 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

  21 12 Q.CS04A 
WHICH OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 
TRANSPORT, 
IF ANY, DO 
YOU THINK 
HAS 
IMPROVED IN 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 22 13 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 23 13 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 24 14 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 25 14 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

  26 15 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  27 15 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

  28 16 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  29 16 Q.CS05 NOW 
THINKING 
ABOUT THE 
NEXT 4 OR 5 
YEARS, 
WHICH, IF 
ANY, OF 
THESE 
ASPECTS OF 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 30 17 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 31 17 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 32 18 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 33 18 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

  34 19 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  35 19 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

  36 20 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  37 20 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

  38 21 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  39 21 Q.CS06 IF 
THE 
GOVERNMENT
WERE TO 
INVEST 
EXTRA 
MONEY IN 
TRANSPORT, 
IN WHICH 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 40 22 Q.CS07 AND 
WHICH OF 
THESE, IF 
ANY, WOULD 
YOU LIKE TO 
SEE 
PRIORITISED 
FOR 
INCREASED 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 41 22 Q.CS07 AND 
WHICH OF 
THESE, IF 
ANY, WOULD 
YOU LIKE TO 
SEE 
PRIORITISED 
FOR 
INCREASED 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 42 23 Q.CS07 AND 
WHICH OF 
THESE, IF 
ANY, WOULD 
YOU LIKE TO 
SEE 
PRIORITISED 
FOR 
INCREASED 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 43 23 Q.CS07 AND 
WHICH OF 
THESE, IF 
ANY, WOULD 
YOU LIKE TO 
SEE 
PRIORITISED 
FOR 
INCREASED 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 44 24 Q.CS08 
TAKING YOUR
ANSWER 
FROM THE 
SHOWCARD, 
DURING PEAK
TIMES, HOW 
MUCH OF A 
PROBLEM 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 45 24 Q.CS08 
TAKING YOUR
ANSWER 
FROM THE 
SHOWCARD, 
DURING PEAK
TIMES, HOW 
MUCH OF A 
PROBLEM 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 46 25 Q.CS08 
TAKING YOUR
ANSWER 
FROM THE 
SHOWCARD, 
DURING PEAK
TIMES, HOW 
MUCH OF A 
PROBLEM 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 47 26 Q.CS09 
SUPPOSING 
THIS 
APPROACH 
WAS 
INTRODUCED 
IN OTHER 
PARTS OF 
THE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  48 26 Q.CS09 
SUPPOSING 
THIS 
APPROACH 
WAS 
INTRODUCED 
IN OTHER 
PARTS OF 
THE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 49 27 Q.CS09 
SUPPOSING 
THIS 
APPROACH 
WAS 
INTRODUCED 
IN OTHER 
PARTS OF 
THE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

  50 27 Q.CS09 
SUPPOSING 
THIS 
APPROACH 
WAS 
INTRODUCED 
IN OTHER 
PARTS OF 
THE 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 51 28 Q.CS10 
WHICH TWO 
OR THREE, IF 
ANY, OF THE 
FOLLOWING 
AREAS OF 
PUBLIC 
SPENDING 
DO YOU 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 52 28 Q.CS10 
WHICH TWO 
OR THREE, IF 
ANY, OF THE 
FOLLOWING 
AREAS OF 
PUBLIC 
SPENDING 
DO YOU 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 53 29 Q.CS10 
WHICH TWO 
OR THREE, IF 
ANY, OF THE 
FOLLOWING 
AREAS OF 
PUBLIC 
SPENDING 
DO YOU 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 54 29 Q.CS10 
WHICH TWO 
OR THREE, IF 
ANY, OF THE 
FOLLOWING 
AREAS OF 
PUBLIC 
SPENDING 
DO YOU 

BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 55 30 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945



Page 12CSS_2009_tables_16+_weighted_FINAL.wyp - Tuesday, September 08, 2009

  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 56 30 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 57 30 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 58 30 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 59 30 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 60 31 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1945

 z 61 31 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 62 31 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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  Page Table Title Base 
Description

Base

 z 63 31 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953

 z 64 31 DEMOGRAPHIC BASE: ALL 
ADULTS 
AGED 16+

1953
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