
 

 
 

Notice of meeting of  
 

Traffic Congestion Ad-Hoc Scrutiny Committee 
 
To: Councillors Merrett (Chair), Holvey, Hudson (Vice-Chair), 

Orrell, Pierce, Simpson-Laing, Vassie, Mr M Smith (Co-
opted Non-Statutory Member) and Mr M Page (Co-opted 
Non-Statutory Member) 
 

Date: Tuesday, 18 May 2010 
 

Time: 5.00 pm 
 

Venue: The Guildhall, York 
 

 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

 
 

1. Declarations of Interest   
 

At this point Members are asked to declare any personal or 
prejudicial interests they may have in the business on this agenda. 
 

2. Minutes  (Pages 3 - 8) 
 

To approve and sign the minutes of the last meeting of the 
Committee held on 12 October 2009. 
 

3. Public Participation   
 

At this point in the meeting members of the public who have 
registered their wish to speak regarding an item on the agenda or 
an issue within the committee’s remit can do so. Anyone who 
wishes to register or requires further information is requested to 
contact the Democracy Officer on the contact details listed at the 
foot of this agenda. The deadline for registering is Monday 17 May 
2010 at 5.00pm. 
 
 



 
4. Traffic Congestion Ad-hoc Scrutiny Review - Residents Survey 

Results  (Pages 9 - 114) 
 

This report presents the findings from the recently completed 
residents survey together with feedback from individual residents 
on the quality of the survey and their views on the findings from the 
scrutiny review.  Members are asked to consider the information 
provided and agree any further recommendations resulting from the 
review in light of the survey responses. 

 
5. Any other business which the Chair considers urgent under 

the Local Government Act 1972   
 

Democracy Officer: 
 
Name: Jill Pickering 
Contact Details: 

• Telephone – (01904) 552061 
• E-mail – jill.pickering@york.gov.uk 
 
 
 

For more information about any of the following please contact the 
Democracy Officer responsible for servicing this meeting: 
 

• Registering to speak 
• Business of the meeting 
• Any special arrangements 
• Copies of reports 

 
Contact details are set out above.  

 
 



About City of York Council Meetings 
 

Would you like to speak at this meeting? 
If you would, you will need to: 

• register by contacting the Democracy Officer (whose name and contact 
details can be found on the agenda for the meeting) no later than 5.00 
pm on the last working day before the meeting; 

• ensure that what you want to say speak relates to an item of business on 
the agenda or an issue which the committee has power to consider (speak 
to the Democracy Officer for advice on this); 

• find out about the rules for public speaking from the Democracy Officer. 
A leaflet on public participation is available on the Council’s website or 
from Democratic Services by telephoning York (01904) 551088 
 
Further information about what’s being discussed at this meeting 
All the reports which Members will be considering are available for viewing 
online on the Council’s website.  Alternatively, copies of individual reports or the 
full agenda are available from Democratic Services.  Contact the Democracy 
Officer whose name and contact details are given on the agenda for the 
meeting. Please note a small charge may be made for full copies of the 
agenda requested to cover administration costs. 
 
Access Arrangements 
We will make every effort to make the meeting accessible to you.  The meeting 
will usually be held in a wheelchair accessible venue with an induction hearing 
loop.  We can provide the agenda or reports in large print, electronically 
(computer disk or by email), in Braille or on audio tape.  Some formats will take 
longer than others so please give as much notice as possible (at least 48 hours 
for Braille or audio tape).   
 
If you have any further access requirements such as parking close-by or a sign 
language interpreter then please let us know.  Contact the Democracy Officer 
whose name and contact details are given on the order of business for the 
meeting. 
 
Every effort will also be made to make information available in another 
language, either by providing translated information or an interpreter providing 
sufficient advance notice is given.  Telephone York (01904) 551550 for this 
service. 
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Holding the Executive to Account 
The majority of councillors are not appointed to the Executive (40 out of 47).  
Any 3 non-Executive councillors can ‘call-in’ an item of business from a 
published Executive (or Executive Member Decision Session) agenda. The 
Executive will still discuss the ‘called in’ business on the published date and will 
set out its views for consideration by a specially convened Scrutiny 
Management Committee (SMC).  That SMC meeting will then make its 
recommendations to the next scheduled Executive meeting in the following 
week, where a final decision on the ‘called-in’ business will be made.  
 
Scrutiny Committees 
The purpose of all scrutiny and ad-hoc scrutiny committees appointed by the 
Council is to:  

• Monitor the performance and effectiveness of services; 
• Review existing policies and assist in the development of new ones, as 

necessary; and 
• Monitor best value continuous service improvement plans 

 
Who Gets Agenda and Reports for our Meetings?  

• Councillors get copies of all agenda and reports for the committees to 
which they are appointed by the Council; 

• Relevant Council Officers get copies of relevant agenda and reports for 
the committees which they report to;  

• Public libraries get copies of all public agenda/reports.  
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Traffic Congestion Ad-hoc Scrutiny Committee 18 May 2010 
 
Report of the Head of Civic, Legal & Democratic Services 
 

Residents Survey Results 

Summary 

1. This report presents the findings from the recently completed residents survey 
together with feedback from individual residents on the quality of the survey and 
their views on the findings from the scrutiny review.  Members are asked to 
consider the information provided and agree any further recommendations 
resulting from the review in light of the survey responses. 

 Background 

2. In coming to a decision to review this topic, the Committee recognised certain 
key objectives and the following remit was agreed: 

Aim 

3. To identify ways including Local Transport Plans 1 & 2  (LTP1 & LTP2) and 
other evidence, of reducing present levels of traffic congestion in York, and 
ways of minimising the impact of the forecast traffic increase. 
 
Objectives 

Having regard to the impact of traffic congestion (based on external evidence 
and those measures already implemented in LTP1 or proposed in LTP2), 
recommend and prioritise specific improvements to:  
 
i. Accessibility to services, employment, education and health 
ii. Air Quality, in particular looking at the five hotspots identified in the LTP2 
iii. CO² Emissions 
iv. Alternative environmentally viable and financially practical methods of 

transport 
v. Journey times and reliability of public transport 
vi. Economic Performance 
vii. Quality of Life 
viii Road Safety    

Consultation  

4. As part of the review the following organisations and individuals were consulted: 
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• Assistant Director of City Development & Transport 
• Environmental Protection Manager 
• Principal Transport Planner 
• Representatives from the local bus service providers 
• Chair of the Quality Bus Partnership 

 
5. In addition, reference was made to national Government policy documents and 

the Council’s mid-term reports on LTP2, and a number of consultation events 
were also held:  
 
• ‘Road User Charging’ (presented by Capita Symonds)  
• ‘Broad Strategic Options Available to York’ Report (presented by the   

Assistant  Director of City Development & Transport)  
• ‘Quality of Life’ (presented by Professor John Whitelegg)  
 
Summary of Recommendations Arising from the Review to date     
 

6. The Committee’s recommendations relating to their investigative work on the 
objectives of this review, were presented to the Executive on 3 April 2010, (see 
recommendations to date shown at Annex A).  The Executive agreed to all the 
recommendations being taken into consideration as part of the LTP3 process,  
but this decision was subsequently called-in and referred back to the Executive 
by Scrutiny Management Committee, as Members felt the Executive should 
indicate whether it wished to approve, reject or amend the recommendations.  
The Executive reconsidered the final report on 5 May 2010, and approved a 
number of the recommendations.  Some were rejected and others they agreed 
to feed into LTP3.  

  
 Information Gathered & Analysis 
 
7. The recommendations presented to the Executive in April 2010 did not include 

any recommendations arising from the city wide consultation survey undertaken 
to gather residents views.  An analysis of the survey findings are shown at 
Annex B, and Annex C (to follow) shows a number of sub-postal area maps, 
associated with the findings related to question 7 -ranking options, and question 
8 – alternative options.  Finally, residents comments and feedback on the 
survey are shown at Annex D.  

 
8. Changes to Government Funding 

The final report presented to the Executive in April 2010, highlighted the 
Transport Innovation Fund as being a suitable funding mechanism for the more 
radical solutions identified.  This funding mechanism is no longer available and 
is due to be replaced by an Urban Challenge Fund (UCF).  The Department for 
Transport (DfT) issued a discussion paper on the UCF on 03 March 2010 
inviting comments thereon to be returned by 04 June 2010.  Whatever format 
and criteria for the UCF is eventually established, there is huge uncertainty in 
the future availability of government funding with, at the most optimistic level, 
20-25% cuts in funding expected. 
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9. The discussion paper referred to above, can be viewed at:  
<http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/localauthorities/funding/fundingstreams/urba
nchallengefund/discussion/> 
 
Options  

10. Having considered the information contained within this report and its annexes, 
Members may chose to identify and agree additional recommendations relating 
specifically to the testing of the scenarios, in order that these may be presented 
to a further meeting of the Executive for approval. 

Corporate Strategy  

11. This review related to a number of the corporate priorities contained within the 
Council Corporate Strategy i.e. the recommendations if approved, will support 
the council’s aim of making the city a healthier, more sustainable and thriving 
city, where residents have improved access to education, employment and 
health services. 

 Implications 

12. Financial – The financial implications associated with implementing the 
suggested long term transport strategy are outlined in the final report that went 
to the Executive in April 2010.  However in order to pursue these funding 
streams the scenarios will need to be tested rigorously to confirm the validity of 
the suggested strategy, which would require Council funding. At this stage it is 
unclear exactly how much funding would be required and these financial 
implications would need to be addressed in more detail in any future reports 
commissioned by the Executive resulting from those recommendations arising 
from this scrutiny review that they have approved.  

13. Legal – As Local Highway Authority, Local Planning Authority, Local 
Environmental Health Authority and Road Traffic Authority, the Council has a 
wide range of functions it is able to discharge and powers it can exercise in 
dealing with congestion. In so acting it must adhere both to its own necessary 
authorisation procedures and all formal statutory requirements. 

 
14. There are no known HR, Equalities, Property, Crime & Disorder, or other 

implications associated with the recommendations within this report.  However, 
there are likely to be some HR implications associated with any additional 
recommendations around the testing of the preferred scenarios, which will be 
made once the survey results have been analysed. 

Risk Management 
 

15. There are risks to the Council associated with not adhering to all the legislation 
associated with the statutory functions listed within the legal implications 
paragraph above.  There is also a potential risk to the Council’s reputation if it 
fails to implement the necessary measures to address the expected increase in 
congestion levels 
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 Recommendations 

16. Members are asked to:  

i) note the findings from the residents survey 

ii) agree any further recommendations arising from this review, relating 
specifically to the testing of the scenarios outlined in the survey  

iii) agree to the recommendations identified at this meeting being 
added to the final report, and delegate the signing off of the 
completed final report to the Chair of this Committee.  

Reason: To inform the Executive of the full outcome of the Traffic 
Congestion Ad Hoc Scrutiny Review. 

 Contact Details 

 
Author: 

 
Chief Officer Responsible for the report: 

Melanie Carr 
Scrutiny Officer 
Scrutiny Services 
Tel: 01904 552063 

Dawn Steel 
Democratic Services Manager 
Tel: 01904 551030 
 

Report Approved ü Date 7 May 2010 
Specialist Implications Officer(s)   
 

Wards Affected:   All ü
 
For further information please contact the author of the report 
 
Annexes 
Annex A    –  Table of recommendations made to date 
Annex B   –   Analysis of survey results 
Annex C 1-3   –  Maps associated with survey results for questions 7 & 8  
Annex D   –  Residents comments & feedback on the survey 
 
 
Background Papers: 
 
The Final Report and its associated annexes dated February 2010, and the 
Executive Cover Report dated 13 April 2010 can be viewed online at: 
http.democracy.york.gov.uk/ecCatDisplay.aspx?sch=doc&cat=12962&path=12836 
 
The background papers to the final report can be viewed online at:   
http.democracy.york.gov.uk/ecCatDisplay.aspx?sch=doc&cat=12964&path=12836 
      
Hard copies of the background papers listed above, can also be obtained by 
contacting the report author.   
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Annex A 

Traffic Congestion Ad-hoc Scrutiny Review 
 

Recommendations Arising From the Review To Date 
 

Recommendations to be implemented in the short term i.e. included as part of 
the preparatory and ongoing work for LTP3 
i. Strengthen the place of transport policy in future versions of York’s Sustainable 

Community Strategy to recognise its importance in the life of the city and the 
importance of tackling congestion to its’ residents 

 

ii. Commission a detailed study involving stakeholders, of a future long term 
Transport Strategy to 2025 and beyond based around the scenarios emerging 
from the consultation.  

 

iii. Adopt an on-going public engagement strategy in terms of the future transport 
strategy and solutions for the City  

 

iv. Adopt the transport hierarchy detailed in paragraph 19 of the Final Report 
 

v. Fund the development of a comprehensive ‘Smart Choice’ package including 
personalised journey planning to maximise modal shift together with a re-
invigoration of ‘Travel Plans’, ensuring they are implemented, monitored and 
periodically updated 

 

vi. Re-acknowledge the role of city centre car park availability and fee levels 
relative to bus fares in influencing modal choice, whilst taking account of the 
short term economic situation and recognising the importance of both 
imperatives. Remove car park charges from the budget process entirely and 
set them as part of a longer term policy approach to both transport and the city 
centre economy  

 

vii.   Ensure the current local development control policies on limiting city centre car 
parks are enforced and further tightened up within the new Local Development 
Framework  

 

viii.  Seek an agreed traffic enforcement strategy with North Yorkshire Police for the 
York area and establish an on-going delivery partnership arrangement to 
address issues including: 
• bus priorities 
• road safety 
• on-street parking 
• school no parking zones 
• considerate road user campaigns across all modes 

 

ix.     Make representations to Government in relation to the roll out powers to non 
London authorities on enforcement issues possibly through the Sustainable 
Communities Act 

 

x.     Undertake an early comprehensive review of the current bus network in terms 
of appropriate changes to match changing development patterns and gaps etc, 
since the 2002 review 
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xi.   Undertake an urgent review of the Council’s bus strategy, taking into account the 
new powers in the recent transport act, so as to move towards a bus network 
that is completely integrated from the bus users point of view, including 
integrated ticketing and day round services, to include: 
• Examining how the current stagnation in overall bus usage, decline in non-

concessionary usage, and in the conventional bus network can be 
reversed 

• Ensuring positive promotion of bus network and bus usage including 
passenger information 

• Improving the quality of interchange points between public transport modes 
and between routes with designated interchange stops, and co-ordinate 
bus timings 

• Prioritising the provision of timetable displays and bus shelters at all bus 
stops 

• Requesting that local bus companies continue to revise bus timetables to 
provide more accurate and credible timings, and work to them 

• Improving access to York District Hospital from all parts of the city, which 
may involve route revisions and through ticketing.  Demand for parking at 
and around the Hospital as well as improved access can be achieved by 
ensuring the extension of Park & Ride services to include the Hospital 

xii.  Introduce a Bus Champion for the City to support City Strategy and bus 
operators in re-invigorating the Quality Bus Partnership, and use them to:  
• Examine and implement ways of improving bus boarding times, whilst 

avoiding penalising occasional and less well off bus users 
• Identify underused bus services and undertake those measures that would 

most effectively stop the current decline in bus usage i.e. ticketing and 
marketing measures for all services, holding down bus fare levels, 
increased non-concessionary bus priorities, influencing public attitudes 
and tackling outstanding issues from the 2001 Steer Davies review 

• Review the operation and delivery of the BLISS real time bus information 
display system and agree a comprehensive programme for its early roll out 
across the whole network, with local bus operators 

• Review loading and parking restrictions and their enforcement on bus routes 
with bus operators and the Police 

• Work with partners in the wider York area 
 

xiii.   Drive through early implementation of full DDA compliance for all Council 
vehicles used by Social Services and council procured bus services, and CCTV 
in taxis and private hire vehicles 

 

xiv.  Ensure better pedestrian priority at traffic signals and in road & junction layouts 
to simplify and speed up pedestrian crossing times whilst minimising the knock 
on consequences 

 

xv.   Tackle road safety issues and help to make roads more attractive to green 
modes by undertaking ‘Considerate Road User’ campaigns 

 

xvi.   Reinvigorate cycling in York using the ‘Cycling City’ initiative and funding by: 
• tackling key gaps in the network and difficult locations i.e. 

bridges, key radials and junctions, as identified by the 
2003/4 cycling scrutiny review but as yet not implemented 
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• improving planning processes to ensure adequate 
consideration is given in new designs to cycling  

• relaunching Cycling Forum to give stakeholders the 
opportunity to shape future cycling policies and proposals, 
and to encourage partnership work 

 

xvii.  The Cycling Champion for York to: 
• ensure cycling measures are focused around what will make a difference 
• promote considerate road user behaviour by cyclists 
• engage the business community to encourage the provision of cycling 

facilities for both employees and visitors/customers 
 

xviii. Undertake an urgent review of the Air Quality Management Plan with a view to 
taking more radical action to eliminate the health risks associated with York’s 
NO2 hotspots, by the EU deadline of 2010.  This should include: 
• examining the progression of low emission zones 
• queue relocations using ITS/UTMC 
• further tightening of the Euro-emission vehicle requirements on the Council’s 

own and its partner’s vehicle fleets, tendered transport services and 
licensed vehicle services, given that buses account for 42% of road traffic 
emissions  

• promoting electric vehicles and the servicing infrastructure to support their 
roll out 

• consideration of a new city centre servicing plan, particular where traffic 
flows are frequently interrupted, and the introduction a local freight 
transhipment centre 

• working with the PCT to increase understanding of the associated health 
issues 

 

xix.   Undertake short term project to measure the levels of most harmful PM2.5 
carcinogen carrying particles, to understand if there is a problem in York 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations in strategic response to tackling congestion from LTP3 
onwards 
The Council and Local Strategic Partnership to adopt and work consistently towards 
the implementation of the following long-term vision for transport in the City, 
(complementing the city’s Sustainable Community Strategy, and giving a clear 
direction to what the city’s transport will look like in the future): 
 

‘A city which has transformed itself in traffic terms and reasserted its human scale 
and environmental credentials, through its residents being able and positively 
choosing to travel less by car and more by foot, bicycle and public transport with little 
delay, so as to be individually healthier and collectively to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and improve local air quality, noise levels and quality of life, and where 
business, leisure and other activity is thriving because of good affordable quality and 
easy access by a choice of travel modes’ 
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Given the key importance of public transport within the above, the following 
subsidiary vision for public transport to be adopted, ensuring the Council and its 
partners work consistently towards its implementation: 
 

‘By 2026 York is benefiting from one of the best and most popular local bus services 
in the country outside London, offering a seamless passenger experience, with a 
single competitively priced ticketing system, high frequency daytime services to all 
key destinations in the city, recognised interchange points with well timetabled 
connections where bus transfer is required, non carbon fuelled fully disabled 
accessible vehicles, friendly and welcoming staff who drive considerately of 
passengers and other road users, good bus stop facilities and reliable interactive 
timetable information.’ 
 

In regard to buses, the Council to ensure further comprehensive 5-yearly reviews of 
the bus network are carried out to optimise the network and service frequency, 
taking into account new housing and other developments 
 
 

In regard to freight, the Council to: 
 

• Continue to keep the issue of providing a freight transhipment centre for 
the City under review if a suitable site and funding mechanisms come 
forward 

• Lobby government (national and EU) to improve standards for HGV 
engine efficiency and emissions 

• Ensure council and partners vehicle fleets, and tendered delivery vehicles 
move rapidly towards the most up to date emission and efficiency 
standards 
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  Background to the 2010 Congestion ConsultationBackground to the 2010 Congestion Consultation  

This city-wide survey was included as an insert in Your City February 2010 with a parallel 
online version of the survey available on the CYC website. The closing date was 26th March 
2010.  
 
The A4, colour survey included information on the extent of the problem of traffic congestion 
in York, a map highlighting levels of congestion across the City and a detailed breakdown of 
each of the proposed solutions.  
 
The survey booklet included an integral fold-and-flap style return FREEPOST envelope. 
  
90,000 surveys were distributed. A total of 7292 completed surveys were returned - a 
response rate of 8%.  
 
A majority of 6967 completed the survey by post and 325 completed it online.  
 
Data-processing was carried out by an independent research agency. The report was written 
by the market research team, Performance and Improvement.   
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  Statistical reliability explainedStatistical reliability explained  

Based on statistical rules, the overall results from this consultation are accurate to within  
+/- 1.1% at the 95% confidence level.  
 
This means that if the exact same survey was carried out 100 times, 95 out of 100 times the 
overall results (those with a base of all respondents) would not be more or less than 1.1% 
from the figures in this report.  
 
This level is superior to the accepted industry standard of +/- 5%.  
 
The statistical accuracy of results at sub-level will vary. As a guide, a base size of 100 will have The statistical accuracy of results at sub-level will vary. As a guide, a base size of 100 will have 
an accuracy level of +/- 9.8% at the 95% confidence level, 500 at +/- 4.4% and 1000 at +/- 
3.1%.  
 
This report shows the figures for respondents who gave a definite response to each question 
so base sizes will vary where questions have not been completed.   
 
Where responses do not add up to 100%, this is due to multiple coding (respondents could 
choose more than one option) or computer rounding. 
 
All reported differences are statistically significant.  
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Key FindingsKey Findings  

• Overall, the greatest proportion of respondents said the majority of their journey to work is made 
by car 

• Dropping children off on the way to work is overwhelming the most likely reason for respondents 
saying they travel by car for school/nursery journeys  

• Car is the most likely form of transport used by residents to travel into and around York 

• When looking at just those who said they do not currently use buses to travel into and around 
York, the top three specific reasons are cost, frequency of service and reliability 

• When looking at just those who said they do not currently use a bike to travel into and • When looking at just those who said they do not currently use a bike to travel into and 
around York, the top three specific reasons are not owning a bike, safety concerns and 
health problems/age 

• When looking at just those who said they do not currently travel on foot to travel into and 
around York, the top three specific reasons are feeling it’s too far to walk, it takes too long to 
walk and having to carry equipment/heavy bags 

• Option C – restricting congestion without charging – was most likely to chosen as 
respondents’ first choice measure to tackle congestion in the city (39%) 

• Respondents were asked to tick their top five preferences from a list of ten alternative 
measures in the event that the council is not given the funding to implement the suggested 
scenarios completely. Improving local bus services to meet residents’ needs was the most 
frequently chosen option, followed by establishing a freight depot to reduce the size and 
number of delivery vehicles coming into the city.  
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Consultation demographics Consultation demographics --  areaarea  

Response rates by area varied:  
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Consultation demographics Consultation demographics --  areaarea  

The tables below show a further breakdown of responses by area. The percentages 
shown are based out of the ten York city area postcodes (so excluding all out of York 
city and blank postcode responses). A map follows this slide. 
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Consultation demographics Consultation demographics --  areaarea  

The adjacent map shows the density of 
responses from each postcode sector 
area.  

Darker areas represent a greater 
number of responses (see legend for % 
response band).  
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Consultation demographicsConsultation demographics  

There are enough responses from both 
males and females to the survey to be 
able to analyse results robustly for gender 
differences.  
 
York 2006 population estimate:  
Male – 49% 
Female – 51% 
 

The largest proportion of responses were 
from those over 55 years old (55%). 
Although only around one in ten (12%) 
responses were from the 18 to 34 age 
group, there are enough of these 
residents to run sub-analysis at a robust 
level.   
 
York 2006 population estimate:  
(out of 17+ only to enable comparison) 
 
18-34 – 34% 
35-54 – 33% 
Over 55 – 33% 
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Consultation demographicsConsultation demographics  

Almost one in ten respondents (8%) said 
they were disabled, defined as:  
 
‘someone with a physical or sensory 
impairment, long term medical condition, 
learning difficulty or mental health 
problem’.  
 
York 2006 population estimate:  
Disabilities – 17% Disabilities – 17% 

The majority (99%) of respondents said 
they were not completing the survey on 
behalf of their business.  
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Journeys to workJourneys to work  

There is a fairly even split between respondents who go into York city centre for 
work (35% overall), across York for work (35% overall) and those who do not 
work or travel to work (30%).  
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Journeys to work Journeys to work ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

Out of all respondents, 44% said they don’t work/travel to work or left this 
question blank. Out of these respondents, one in ten (11%) specified a work 
postcode later in the survey suggesting that at least some of these respondents 
do work but do not need to either go into or across York to get there.   
 
A proportion will work from home and have no commute; therefore correctly 
choosing the ‘don’t work/travel to work’ option. 
 
Two thirds (67%/232 of respondents) of those who said they don’t work/travel 
to work or who left this question blank, but who later specified a work postcode, to work or who left this question blank, but who later specified a work postcode, 
said they work in the York city area.  
 
 
 
 
 

P
age 27



Journeys to workJourneys to work  

The greatest proportion of respondents said the majority of their journey to work is 
made by car; those age 55+ are more likely (58%) to  say this than other age groups 
(37% average).  
 

Those age 18-34 were more likely to say that they make the majority of their journey on 
foot (19% compared to 10% of those age 34+).  
 

Nearly all (97%) of those who said they use a bus work in the YO postcode areas. All 
those who said they use the Park & Ride service, travel by car to get there.   
 P
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Journeys to work Journeys to work ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

The table above details distance travelled to work in and across York by mode of transport and distance.  
 
It is important to note that respondents were asked to specify the mode of transport they use for the 
majority of their journey and this may not necessarily be within York.  
 
This explains why, for example, half of train users said they travel into the city centre less than two miles 
from home to get to work; we can assume these residents work in other towns and cities but the data 
cannot tell us how they get to York station from their home. However, we do know that these respondents 
later said were most likely to travel around York for any type of journey by foot (26%) and by car (23%).  
 
The same principle applies to other modes of transport.  
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School and nursery journeysSchool and nursery journeys  

Out of all respondents, a minority of 8% said they regularly take children to school/nursery 
by car.  

 Dropping children off on the way to work is overwhelmingly the most likely reason for this 
(55%). The data also suggests that lack of buses, or indirect bus routes, has some 
influence on respondents’ decisions to drive to schools/nurseries.  
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School and nursery journeys School and nursery journeys ––  distance distance   

Half (48%) of those that travel by car for school/nursery journeys have a journey of less 
than 2 miles to get there. These respondents were more likely to say they drive because 
they are dropping off children on the way to work than for any other reason.  
 

Those with longer journeys to school/nursery were more likely (more than 2 miles - 23% 
average) to say ‘distance’ was a reason for travelling by car than those with less than 2 
miles to go (7%).  
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Travelling in and around York Travelling in and around York ––  all journeysall journeys  

Car is the most likely form of transport used to travel into and around York. 

The same proportion of 18-34 year olds and 35-45 year olds said they travel by bike (48% 
each) and are more likely to do this than those age 55+ (25%).  
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Barriers to travelling by busBarriers to travelling by bus  

Out of all respondents, the top three specific reasons preventing travel by bus are 
frequency of service (28%), cost (26%) and reliability (22%).  

The same top three reasons were cited when looking at just those who said they do not 
currently use buses although cost moves higher up the list as a reason for these 
respondents (36%). 

A proportion (14%) of these current non-users said nothing stops them using a bus.  
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Barriers to travelling by bikeBarriers to travelling by bike  

Out of all respondents, the top three specific reasons preventing travel by bike are not 
owning a bike (27%), the weather (23%) and having to carry equipment/heavy bags 
(21%) joint with feeling it is not safe to cycle (21%).   

When looking at just those who said they do not currently use a bike to travel into and 
around York, not owning a bike again is the top barrier (41%) although it is important to 
note that this is likely to be because the respondent chooses not to cycle as well as a 
barrier for those who would like to do so . Safety concerns move higher in the list than out 
of all respondents however (26%), as well as health problems/ age (22%).   
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Barriers to travelling on footBarriers to travelling on foot  

Out of all respondents, the top three specific reasons preventing travel on foot are feeling 
it’s too far to walk (37%), having to carry equipment/heavy bags (25%) joint with feeling 
it takes too long to walk (25%) and the weather (17%).  

The same top three reasons are produced when looking at just those who said they do not 
currently travel on foot (with the exception of ‘weather’) although taking too long to walk 
is ranked higher for these respondents (31%). 

A small proportion (9%) of these current non-users said nothing stops them travelling on 
foot.  
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Ranking the proposed scenarios Ranking the proposed scenarios ––  overall overall   

Option C – restricting congestion without charging – was most likely to chosen as 
respondents’ first choice measure to tackle congestion (39%).   

Those travelling into or across York for work were more likely (41%) to choose option C 
than those that don’t work or travel to work (37%).  

For ease of interpretation, Appendix 1 breaks down these results by sub-postcode area in 
data form and Annex C to the main report provides a break down in map form. 
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Ranking the proposed scenarios Ranking the proposed scenarios ––  nonnon--residents residents   

 
A breakdown of responses by respondents completing their survey on behalf of a 
business and those who are non-CYC residents is shown below.  
 
Please note that base sizes are small.  
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Prioritising alternative measures Prioritising alternative measures ––  the top threethe top three  

 
The survey explained that if the council is not given the funding to implement the scenarios 
completely, it will need to prioritise a set of measures.    

Respondents were asked to tick their top five preferences from a list of ten measures. 
Improving local bus services to meet residents’ needs was the most frequently chosen 
option (69%), followed by measures to reduce the size and number of delivery vehicles 
coming into the city (66%).  
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Prioritising alternative measuresPrioritising alternative measures  

All options are ranked in the 
adjacent chart. 

 

Those that use a bike to get into 
and around York or who cycle to 
work into or across the city were 
more likely to want the council to 
prioritise improving cycle routes prioritise improving cycle routes 
from rural villages than 
respondents who use other forms 
of transport.  

 

For ease of interpretation, 
Appendix 2 breaks down these 
results by sub-postcode area in 
data form and Annex C to the 
main report provides a break 
down in map form.  
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Prioritising alternative measures Prioritising alternative measures ––  further analysisfurther analysis  
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Differences by area Differences by area ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

 In order to robustly analyse significant differences between postcode areas, sub-postcodes have been broken down 
into the following seven categories: 

 

 

  

 ·  City Centre (YO1 7), (YO1 9), (YO1 6), (YO1 8) 
 

·  Near City Centre (YO31 7), (YO30 7), (YO26 4), (YO24 4), 
(YO24 1), (YO23 1), (YO10 4) 
 

·  Medium urban (YO31 8), (YO31 9), (YO31 1), (YO31 0),  

(YO30 6), (YO26 5), (YO24 3), (YO24 2), (YO10 5), (YO10 3) 
  

·  Urban fringe (YO32 4), (YO30 5), (YO30 4), (YO32 9)  
 

·  Large out of town community (YO32 2), (YO32 3), (YO26 6), 
(YO23 3), (YO23 7)  
 

·  Medium out of town village (YO19 5), (YO19 6), (YO23 2), 
(YO41 4), (YO26 9) 
 

·  Very rural (YO19 4), (YO26 8), (YO30 1), (YO41 5), (YO41 1), 
(YO60 7), (YO61 1), (YO30 2), (YO32 5) 
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Differences by area Differences by area ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

     Further analysis shows that: 

• The further away a respondent lives from the city centre, the less likely they are to say they work or 
commute to work in or across York (Q1) 

• Respondents who live in large,medium and rural out of town communities are more likely to travel to work 
by car (Q2): 72% compared to 45% average of all other areas 

• Respondents who live in or near the city centre or in medium or fringe urban areas are more likely to travel 
to work by bike (Q2): 26% compared to 13% of large,medium and rural out of town communities 

• Those who live in or near the city centre are more likely to walk to work (22%) than those in other areas 
(6% average) 

• The further away a respondent lives from the city centre, the more likely they are to say they regularly take 
children to school/nursery by car (Q3) children to school/nursery by car (Q3) 

• The further away a respondent lives from the city centre, the further they travel to school/nursery (Q4b): 
21% travel more than 5 miles compared to 12% average of all other areas 

• Respondents who live in in or near the city centre are more likely to say they use a bike to travel into and 
around York for any type of journey (Q5): 46% compared to 31% average of all other areas 

• Respondents who live in large,medium and rural out of town communities are more likely to say that no off-
road routes near home, no secure cycle parking at destination, not feeling it is safe to cycle and too far to 
cycle prevents them travelling by bike (Q6b) compared to those nearer the city centre  

• Respondents who live in or near the city centre were more likely to choose Option D as their first choice 
scenario – Restricting congestion with charging (Q7): 36% compared to 26% average of all other areas  

• Respondents who live in or near the city centre were more likely to choose to give more road space to 
sustainable forms of transport, invest in campaigns to encourage walking and cycling and substantially 
improve cycle routes as alternative options (Q8) compared to all other areas 

• Respondents who live in large,medium and rural out of town communities were more likely to choose 
improving cycling routes from rural villages and improve the northern and western outer ring road junctions. 
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Differences by gender Differences by gender ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

 Further analysis shows that men were statistically more likely than women: 

 

• To say they do not work or commute to work in or across York (Q1): 33% compared to 26% of women 

• To make the majority of their journey to work by bike (Q2): 26% compared to 19% of women 

• To say they travel by car for school/nursery journeys because of a lack of/infrequent/indirect bus service 
(Q4a): 17% compared to 9% of women 

• To use a car to travel into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 82% compared to 76% of women 

• To use a moped/motorbike/electric bike to travel into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 5% 
compared to 1% of women compared to 1% of women 

• To use a bike to travel into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 39% compared to 31% of women 

• To say that nothing prevents them travelling by bus (Q6a): 36% compared to 27% of women 

• To say that nothing prevents them travelling by bike (Q6b): 27% compared to 17% of women 

• To say that no secure cycle parking at destination prevents them travelling by bike (Q6b): 7% compared to 
6% of women 

• To say that nothing prevents them travelling on foot (Q6c): 38% compared to 31% of women 

• To choose Option B – Easing movement around the city and Option D – Restricting congestion with charging 
(Q7): 21%/19% and 29%/26% respectively) as their first choice scenario (Q7) 

• To choose investing in an additional Park & Ride site on Wetherby Road (47%/44%), improving the northern 
and western outer ring road junctions (64%/59%) and invest in rail transport links to York (35%/31%) as 
alternative options (Q8) 
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Differences by gender Differences by gender ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

 Further analysis shows that women were statistically more likely than men: 

 

• To make the majority of their journey to work by bus (Q2): 8% compared to 5% of men 

• To make the majority of their journey to work on foot (Q2): 15% compared to 10% of men 

• To regularly take children to school/nursery by car (Q3): 10% compared to 7% of men 

• To say they travel by car for school/nursery journeys because they are dropping off children on the 
way to work (Q4a): 61% compared to 49% of men 

• To say that all reasons listed in the survey prevent them travelling by bus, with the exception of 
‘walking distance to destination’ (Q6a) ‘walking distance to destination’ (Q6a) 

• To say that all reasons listed in the survey prevent them travelling by bike, with the exception of ‘no 
secure parking at destination’ (Q6b) 

• To say that all reasons listed in the survey prevent them travelling on foot (Q6c) 

• To choose Option A – Tackling commuting into and through the city and Option C – Restricting 
congestion without charging (14%/12% and 41%/36% respectively) as their first choice scenario 
(Q7) 

• To choose establishing a freight depot on the outskirts of the city (68%/64%), invest in supporting 
local bus services (73%/65%) and invest in local bus service vehicles (73%/65%) as alternative 
options (Q8) 
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Differences by age Differences by age ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

 Further analysis shows that respondents age over 55 years were statistically more likely than 
younger respondents: 

 

• To say they do not work or commute to work in or across York (Q1): 55% compared to 6% average of all 
other age groups 

• To make the majority of their journey to work by car (Q2): 58% compared to 37% average of all other age 
groups and bus: 9% compared to 4% average of all other age groups  

• To say they travel by car for school/nursery journeys because of safety concerns (Q4a): 23% compared to 
5% average of all other age groups  

• To use the Park & Ride (drive to P&R) to travel into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 22% 
compared to 7% average of all other age groups 

• To say that carrying equipment/heavy bags prevents them travelling by bus (Q6a): 21% compared to 18% 
average of all other age groups 

• To say that not owning a bike, mobility problems and health or age prevent them travelling by bike (Q6b) 

• To say that taking too long to walk, mobility and health problems or age prevent them travelling on foot 
(Q6c) 

• To choose Option B – Easing movement around the city as their first choice scenario (Q7): 23% compared to 
15% average of all other age groups 

• To choose establishing a freight depot on the outskirts of the city (71%/43% average of all other age 
groups), investing in an additional Park & Ride site on Wetherby Road (51%/29% average of all other age 
groups), invest in supporting local bus services (74%/63% average of all other age groups) and investing in 
local bus service vehicles and infrastructure (58%/43% average of all other age groups) as alternative 
options (Q8) 
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Differences by age Differences by age ––  further analysisfurther analysis  

 Further analysis shows that respondents age over 55 years were statistically less likely than 
younger respondents: 

 

• To say they regularly take children to school/nursery by car (Q4a): 3% compared to 23% average of all 
other age groups 

• To use a bike to travel into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 25% compared to 57% average of 
all other age groups 

• To travel on foot into and around York for any type of journey (Q5): 47% compared to 72% average of all 
other age groups 

• To say that cost, frequency of service, reliability and changing buses on their journey prevents them 
travelling by bus (Q6a) 

• To say that weather prevents them travelling on foot (Q6a): 16% compared to 27% average of all other age 
groups 

• To choose substantially improving cycle routes, improving cycle routes from rural villages, give more space to 
sustainable forms of transport such as cycles and buses and invest in rail transport links to York as 
alternative options (Q8) 
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Differences between disabled/nonDifferences between disabled/non--disableddisabled  

 Further analysis shows that respondents who said they are disabled were statistically more 
likely than other respondents: 

 

• To say they do not work or commute to work in or across York (Q1): 61% compared to 26% of other 
respondents  

• To make the majority of their journey to work by car (Q2): 61% compared to 52% of other respondents  

• To make the majority of their journey to work by bus (Q2): 13% compared to 6% of other respondents 

• To say they travel by car for school/nursery journeys because of equipment/bags children need for school 
(Q4a): 28% compared to 9% of other respondents (Q4a): 28% compared to 9% of other respondents 

• To say that mobility/access issues, carrying heavy equipment and bags, the walking distance from home to 
the bus stop and walking distance to destination prevents them travelling by bus (Q6a) 

• To say that not owning a bike, mobility problems and health or age prevent them travelling by bike (Q6b) 

• To say that mobility and health problems or age prevent them travelling on foot (Q6c) 

• To choose Option A – Tackling commuting into and through the city (16% compared to 14% of other 
respondents) and Option B – Easing movement around the city (26% compared to 23% of other 
respondents) as their first choice scenario compared (Q7) 

• To choose establishing a freight depot on the outskirts of the city (74%/54% average of other respondents), 
investing in an additional Park & Ride site on Wetherby Road (49%/45% average of other respondents), 
invest in supporting local bus services (72%/68% average of other respondents) and investing in local bus 
service vehicles and infrastructure (57%/51% average of other respondents) as alternative options (Q8) 
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      ConclusionsConclusions  

• Car journeys are currently a predominant feature of many York residents’ journeys to work although 
the data suggests that some, younger and more able residents are walking where they can  

• Convenience is a key factor in respondents’ choice of transport – journeys to nurseries and schools 
are combined with travel to work, so if residents drive to work, even relatively short distances to 
childcare are made by a driver 

• There is potential to encourage some residents to use alternative methods of transport, particularly 
buses where more than one in ten current non-users said nothing stops them. These ‘nothing stops 
me’ responses suggest an entrenched, unconscious perception of travel by bus, bike or on foot is a 
barrier to change 

• The perceived safety of cycling in the city compared to other forms of transport is a key barrier to 
this mode of transport, arguably more so than access to a bicycle 

• The data suggests that improving local bus services may increase their usage amongst residents. 
Cost is likely to be a key factor as this was the biggest barrier for current non-users of buses. 
Currently, those working outside of the YO area are not generally using buses to travel to work for 
the majority of their journey 

• The largest proportion of respondents chose Option C – restricting congestion without charging - as 
their preference for tackling congestion. The option specifying charging at Q7, Option D, was more 
likely to be chosen by those who are least likely to be charged should this be implemented i.e. those 
living in or near the city centre. It is important to note that both Option A and Option B also include 
the potential for charging as part of their expanded description included in the survey. As we cannot, 
however, determine how many respondents referred to this section of the survey booklet before 
answering Q7 and charging is one option within A and B (as opposed to the definitive charging 
element of Option D) these results must be treated with caution.  
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Appendix 1: Appendix 1:   

Q7 ranking options Q7 ranking options ––  subsub--postal area figurespostal area figures  

P
age 50



Q7 Ranking options Q7 Ranking options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  

The tables below show a further breakdown of responses by area (these are split across three 
slides). The percentages shown are based out of the ten York city area postcodes, so excluding all 
out of York city and blank postcode responses. Please note that some areas, although highlighted in 
the top 5, have a small base size. 
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Q7 Ranking options Q7 Ranking options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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Q7 Ranking options Q7 Ranking options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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Appendix 2: Appendix 2:   

Q8 alternative options Q8 alternative options ––  subsub--postal area figurespostal area figures  
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Q8 Alternative options Q8 Alternative options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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Q8 Alternative options Q8 Alternative options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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Q8 Alternative options Q8 Alternative options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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Q8 Alternative options Q8 Alternative options ––  further area analysisfurther area analysis  
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