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1. Executive Summary

This executive summary is based on a major social research study conducted by GA
Research on behalf of the National Transport Commission (NTC). The research
focused on the Australian public's experiences, hopes and fears for the passenger
transport system. It involved a series of eight deliberative community workshops in
cities across the country, and a national online survey of n=1,005 adults.

The research showed that e ™\
overall, the Australian public Overall Rating of the Transport System

is not satisfied with the
passenger transport system.
The average rating of the
overall transport system in
helping people to get around
was 4.9 out of 10, reflecting
a raft of challenges, issues 0 L 5 s . 5 . . 8 0 10

and growing tensions. Very Poor T 0 G 8 Excellent

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005).
Q6. Thinking now aboutthe whole transportsystem in your town or city, including all types of public
| n ter ms Of t h transport and other options such as r oadwuldyoud H

perceptions Of the transport \‘ rate the overall transportsystem in terms of helping you to get around when and where you want?
system against the five most common policy
jurisdictions, ratings were quite similar. The lowest rated area was being green and
environmentally sustainable (4.7 out of 10), and the highest rated was being fair and
accessible for people from all walks of life (5.2 out of 10).

Average 18%

Productive, ealthy,

Strong

~

Fair

Public transport tended to be the first thing research

participants thoughtofi n r el ati on to 6t he
s y s t evanihough they were asked to consider all

aspects of the system including roads and driving.

Public transport received a similar overall rating of 4.8.

Roads were rated significantly higher at 5.6 out of 10

on average.

Liveable

The key attribute driving overall perceptions of public
Active transport is the frequency of services (rated 4.7 out of
/10 on average). While reliability and overcrowding of

public transport are issues for many people, quite a few participants in the qualitative
research spoke of their experiences with overseas transport systems being much
more frequent and how in effect this reduces the importance of reliability i i.e. if the

o |

next train is coming in two minutHoweveri t does|

for many Australians the sheer lack of public transport services altogether is the
critical issue.

~\

No t onl y i s Aulstr a IHcingUﬁhgogs thf:T(r)ar\?pgrt System Need to Change?

of driving increasingly
constrained by growing Average 1%
traffic congestion and travel REUS,
times, but they also expect
this to worsen if a business
as usual path is taken. As
such, there is a strong

24%

1% 0% 0% 1% 2%

: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
appetite for change. Whe_zn N Agrest
asked how much they think all Rating out of 10 deal
the transport SyStem needs Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005)

Q21.To what extent do you think the transport system needs to change, if at all? This includes
\ laws, planning, infrastructure, managementand user behaviours on roads and public transport? /

EYRESEARCH
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tochangeona0-10scalewher e ten meant O0a great deal
was quite a high 7.6 out of 10. Significantly, around one in four (24%) gave a rating of
10.

The most consistent priorities were thought to be improving existing services and
roads, and developing new and more comfortable public transport services to help
reduce traffic congeston and peoplebdbs dependence on t

Around half the popul ation agr e &%) andmesy 6 d
(81%) agreed that the government should develop more public transport services to
give people a realistic alternative to driving.

™ When asked what they thought
would be the most pressing
issues in the future, the number
one issue was population growth
(nominated by a particularly high
52% of respondents).

The Biggest Issues in the Future?

Populationgrowth 52%

Price of petrol 47%

This was followed closely by the

Traffic congestion 44% price of petrol (47%), traffic

congestion (44%) and the ability

Ability of governmentto develop 39% of Government to develop long
long term transportplans term transport plans (39%).

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005)

Q24.Which of the following do you think will be the biggestissues for the transportsystem in the future? PartiCipantS tend_ed to anCIUde
MU AEREENEE / that urban planning requires a

holistic approach to reduce
peopl eds need tTheirvisiomyfar b bedeq smartecttansport system
very much centred on public transport over private car-based transport.

Notably, buses featured very prominently in the perceived solutions and yet only a
small minority usually use them now (9% always or most of the time when they need
to go somewhere). This highlights the significant issues inherent in existing bus
services across Australia. It was acknowledged that these issues are partly due to
the fact that bus services are part of the road system and subject to the effects of
congestion, although these were by no means the only issues experienced in relation
to the bus system.

There was a strong call for innovation, decentralisation, transport hubs and more
localised services (e.g. mini-buses and feeder buses), cross-town train connections,
and safer, more comfortable public transport.

The main barriers to a more sustainable transport system were cultural, comprising a
lack of willingness to pay or fund the change, a lack of public knowledge about the
issues and the extent of the challenges, individualism and the car culture, as well as
a lack of government vision and courage.

The key factors that participants thought would stimulate change were an increase in
community awareness and engagement on the issues and solutions, a crisis (e.g.
fuel price skyrockets, oil runs out, system grinds to a halt), the different levels of
government working together, and/or an independent transport authority that makes
long-term planning decisions that transcend political cycles.

Within the national survey, the top five attributes that respondents thought would
stimulate behaviour change were all public transport related. This included public

EYRESEARCH
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transport being more frequent (44%), cheaper (42%), more reliable (37%), running
over extended hours (i.e. earlier / later / weekends, at 36%) and being closer to home
or work (34%). Around three in ten (29%) also said that increased security on public
transport would also encourage them to change (i.e. at night).

During the course of the workshops most participants realised there is no single
solution to generating the funding required for the desired changes, and that multiple
mechanisms will be needed.

The idea of transitioning to more of a user pays system, and a means-tested national
public transport levy were the concepts that generally received the most support.
This came after some hours of deliberation, while in the national survey opinions
were quite divided in response to all of the proposed funding concepts presented 1
reflectingbotht he ¢ ommuni t yodte ideasofpaysd fer a loetter system,
and a desire for change.

The funding concepts that held the greatest appeal were incentive related rather than
punishment based (e.g. cheaper public transport during off-peak times), which was
also a strong theme in the qualitative research.

Although some participants were surprised to find themselves saying so, the way

forward for the passenger transport system appears to be placing a far greater

emphasis on public transport in terms of preparing for future demands. In turn, there

are significant cultural challenges that will need to be overcome in order to shift the
Australian publicbébs expectations in relation
future.

Importantly, this is an issue the community takes very seriously. There is a genuine
desire for public consultation and input into transport planning, and a wish for
government to take a long term, visionary and collaborative approach.

S~

How should Government Create a Sustainable Transport System for the Future?

Improve/spend money on/expand public transport 15%
Lower prices for public transport l 9%
Improve forward planning/better long term planning I 8%

Spend money wisely / less wastage I 8%
More money spent on infrastucture/provide funds I 7%

Consultwith local communities/commuters 7%

More rail/expand the rail network I 5%

There is an expectation from the community that government will play a major role in

stimulating and incentivising the required change. Many patrticipants in the research

saw this as a particular challenge in terms of governmenté s wi I | i ngness and
preparedness to look beyond the electoral cycle and towards a future that would

create very challenging circumstances for people unless decisive planning and action

are taken now.

(€YY RESEARCH



2. Introduction

2.1 Background

The National Transport Commission (NTC) is an independent agency advising the

federal, state and territory governments on land transport regulatory and operational
reforms. NTCO6s role is to develop national re
implementation strategies for road, rail and intermodal transport.

As part of its strategic work plan agreed by Transport Ministers, NTC is developing
the Smart Transport for a Growing Nation project. NTC would use this project to
inform its future strategic plan and work program. This project required research to
understand emerging issues and identify future national transport reform
opportunities. A key element was community consultation to understand public
attitudes towards transport, mobility and access across Australia.

The NTC commissioned GA Research to undertake this community research to
inform its discussion paper for the project.

GA Research is a social and market research agency that specialises in transport

and infrastructure, corporate issues, finance, communications and sustainability. It is

a division of Kreab Gavin Anderson,one of Australiabs | eading s
management and communications consultancies.

2.2 Research Objectives and Scope

The objective of this research was to provide insightsintothe Austral i an public
current perceptions of transport, mobility and access, and opportunities for future

reform in order to reduce transport emissions and improve productivity by reducing

congestion and other barriers within the passenger transport system.

The specific lines of enquiry that were addressed in the research were:

Understand current behaviours and the underlying motivations;
Gauge t hesatsfadiibniandéatitudes to transport, mobility and
access;

1 Identify the public& views about the current and future challenges of the
transport system;

T
T

T Under st and dppetite foruchanging dhe transport system;

1 Identify what the public sees as the current and future possibilities and
opportunities in which the transport system could improve and develop;

9 Views of sustainable transport modes; and

1 Understand the public& perceived and desired role of government within the

provision of sustainable passenger transport

Prior to this review, the NTC undertook a review of passenger transport policy
objectives in all of the jurisdictions and identified five common themes:

Being fair and accessible

Contributing to liveability

Helping people to be safe, healthy and active
Being green or environmentally sustainable
Being strong, smart and productive

=A =4 =4 - 9



These themes were explored with project participants in terms of the extent to which
users of the transport system feel that these objectives are currently being met, the
challenges associated with them, and what they see as the potential solutions.

The lines of enquiry for the research comprised both qualitative and quantitative
guestions, which guided the research design.

Target Audiences

The primary target audience for the research was users of the Australian passenger
transport system. This included:

1 People using different modes of transport - including those who only use the car
and those who also use other modes such as public transport, cycling and
walking

1 Drivers and non-drivers (e.g. pre-driving age, ex-drivers and those who are of
legal age but are non-drivers);

1 People of different life-stages 1 including older people given the need to explore
concepts around the ageing population

Toll road and non-toll road users
Different ethnicities

People from different socio-economic situations i e.g. different income levels,
working and non-working

1 People living in different locations 1 urban, suburban, peri-urban, regional and
rural

1 Commercial users of the passenger transport system 1 e.g. taxi and delivery
drivers

2.3 Research Methodology

The research methodology consisted of a literature review, an internal stakeholder
focus group, an innovative participatory research technique known as deliberative
fora, and a national quantitative survey. The program involved three broad stages,
which are outlined below.

Stage 1: Project Establishment

The first stage included:
1 A review of existing literature in relation to public perceptions of transport;
1 An extended focus group discussion with NTC stakeholders to fine-tune the
methodology and question lines on March 21; and
1 Attendance at an external stakeholder workshop on April 5.

Stage 2: Deliberative Fora
Deliberative fora were used to gain an in-depth qualitative understanding of public

behaviours, experiences, knowledge, perceptions and hopes for the future among
users of the passenger transport system.



This methodology was recommended given the complex subject matter, and to allow
sufficient time to consider the issues and develop more informed responses.

The fora allow for the collection of both qualitative and quantitative data. The format
involved individual response elicitation (using self-completion questionnaires),
facilitated round table discussions, open fora, and a plenary session delivered by a
member of the NTC team.

Forum Segmentation

In light of the need to provide a national perspective, eight sessions were conducted
in the following locations. Each ran for four hours and comprised between 14 and 16
participants (n=117 in total):

Melbourne, 6 April
Bendigo, 14 April
Perth, 18 April
Adelaide, 19 April
Cairns, 27 April
Brisbane, 28 April
Canberra, 2 May
Sydney, 3 May

E R ]

Participant Recruitment

The forum participants were recruited from the general community according to the
following specifications, with strict quotas set to ensure that each forum was as
representative of the broader community in that location as possible:

Of legal driving age, across age group specifications;

Half males and half females;

A good mix of different types of users of the passenger transport system,;
A mix of income levels;

Residents from a range of locations including inner, middle and outer suburbs
including peri-urban areas;

1 A good mix of people who only use the car and those who also use other
modes of transport;

A mix of life stages;

A mix of ethnic backgrounds; and

We also used creative elicitation questions to ensure that participants were
likely to be able to articulate their views within the group setting

= =4 =8 -8 =9

=A =4 =

Session Conduct

At least two researchers facilitated each session, with the room set up with a
presentation area and screen for the session chair, and two to three tables with
between six and eight participants and a facilitator at each table.

An NTC team member was present at all sessions with the exception of Perth, and
some sessions were also attended by local transport sector stakeholders in an
observer role.

A summary of the forum agenda is provided overleaf.



Forum Agenda Notes

Registration

Participants pre-assigned a table to ensure a good mix at each table.

Welcome and
introduction

Session chair welcomes everyone using a PowerPoint presentation to run
through the agenda for the sessionand O6howse rul es

The Current Situation

Individual perspective i self-completion questionnaire Part A. Covering
satisfaction, perceptions, knowledge and experiences, across issues such
as city liveability, overall experience of the transport system, specific
ratings of the system, plus travel times, accessibility, congestion, mobility
costs and affordability, reasons for travel decisions and perceived social,
economic and environmental impacts, perceived need for change, role of
government, priorities for improvement.

Roundtable discussion in smaller groups, on items covered in the self-
completion survey, including strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats
and priorities associated with the existing system. Individual examples of
positive and negative experiences and challenges explored.

Priorities for the
Future

Each group to briefly report back to the group on key observations and
priorities for the future. Comments / voting invited from the floor.

Plenary session: The
Transport System
and Challenges for a
Growing Nation

Information session delivered by a member of the NTC team (or the
session chair). To cover facts on the local transport system, challenges
around infrastructure, population growth, travel and lifestyle trends, the
need for reducing transport impacts, emissions, congestion, improving
productivity, existing and potential policies, and some of the solutions.

Individual self-completion questionnaire Part B i brief series of questions
to collect observations on the session and key take-outs, and understand

Checking in any opinion changes. Chair to invite comments from the floor on
observations so far, and set the scene for the rest of the session.
Break 5-10 minute break

Looking to the Future

Session chair to set the scene for a series of round-table workshops /
discussions on the way forward, which will use various stimuli including
fact sheets, and worksheets to record the outcomes of the discussions

Public vs. Private
Transport: What is
the right balance?

Round table discussion in groups on what participant see as the ideal mix
of public and private transport, and why. Where should government / public
money be invested?

Pricing to drive

Round table discussions on ideas and perceptions of pricing models such
as congestion pricing, pay as you drive, carbon pricing, a national public

Vision, Principles &
Benefits

change transport levy etc.
Round table workshops and reporting back to the group. What needs to
6Smart Tr a stay, what needs to change? How to minimize negatives / maximise

positives? Participants provided with various stimuli including maps of their
city, images from other cities and transport systems around the world, fact
sheets about existing infrastructure, key challenges, identified
opportunities etc.

EYRESEARCH
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Forum Agenda Notes

The 5 policy
objectives:
Challenges and
solutions
AFair Participants to work in small groups, each focusing on the challenges and
AlLiveable solutions (what government, business and individuals should do) to
Asafe, healthy and | achieving one of the common five transport policy objectives. Outcomes
active presented back to the group, comments invited.
AGreen and
sustainable
ASmart & strong
economically

Drivers and barriers
to achieving the
Smart Transport

Open forum: Exploring the drivers and barriers to consumer behaviour
change, covering travel modes, times, locations etc. Shows of hands to
understand extent of key drivers and barriers.

vision
Priorities for the Final individual perspective 1 self-completion questionnaire Part C on the
Future priorities for the future.

Wrap-up and Closing | Chair to summarise observations on the session and invite final comments
Remarks from the floor.

Message to

Participants invited to write a message to government.
Government

As relevant new issues emerged during the course of the fora they were explored in
subsequent sessions. Note that this was done in a way that maintained the integrity
of the core research design and our ability to compare results across locations.

Stage 3: Quantifying Sentiment i National Survey

Following the exploratory qualitative research, a survey was conducted to quantify
the extent to which certain findings from the qualitative research exist nationally.

An online survey method was used, with participants drawn from the QSOAP Gold
Standard accredited MyOpinions panel, with programming assistance from GA

R e s e a rfigdwdrkspartner Australian Fieldwork Solutions. The online survey
approach enabled respondents to physically see the questions on screen and
consider them more carefully.

i Target audience: Nationally representative sample of the Australian public
aged 18+ years.

1 Sample size and quotas: n=1,005, which is a robust sample size with a low
margin of error of +/-3.1% at the 95% confidence level.

0 Strict quotas (shown overleaf) were set by state and metropolitan
versus regional areas, with n=610 for capital cities and n=390 for
regional and rural areas. The target sample size was n=1,000. An
additional n=5 surveys were completed before the survey was closed
and these were retained within the final sample

0 Approximately half male / half female across a good mix of ages

EYRESEARCH 11



Age and Gender

Quotas Male (n=) Female (n=)  Total (n=)
18-24 100 100 200
Total 500 500 1,000

Capital

Regional /

Location Quotas__ Cities (=) Rural (n=) ot (%)
VIC 125 75 200
NSW 125 75 200
QLD 100 100 200
TAS 30 20 50
NT 30 20 50
WA 75 50 125
SA 75 50 125
ACT 50 =
Total 610 | 390 1,000

o Data was post weighted to reflect actual population incidences by age,
gender, state and metropolitan versus regional dwellers, based on the
latest ABS Census (2006).

1 Survey length: 18-20 minutes, with two of the open-ended questions
subsequently coded to measure response themes.

GA Research prepared the questionnaire based on outcomes from the previous
stages of the research. It was designed to enable a range of analytical techniques,

including multiple linear regressions to determine the key influencing factors that are
driving perceptions and opinions.

2.4  Reading this Report

In preparing this report GA Research has presented and interpreted information that
it believes to be relevant to the objectives of the research project. We sought to bring
together qualitative findings from the eight deliberative forums as well as quantitative
results from the national online survey.

Where assumptions have been made as part of interpreting the data incorporated in
this report, these assumptions have been outlined. Similarly, where professional
opinion is expressed rather than simply reporting findings we have sought to make
this clear.

The results from the national online survey are weighted to reflect the actual
population proportions (by gender, age and location) according to the Australian
Bureau of Statistics 2006 Census. Where the base size is shown, this is the
unweighted sample size i.e. the actual number of people in the online survey who
answered the particular question.

EYRESEARCH 12



While there were many statistically significant differences observed between
subgroups in the online survey, the report focuses on those that help add value,
meaning and context to the report.

Significance testing between subgroups in the online survey sample (e.g.
metropolitan vs. regional areas) has been conducted at the 95% confidence level.
Significant differences in tables are highlighted by green and red shading:

Significantly higher than the total sample or another sub-group

Significantly lower than the total sample or another sub-group

Unless otherwise stated, quotes throughout the report are taken from the deliberative
fora.

This project was conducted in compliance with AS: ISO20252 guidelines.

13



Research Findings

Image source: http://www.motorauthority.com/néws/1022799_drivérless-podcars-to-revolutionize-urban-transbort

[ENRESEARCH 14



3. Literature Review

A range of different transport related papers were reviewed to assist in the
development of the materials for this research. Please refer to Appendix 2 for the
reference list of papers reviewed.

In addition to these reports, GA Research also drew on its learnings from various
research studies conducted by the firm and its team members for a range of
transport sector clients over the last five years. These are not cited for client
confidentiality reasons.

It is important to note that the focus, purpose, scope and origin of the papers
reviewed were hugely varied. In addition to a number of Australian policy analyses,
some related to particular Australian municipalities or jurisdictions, others were based
on academic research from the UK, were based on specific client issues, or were
broad thought pieces on a global scale.

The research papers revealed a number of common themes. In recent years,
increased congestion was found to be attributable almost entirely to population
growth, rather than to increased wealth or other factors as had been suggested in the
past (DITRDLG 2009, p.113).

Globally, road traffic congestion is seen as a significant and growing issue causing,
and having the potential to cause, high economic costs and decreases to standards
of living. Environmental concerns are also gaining prominence. These challenges are
enhanci ng tddmand poupbblicitrangpert. In Australia i and specifically, in
Victoria T research suggests that in recent years these factors, supplemented by a
greater consciousness about health and fithess, as well as rising fuel prices, have led
to unforeseen increases in public transport patronage (DoT 2010, p.2 &
UTS:CEnSoC, 2010, p.124).

The research and discussion papers suggest the public expects government to avoid
future congestion through better planning and coordination and the better provision of
public transport (e.g. DITRDLG 2009, DolT 2010). Industry stakeholders in particular
expect the federal government to take a greater role in the funding, coordination and
long term planning of transport needs and infrastructure.

The literature suggests there is limited public support for greater road use charges
and congestion charges (e.g. Goodwin & Lyons 2010, p.131). However, the level of
support increases if such charges are seen to be part of a suite of transport
improvements, and if they are targeted (such as limiting charges to peak hours). An
example of this is the variable toll system on the Sydney Harbour Bridge which is
seen to have been successful in reducing peak hour congestion. However, while the
vast majority perceive that congestion is a problem, fewer people claim it is actually a
problem for them personally (e.g. Goodwin & Lyons 2010, p.67). The literature
suggests this may be partly due to the fact that some people change their travel
behaviour to avoid congestion where possible.

Despite the c 0 mmu n incregsédsdemand for better public transport, many people
still have an emotional and practical attachment to car usage and the flexibility and
independence associated with it (DoT 2010, p.7). Different categories of travellers
have different motivations and propensity to change their travel habits i there is no
single answer for all consumers.

Within the available literature we did not find a social research study that was directly
comparable in nature to this project in terms of having a national scope and focus

15



across the whole passenger transport system. National studies that did exist tended
to focus on roads or public transport.

Rather than single out specific questions from the different studies reviewed, it
should be noted that GA Research used the insights from the review, as well as the
internal stakeholder focus group and the external stakeholder workshop, to guide and
shape its research design and question lines in order to meet the information needs
of this project, and identify issues to explore and quantify at the national scale.

16



4. The Current Situation

4.1

Context of Transport

The national survey opened with a contextual question about how respondents
thought the government should prioritise funding across key portfolios, by ranking
them from highest to lowest. Importantly, at that point they did not know the survey
was about transport.

The chart below shows the proportion of people who gave each item a first, second
and third priority ranking, as well as the average rank for each.

The highest priority by far is seen as health and wellbeing (average rank 2.5 out of 8,
with 38% nominating this as the top priority), followed by education (average rank
3.1, 16% number one), with transport in third position (average rank 4, with 12%
nominating this as the top priority). This puts transport ahead of other issues such as
social security, defence, environmental protection, and industry assistance and
development suggesting the Australian public sees transport as a relatively high

priority.

Ranking of Perceived Funding Priorities

Health and wellbeing

Education

Transport, including public transport and roads

Social security and welfare
Defence and national security
Protecting the natural environment

Industry assistance and development

Communications and information technology

38% [ 25% | 15% {25

16% | 2a% | 20% {31

12%' 12%" 16% l 4.0

10%' 14%' 13% | 4.4

9%'100/4 13% 4 4.8

794 79| 9% 5.4

Mﬂ 58 MFirst ™ Second MThird
5% 6.0

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005).

Q1. Thinking about important issues for Australia, how do you think the government should prioritise
funding across the following areas? Please order the items from what you see as the highest through to
the lowest priority. Items randomised.

When considering results by jurisdiction, respondents in NSW ranked transport as a
significantly higher priority than those in all other states and territories, with 19%
listing this as the number one priority. This related much more to Sydney than the
rest of the state; with 22% of Sydney based respondents ranking this number one
versus 12% across regional NSW. This result is not surprising given that Sydney is
the most populous of the capital cities and considering the linkages between
population size and traffic congestion identified in the literature review.

In the deliberative forum held in Sydney, participants spoke of significant travel times
and difficulties in getting around i especially those who rely more on their car than

public transport. Having said this, public transport users also talked about long travel
times when trains are delayed.

EYRESEARCH
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il take the train from Blacktown to
much traffic. It would take me 2-3 hours to get there by car and the train is
pretty fast. Therebds no parking in

theek & rtai n
ving in

il everywhere. I
dr i gener al ; I find it very

4.2 Transport Behaviours and Motivations

4.2.1 Vehicle Ownership and Behaviours

The type and number of vehicles owned by survey respondents is shown below. The
car clearly dominates, with most (85%) owning one or more cars.

jdsbthedraffic bnd k e

Number and Van, truck, or

Type of other

Vehicles Motorcycle/ commercial

Owned scooter vehicle Other vehicle
0 15% 80% 95% 96% 99%

1 64% 14% 5% 3% 1%

2 20% 4% 1% 0% 0%

3 or more 1% 2% 0% 0% 0%

the ¢

t he <ci

dr i v
stress

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005).
Q2. How many of the following vehicles do you own?

Despite the growth in cycling, just 20% of respondents reported owning one or more
bicycles. While this was consistent between those living in metropolitan and regional
areas, there were some differences in bicycle ownership for other demographic
characteristics. Specifically, ownership was higher among: males (25% vs. 16% of
females), those aged 18-24 years (33%), those living in the ACT (28%) and Victoria
(24%), those with children under 18 years of age (26%), and those with a personal
income of $60,000 or more per annum (28% vs 18% of those with a lower income).

When considering transport behaviours at a national level, the chart overleaf shows
the relative frequency with which Australians use each mode.

In line with other transport surveys, the most frequently used transport by far is the
cari almost two in three respondents (64%) reported driving their car always or most
of the time when needing to go somewhere. At a much lower level, just 16% reported
always/mostly using walking, when they could use other modes, 10% the train, 9%
the bus and 3% cycling.

Reflecting differences in service availability, those living in the capital cities were
more likely to report using trains and buses than those in regional areas (see table
overleaf).
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Frequency of Transport Mode Use

Car - as a driver 33% 12% | 8%

Car - as a passenger 6% 12% 18% ' 42%

X

Walking 4% 12% § 10% 44%

Bus 0 5% 5P0 26%

Train o 7% 5% 30%

Taxi B 17%
Bicycle [2% 13% 06 65%
Ferry [ 7% B 26060 66%
Tram [I% 9% 20068 67%

Van/truck/commercial §2%69 7%

Motorcycle/scooter 4 89%

H All the time ™ Most times ™ About half the time ™ Sometimes ® Rarely HNever

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1005).
Q3. When you have to go somewhere, how often do you tend to use the following modes of transport?

0,
e ot b the dvey | Walking | Train ElEEE
TOTAL 1,005 64% 16% 10% 9% 3%
GENDER Male 503 64% 16% 11% 9% 4%
Female 502 64% 16% 9% 10% 2%
AGE 18-24 203 48% 21% 22% 19% 7%
25-34 200 61% 21% 13% 13% 4%
35-44 202 69% 12% 9% 7% 3%
45-54 200 65% 14% 6% 7% 2%
55+ 200 69% 15% 6% 6% 1%
LOCATION Metro 613 62% 17% 15% 11% 3%
Regional 392 67% 15% 2% 6% 3%
VIC Melbourne 127 64% 16% 20% 10% 3%
Rest of VIC 75 70% 16% 3% 12% 4%
NSW Sydney 125 56% 24% 22% 14% 3%
Rest of NSW 76 56% 22% 2% 6% 3%
QLD Brisbane 100 69% 13% 4% 5% 4%
Rest of QLD 100 67% 7% 2% 5% 3%
TAS Hobart 30 76% 12% 0% 4% 0%
Rest of TAS 20 85% 21% 0% 0% 3%
NT Darwin 30 88% 5% 0% 3% 0%
Rest of NT 20 64% 7% 0% 4% 4%
WA Perth 76 62% 7% 10% 13% 2%
Rest of WA 51 74% 17% 1% 2% 2%
SA Adelaide 75 62% 10% 5% 13% 3%
Rest of SA 50 82% 5% 0% 2% 3%
ACT ACT 50 75% 9% 2% 10% 5%
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Transport mode is closely linked with vehicle ownership. For example, those who
own a car usually use it to get around (64% all the time / most times as a driver),
while those who usually get around by train are much more likely to not have a car;
i.e. 26% of those without a car usually use the train, while just 7% of those with a car
usually use the train.

Most participants also reported nearly always driving alone, with just 8% saying they
always have someone in the car with them (net 37% always / most of the time).
Those with children tend to be more likely to have multiple occupants, with 55%
reporting that they have someone else in the car with them always or most of the

time.

The amount of time people spend travelling was also asked of those who are
employed or studying. The average time to work or school was reported as 38.0
minutes, while average time travelling home was 38.7 minutes. The total average
travel time was 76 minutes, with responses ranging from 10 minutes to 4 hours a

day.

Mean daily travel time to work/school/uni (minutes)

TOTAL 38.0 Metro 42.7
VIC 41.3 Regional 27.1
SA 39.0 Melbourne 49.4
NSW 38.9 Adelaide 38.3
QLD 38.7 Sydney 434
WA 29.4 Brisbane 40.3
ACT 27.4 Perth 37.4
TAS 26.6

NT 26.1

Source: National survey. Base: Respondents working / studying part time or full time (n=662).
Q5. And on average, how long do you spend travelling to and from work or school/uni each day?

Travel times differed by transport mode, with the longest reported journeys generally
taken by those who use public transport always or most of the time (e.g. an average
of 59 minutes to the destination for train users) and the shortest by those who mostly
drive their car (35 minutes)™.

Always / most of the

Average travel time Average travel time

Total daily average

time use... to work / school home travel time
(mins) (mins) (mins)
Train 59 61 118
Bus 56 60 113
Bicycle 45 50 89
Walking 42 44 84
Car i as passenger 39 40 78
Cari as driver 35 36 69
Any Public Transport 58 60 115

Source: National survey. Base: Respondents working / studying part time or full time (n=662).
Q3. When you have to go somewhere, how often do you tend to use the following modes of transport?
Q5. And on average, how long do you spend travelling to and from work or school/uni each day?

! Note that there is some overlap in these results where some respondents always / most of the time use both their car and
public transport.
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Within the deliberative fora, participants spoke of it taking them longer and longer to
get around over time, mainly as a result of the growing population 1 with more cars
on the road and more people on public transport as well.

Asking transport behaviour questions enables analysis of the impact of behaviours

and travel times on attitudes, perceptions and future intentions, which are considered
throughout this report.

4.2.2 Transport Behaviour Motivations

Forum participants were recruited to ensure that a mix of transport modes was
represented so that the motivations for their behaviours could be explored.

The word cloud below illustrates p.dheticipant ¢

data was collected from their individual self-completion questionnaires and the larger
the word, the more frequently it was mentioned.

Pw(k -

#ayglg qomq ;J'L;,Sno 'mj

bmujale nmes
walking ;- ransp oﬁwOY
Chi ildren
Cose { Mkm

Convenience™ ™

bie w er Bty '»*rf‘r
T(m mvel
i maneeo\
At the fora, these responses were discussed within smaller groups, where the main
reasons for current transport behaviours were described as:

"r ro a
Ws

1 Convenience i the easy way
T Habi't and 6automaticd6 behaviour, particul
1 The quickest way
1 The most comfortable way
1 The cheapest way
1 The safest way
1 Alack of alternatives i whether perceived or actual, with responses varying
by mode choice;

o For public transport users these included a lack of car parks where
they need to go, the cost of parking, not having a license or not having
access to a car, the rising price of fuel; and

o Fordrivers, it included not having public transport services nearby, or
not being aware of them, as well as necessity (e.g. some people
simply need their car for work).

nl travel a |l ot in my car. The timing and
bad. Just going 5kms can take two hours and people are like sardines on the

trains, anadtnightidtsh antods svalifaet | 6ve heard any\
il live in the city and we didndédt have a

one a few years ago because | had some health issues and have to make
visits to the doctor, and we use the car when we have to carry shopping
home. 0 (Mel bourne)
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il drive because itodés what | 6ve al ways do
getting in the car and going. o0 (Adel aide)
il use the bus and occasiimevarlhdve.lconek e a t a
from the era when public transport was the norm. My mother never drove a

car either. o (Bendigo)

il drive because | go to uni and wor k and

time to catch public transport and | am travelling at odd hours when services

dondt r unogisticaltyw avguld belvery difficult to get the children on

and off public transport and | dondét want
unruly people on public transport 7 they could pick up all sorts of bad

|l anguage. 0 (Bendigo)

Al use al | bosesarsmotosbikeewnlking, jogging, cycling, the

tram. Sometimes | drive the car because i
my way to avoid the peak timesintraffici | 6 m a pretty aggressi v
| 6d go crazy i f | cspettMemboernieme in traf
AiTo take public transport would take so m
can spend at home with my children more t

These motivations reveal that people want to spend as little time as possible
travelling, and that they would prefer to do so comfortably. This desire outweighs
considerations of the lowest cost way. Necessity though, is a key factor for many who
do not have other alternatives.

When breaking down motivations further by main mode of transport, there is a

di fferent mix of reasons foDrpedomige ®netdbrsa o wm
very much about convenience and habit. While using public transport is also about

convenience for some, it is also about avoiding the stress, cost and time it would take

to drive the journey. For the few who cycle, this is very much for health reasons, but

also passion and speed over other modes. The modal reasons are considered further

below:

1 Reasons for using a car:
o Convenience, ease of use

Independence and flexibility; can go where you want when you want
Work 7 especially commercial drivers and mobile workers
When needing to carry shopping home
Transporting children 1 too risky and costly on public transport
Considered the quickest way, especially over long distances or across
town, or at unusual hours when public transport services do not run
Safety, especially at night in comparison with public transport
o Concerns about comfort and cleanliness of public transport, including

the risk of c at c hdrnms@gndgditihngesick passenger s
0 No other options

[l elNoNNe]

o

iMy car is comfortable and convenient ; |

1 Reasons for using public transport:
o Convenience, services available, d o e s n ortuchreforq ui r e
0 Quickest way
0 Cheapest way / cost of petrol
o To avoid traffic
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0 Less stressful than driving
o No parking / cost of parking
o Donét own a car [/ drive |/ have a |l icen

APublic transport | ets you see the worl d,

1 Reasons for cycling:
0 Health benefits T physical as well as mental
To reduce emissions and help the environment
To avoid the stress of having to drive in traffic congestion
To avoid public transport
It is quicker than other modes, including driving for some

(el elNeolNe]

il ride mainly for health reasquck]| and cy
average 38kms an hour, and | get there qu

4.2.3 Past Behaviour Change

Participants were asked whether they had changed their transport behaviours in the
past, and if so, in what way. Some had changed their behaviours, mainly due to a
change in life circumstances 1 e.g. moving home, having children, changing jobs.

Those who said they had increased their driving talked of doing so to transport their
children around, moving to a new location without public transport services, no longer
wanting to use public transport, and/or having health issues which necessitated
driving.

Those who had reduced their driving had mainly done so to save money, improve
their health (e.g. by cycling or walking instead), or to avoid the stress and even anger
associated with driving in traffic. To a lesser extent, a few said they were driving less
because alternative transport modes saved time (e.g. public transport or cycling in
areas that are heavily congested with traffic). A small minority had reduced their use
of the car to reduce their environmental impact.

il got a job closer to home and started u
was costing me a fortune and driving me mad; | was always in a bad mood
when | got defade) wor k. 0 (A

The impact of the Internet upon transport behaviours was explored, with a few
participants giving examples of how they had been able to shop around online rather
than driving from shop to shop, or occasionally work from home by using a Virtual
Private Network (VPN) connection.

AfiThe net streamlines my shopping and henc
il was | ooking for a fridge and found t ha
cheaper than getting it from the shops, and | worked out that | saved about

$100 in petrol from not driving around to
ilt means | can work from home one day a
done on those days because | have fewer d
can take the kids to school whereas | normallydon 6t have ti me to do
(Adelaide)
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4.2.4 Costs of Transport

One of the research objectives was to explore the perceived costs of transport, in
financial, social and environmental terms.

Within the deliberative fora many participants spoke of the rising price of fuel and its
impact upon their behaviours. Those on a very tight budget described having to be
careful with their travel decisions as a result. However the majority of participants did
not appear to have significantly changed their behaviours due to rising prices. This
suggests that prices may need to rise substantially before it directly leads to a large
number of people making more significant changes. Potential behaviour change due
to further price rises is considered further in section 5.5.

ifthe price of fuel has already affected my
Il &m a single mother and even a ten cent in
decision between food or fuel and | just h
AThe price thaist érsi ssetni,l Ibupretty | ow. Versus
(Perth)
ifSometi mes | might choose fuel instead of
but I wonbét forego my holiday. 6 (Adel ai de)
AnWe might grumble about the chavetogobsot we ha
you might just spend | ess on other things.
Al wondt change my dirti s ntgodeicmucrev @i & utel
To measure the impact of petrol prices at the national level, the online survey
respondents were asked their level of agreement with the statement, A The i ncr eas:i
price of petrol has put a str ai Thre@einfouny own 0|

(75%) agreed, and half (49%) agreed strongly, while just 8% disagreed (2%
strongly). This indicates that most Australians have been financially affected in some
way by the rising cost of fuel. Indeed, even half of those claiming to have a personal
income of $100,000 or more agreed with the statement (49%).

Impact of Petrol Prices

The increasing price of petrol has put a strain on

my own or my household's budget 16% 26%

®Don't Know ™ Strongly Disagree ™ Disagree Somewhat ™ Neither ™ Agree Somewhat ® Strongly Agree

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005)
Q15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the transport system
in your city or town?

The survey went on to explore the extent to which this had changed behaviours. Well

over half (58%) of those who agreed with the statement said in a later question that

they had actually changed their driving or travel behaviours as a result of a rise in

petrol prices. By comparison, among all respondents, almost half (48%) said they

had changed their driving or travel behaviours as a result of a rise in petrol prices,

while the same proportion said they hadnot
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say they have made sacrifices in other areas rather than change their transport
behaviours.

Changed Driving or Travel Behaviours
Due to Petrol Prices?

/

No, 48%

Donot

!! KnOW, 4%

Yes, 48%

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005)
Q16. Have you ever changed your driving or travel behaviours as a result of a rise in petrol prices?

In terms of demographics, residents of Queensland were most likely to report having
made changes to travel behaviour in response to rising petrol prices (55%), followed
by Tasmanians (53%) and then Victorians (51%). Females were more likely to have
changed than males (52% vs. 43%), as were those in the 35-44 year age group
(52%) and respondents born overseas (52% versus 46% of Australian born

respondents).
Changed Location
Driving /Travel -
Behaviours Metro ‘ Regional ‘ VIC NSW QLD TAS NT WA SA
Base (n=) | 1,005 613 392 202 201 200 50 50 127 125 50
Yes 48% 45% 52% 51% | 42% | 55% | 53% | 36% | 46% | 45% | 34%
No 48% 51% 44% 45% | 51% | 42% | 44% | 61% | 53% | 51% | 64%
Dondt Kin 4% 4% 4% 3% 7% 3% 3% 3% 2% 5% 2%

Changed Gender ‘ Age Group Country of Birth
Driving / Travel -~ Total — -
Behaviours 55+ Australia Overseas
Base (n=) 1,005 503 502 203 200 202 200 200 748 257
Yes 48% 43% 52% 48% 46% 51% 45% | 48% 46% 52%
No 48% 51% 46% 41% 47% 46% 51% | 51% 49% 46%
Dondt Kin 4% 6% 3% 12% 7% 2% 4% 1% 5% 3%

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents
Q16. Have you ever changed your driving or travel behaviours as a result of a rise in petrol prices?

The main change reported was simply driving their car less (78%). Almost half of
those who had changed had made efforts to shop more locally (45%), and around a
third had changed the way that they drive T e.g. driving more smoothly (35%). More
than one in four reported using public transport more (27%) and/or cycling or walking
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instead of driving (26%). A fairly substantial 19% of those who had changed their
behaviours reported having bought a smaller or more economical vehicle. When
extrapolated to the total population, this represents 9% of all respondents nationally
saying that they had bought a smaller / more economical vehicle.

One in ten or fewer reported reducing the number of cars in their household (10%),
carpooling (10%), working from home (8%), converting to LPG (6%), or some other
change (3%).

Changes Made as a Result of a Rise in Petrol Prices

Drove my car less | 8%
Shopped more locally | /5%

Changed the way | drive e.g. more smoothly 35%

Used public transport more

Cycled or walked more instead of driving
Bought a smaller or more economical vehicle
Reduced the number of cars in the household
Car pooled

Worked from home (even if occasionally)
Converted my car to LPG

Something Else

Source: National survey. Base: Respondents who changed their driving or travel behaviours as a result
of a rise in petrol prices (n=472)
Q17. What changes did you make as a result of rising petrol prices? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE]

4.2.5 Other Effects of Transport Behaviours

Knowledge and perceptions of the effects of transport behaviours on themselves,
other people, the economy and the environment were explored in the qualitative
research. This was a question area that participants had some trouble responding to
because it was not something that they had necessarily considered before.

The positive effects or benefits were generally linked very much to their motivations
for their choice of transport mode i saving time, saving money, convenience, comfort
and so forth. Different effects were mentioned for driving compared with using public
transport and other modes (e.g. cycling), as outlined below i each in broad
descending order of mentions.

short
! catcr ,easer dv:\.{
szomes COST saves™ ™ F 18 e e cesens

e H S DOSSDIE use healthQ Kavailabilitg
 Positive effects of using a convenientesze: thoice 1o

== CONVeNnience efrectveparking Lr AN e
. flexible uicl good fltneSS
car (see word cloud): mszzzfnzzwalk S%S%V'”g _transpo rtq ,,;,‘i‘sdrlvmg money

Commwe = DI ©E0C e
Saves WaKk Bicycle l

want when | want . I °°”ges“°“DUb|lC QUL

o Convenience, t ”‘“ TTior Car”a’“ posit .Vé"i%"a%‘é‘fe
ibili av rKEaseaCCESS distances
flexibility I (E €aSYRyays WO Ko i hises e

| C Yalway
0 Saves time city© X eI CISE e comortemissions ez

deiays reiiable “ability withour Cal'S fuel e 8T e
Health b

pieasure
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o Comfort

1 Positive effects of using public transport:
o No/low stress
Get some exercise
Lower cost than driving and parking
Helps reduce congestion on roads
D o nhave to worry about parking
Can use the time productively i e.g. to read / work / study / socialise
Better for the environment

OO O0OO0OO0Oo

1 Positive effects of cycling:

o0 Exercise / health benefits
Avoid traffic congestion and associated stress
In some situations quicker than other modes
Low costi no fuel or tickets required
Good for the environment i no emissions

O o0oOo0o

The negative effects (see word cloud) were most commonly thought to be linked to
the car and its impact on the environment. Despite this, participants struggled to
articulate the specific ways in which driving affects the environment, other than a very
basi c A pandniost tlid notragpear to consider the environment in relation to
transport. Many also felt that driving in particular contributes to traffic levels and
congestion. Some commented on the cost impost associated with their choices.

..... stuck mu blg
eV lf onmentw
road
limited od
effects CXCI‘CISC I’ ln
1mpact s utlon pa annoymg g rtable people
gt roads | always congest1on
also L\ pensive = ght & e COSt .......
onsumption espemally _ trav ell \g f' T e%"f‘fsms
costs ra lc
“one t];&)ﬂlsport late e lot travel i IC\\ ork “rGha
s Dr1v1ng ﬁtg e?eé 1 available fuel ™
Sometlmes JedE
stations tra,l «Using *

dlfﬁcult pUbllc bad

risk

school

take

AThe only time | ever think about the envir
with fumes. o (Mel bourne)

il never hlkei ekvaboonment . |l candét afford to.
to say | just do,msidgte motlerwith adjoufigMigldyb o ur ne
AThereds a health and fitness boom, and peo

environment too. o0 (Melbourne)

The negative effects also differed between driving and public transport, with a
broader range of effects mentioned for driving than for public transport. Notable
effects distinct to driving were reduced physical activity, stress that is mainly
associated with congestion and bad drivers, and environmental impacts.

AWebre more careful using the car because o0
more convenient to use the car. o (Perth)
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The negative effects of public transport were largely centred on it being unreliable i
reducing their sense of control over punctuality and causing them to be late, as well
as safety issues and concerns, particularly at night and in some (lower
socioeconomic) areas.

Al 6m not keen on public tr anasnmgbtrandl 1 t 0
have a disability so ités harder. It
doesnét come at all, or itbés really 1 a
wait so you miss it.o (Brisbane)

4.3 Knowledge of the Transport System and Government Responsibilities

Part of wunderstanding perceptions and experi

knowledge of the transport system. This was primarily undertaken within the
deliberative fora sessions.

4.3.1 The Transport System and Related Terminology

One of the topics explored quite early within the deliberative forawas parti ci pant s

understanding of what the transport system encompasses and what a range of
related terms mean to them.

When referring to Ot he tdri adgestgalythtink abgusthee mé, p a
whole system; the firstt hi ng t hat tended to come to mind
although they quite easily understood that it includes roads and how the various

forms of transport all work together. Quite a few also went on to identify bicycle

paths, pedestrian paths, taxis and even airports / air travel as being part of the

transport system.

It should be noted that the facilitators took care to ensure participants thought about

the whole system as much as possible throughout the sessions, as some participants

tended to automatically think about O&épublic

when asked about o6the transport systemb.

The level of understanding of the related terminology was reasonably consistent
across groups. The most common meanings of these terms are as follows, loosely
ordered from most to least well understood:

9 Access i thought to relate to availability of services, as well as the ability of
people to use the services that are available when and how they need to,
without any obstructions; some thought about congestion and access to
parking. A small number thought about access to transport for people with a
disability.

1 Mohbility 7 this made participants think of how people get around (i.e. different
modes), and being able to do so easily, especially those with disabilities and
special needs such as the elderly and the pregnant.

1 Liveability T a nice place to live that is easy to get around, somewhere you
want to be, somewhere that provides a good quality of life, is healthy, safe
and stress free. For many participants this was an overarching term that
included the other terms discussed (access, mobility, sustainability), although
it was not in itself a particularly familiar term to people.
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9 Sustainability i something that is effective, lasts and can continue to be
used, doesndt avdestioyethe ereviiomemt. @ asvery limited
extent, sustainability was also recognised as meeting the needs of people.
Participants generally felt quite unsure about what sustainability means,
especially in relation to transport.

These findings were taken into consideration when designing the national
guantitative survey, and should be considered when developing transport related
communications aimed at the public, in order to maximise comprehension.

4.3.2 Government Responsibilities and Plans

Forum patrticipants were asked to outline their knowledge of what the different levels
of government are responsible for in relation to the transport system. Their broad
assumptions are summarised below.

71 Local government / councils: Public transport, footpaths, bicycle paths,
local roads, maintenance and repairs

i State government: Public transport, main roads, building new roads

1 Federal government: Air services, funding, national highways, road rules

Few participants had previously given much thought to the question of the division of

government responsibility in relation to transport. Instead, many tend to thinko f 6t h e
government &6 as a general entngtrgnsporthat i s r esp
management, development and issues.

However, many participants across Australia commented that the responsibility
appears to be passed between the different levels of government (especially local
and state) when there is a problem, resulting in inaction or ineffective action.

't becomes an i ssue wh eonewardisdagoaouptoa pr obl
the problem. o0 (Brisbane)

ot

AfnThe federal government should coife in an
them. Therebds a s tbeenandericomstrictionfarmmda t hat 6
years. The people down in Brisbane need to look at the local conditions and

draw on local knowledgei i t 6s di fferent up here. o (Cai

Some participants added that they would like to be able to know which level of
government to go to if they do have a problem, suggesting that there may be a role
for a centralised transport information hub.

AThey telll you to go to someone else if vy
who to go to. For exampl enabusfstoptwheis e s an
responsibleit he police, the council, or someone

A~

Participantsd awareness of government transp
Typically a few mentioned one or two plans related to road or rail developments, but
most admitted that they didnét really know.
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Those in Brisbane appeared to be the exception, with most participants able to
describe a range of actions and plans for the transport system. This is possibly a
reflection of the high visibility of transport works currently underway in Brisbane. To a
lesser extent Adelaide residents appeared reasonably well informed about transport
plans, citing specific roads that were being targeted for improvements and upgrades.

Community consultation on transport planning is addressed later in the report under
section 5.10, The Role of Government.

4.4 Perceptions of the System

4.4.1 Overall Rating of the Passenger Transport System

As a measure of satisfaction, research participants were asked to think about the
whole transport system in their town or city, including all types of public transport and
other options such as roads and driving, footpaths, bicycle paths etc, and to rate the
system for helping them to get around when and where they want.

In the fora, none of the participants rated their transport system as 10 out of 10,
although some in Adelaide, Bendigo and Perth came close, offering a 9 out of 10.
The average rating overall was 5.8 out of 10. Ratings varied somewhat by location,
with the lowest ratings recorded in Cairns (4.9), Melbourne (5.1) and Sydney (5.2),
and the highest in Perth (7.1).

Within the national online survey, the average rating was 4.9 out of 10, with 39% of
respondents rating the transport system as just 4 or lower.

Overall Rating of the Transport System

Average 18%
Rating
4.9

15%

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Very Poor Excellent

Rating out of 10

Source: National survey. Base: All respondents (n=1,005).

Q6. Thinking now about the whole transport system in your town or city, including all types of public

transport and other options such as r daewwouldyoudatedr i vi ng,
the overall transport system in terms of helping you to get around when and where you want?

When asked about their reasons for rating the transport system that way, 29% of
those who gave a rating of 4 or less (17% of the total sample) said it was due to a
lack of public transport or public transport options in general. A further 23% (14%
total sample) specifically mentioned a lack of buses or limited or infrequent buses.

AiThe public transport system is abysmal
there are rarely buses that interact with the trains. The trains stop at the
time that people like me would actually use them (i.e. coming home from a
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night out) and then even if | do use a train, there's no way to get home from
the train soninesuvey) 06 ( Pert h

fi Teke is not much option for public transport except the Vline train which
runs at odd times. You really need a car
(Melbourne, online survey)

AfiCanberra has very Ilittle in the way of p
very infrequent - | can drive to work in 15 minutes, or catch a 7.30am bus

that takes around 20 minutes. The bus only departs once each morning,

and again a single bus returns, leaving the city at exactly 5pm. In addition

to this single route, there are half-hourly (peak) / less-than-hourly (off-peak)

buses that will reach the same destination with a transfer at a dingy

terminal, taking a total of almost an hour to complete the trip. It's just not

convenient or flexible. There are also certain areas that don't even have a

bus serviceonnesu@eynberr a

Reasons for a Low Rating (Score 0-4)

Lack of public transport/public transport options 29%
Lack of buses/limited buses/infrequent buses

Poor condition of roads/roads not maintained

Lack of rail network/not enough trains

Congestion on roads

Not enough emphasis on regional areas, neglected
Public transport too far from where | live

Unreliable public transport, late, cancelled services
Lack of footpaths/poor condition of footpaths

No direct services / have to change lines / modes
Public transport takes too long

Public transport overpriced/expensive

Lack of bike lanes

Unreliable trains, not on time, cancelled services
Overcrowded trains

Lack of infrastructure/infrastructure needs upgrading
Concerns re safety on public transport

Lack of interconnecting services

Lack of forward planning

Buses not on time/unreliable

Overcrowded public transport (general)

Source: National survey. Base: Respondents who gave a rating between 0 and 4 (out of 10) of the
transport system in their area (n=398)

Q7. What made you rate the transport system that way? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE]

Responses less than 3% not shown

Other areas of concern were the poor condition of roads (mentioned by 9% of all
respondents), and congestion on the roads (8%). Many participants in regional
Queensland in particular also expressed a sense of dismay that they do not receive
the same level of attention as those of south east Queensland or Brisbane.
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AfRoads are al/l breaking up, traffic too b
available, have to drive over 10kms to get to nearest public transpor t . 0
(Brisbane, online survey)

iRoads arieve aretherbéebchpital, we have constant traffic from

mines and our roads are terribly unsafe, but this is central Queensland not

south east Queensland, so money dthesndt g
politicians don'"t |ive here and we are no
QLD, online survey)

AFor what it would cost to build a new tu
our transport problems here in Cairns, but they look after themselvesfi r st . 0
(Cairns)
Reasons for Overall Rating (All Respondents)
Lack of public transport/public transport options ] 17%
Lack of buses/limited buses/infrequent buses ] 14%
Poor condition of roads/roads not maintained ] 9%
Congestion on roads ] 8%
Frequent bus service in the area/good bus service = 7%
Lack of rail network/not enough trains ] 7%
Room for improvement ] 6%
Happy/no problems = 6%
Not enough emphasis on regional areas,é_ 6%
Unreliable PT, not on time, cancelled services ] 5%
Public transport too far from where | live ] 4%
No direct services/have to change lines/modes ] 4%
Lack of footpaths/poor condition of footpaths ] 4%
Unreliable trains,not on time,cancelled services ] 4%
Good rail network = 4%
Overcrowded trains | 4%
Public transport takes too long ] 4%
Lack of bike lanes | 4%
Public transport overpriced/expensive ] 3%
Don't know/my opinion ] 3%
| can get to where | need to ] 3%
Public transport usually on time 3%
We have a reasonable range of transport options 3%
Roads are good/in good condition 3%
Buses not on time/unreliable 3%

Source: National survey. Base: All Respondents (n=1,005)
Q7. What made you rate the transport system that way? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE]
Responses less than 3% not shown

The national survey also included a series of attitudinal questions of which two

related to the transport system in general. The strongest sentiment was in response

to the statement i | never experience any di f,withcul ti es
24% of respondents strongly disagreeing and 28% somewhat disagreeing with this

(net 51%). This is reflected in some of the comments made throughout the online

survey.
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