Department

for Transport M

Protected characteristics and public
transport perceptions and safety

February 2024



Department for Transport
Great Minster House

33 Horseferry Road
London

SW1P 4DR

OGL

© Crown copyright 2024

This publication is licensed under the terms of the Open Government Licence v3.0 except
where otherwise stated. To view this licence, visit
https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/ or contact,
The National Archives at www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/contact-us.

Where we have identified any third-party copyright information you will need to obtain
permission from the copyright holders concerned.

This publication is also available on our website at
www.goVv.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport

Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at
www.goVv.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport



https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/contact-us
http://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport
http://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport

Contents

Contents
Executive Summary

Background and methodology
Background

Methodology

N OO oo b~ W

Protected Characteristics
Developing and measuring perceptions of local public transport and personal safety 7

Interpretation of findings 8
Report structure 8
Perceptions of public transport 10
How do people rate public transport in their local area? 10
What matters? 11
Are there differences by age? 13
Are there differences according to urbanity? 14
Are there differences according to mode/frequency? 15
Perceptions of accessibility 16
Are there differences according to health conditions? 16
Personal safety and public transport 20
How safe overall do people feel on public transport? 20
Who feels safe on public transport? 21
When are people most concerned about personal safety on public transport? 26
How does personal safety vary between modes? 27
Appendix 29
Appendix 1: Research sample 29
Appendix 2: Developing composite measures 31
Appendix 3: Regression models 34

Ipsos standards and accreditations 37



22-090098-01 Public Transport and Protected Characteristics

Executive Summary

Ipsos was commissioned by the Department of Transport (DfT) to explore the impact of socio-
demographic variables in shaping views of local public transport, paying particular attention to
protected characteristics. The research also investigated perceptions of personal safety when
travelling by public transport. Within this research, public transport refers to bus, train, tram, ferries,
underground and metro services.

An exploratory approach was used, making use of statistical modelling to analyse and understand
the different ways socio-demographic and protected characteristics could be influencing attitudes
towards local public transport and personal safety.

Analysis found several different sides within perceptions on local public transport. For example,
respondents were more positive than negative about the ease of using public transport but were
divided on the availability of different options and services at different times of the day. They were
more negative than positive about the cost and value for money of journeys.

More people stated that they feel safe than unsafe when travelling on public transport, although
attitudes depend on whether journeys were made after dark or not. People did not strongly
differentiate between the risk of harassment and the risk of violence. However, there was
considerable variation about the risk of discrimination which was of greater concern to people from
ethnic minority backgrounds, LGB+ respondents and those with health conditions. Regardless of
the time of day for travelling, women were more likely to feel unsafe than men.

Another important factor is the use of public transport; non-users of public transport were more
critical than public transport users when considering their personal safety and when rating public
transport more generally. While positivity towards transport may both influence views on safety and
be result from views of personal safety, this research is neither able to unpick nor quantify this as
the methodology focussed on understanding the impact of different factors on personal safety and
is unable to determine whether one factor directly causes the other. Similarly, the factors listed
above, and other socio-demographic and geographic characteristics are likely to overlap and
intersect to shape perceptions.

Age played a key influence on views towards public transport. Older age groups were more likely
to be positive about local public transport and personal safety than younger age groups. Age
continued to have an important influence even after controlling for other socio-demographic
variables, such as health conditions or urbanity. Variations in health conditions also created
significant differences in outlook. In particular, the type of health conditions and the impact of these
on everyday life also had an influence.
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This research has generated a formative evidence base about two topics which are likely to require
further, more detailed inquiry. For example, the survey measured respondents’ recall of
experiences using public transport during a ‘typical’ week rather than in-the-moment, and further
research is required to understand the nature of impacts on behaviour and the contribution
perceptions make to public transport use and non-use.

The analysis found that those with health conditions were, on balance, more negative than positive
about the accessibility of public transport than those without, but a minority don’t know how
accessible local public transport is when asked on specific needs. Further research might look to
quantify views on, and explore awareness of, service adaptations and options available to those
with health conditions to access public transport.
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Background and methodology

Background

Ipsos was commissioned by the Department for Transport (DfT) to conduct an exploratory
programme of research into how people feel about public transport in their local area in terms of
factors such as accessibility, value for money, and safety - and how this differed by protected
characteristics.

An additional objective was to investigate how safe people feel on public transport from
harassment, discrimination, and the threat of violence both as a subject on its own, and as an
important component of overall attitudes towards public transport.

Data and insights captured in this research will help ensure future policy and decision making
adequately considers the unique needs of different passengers.

Methodology

Data was collected via the Ipsos KnowledgePanel, a random probability survey panel which
recruits panellists who are offline as well as online. KnowledgePanel does not use a quota
approach. Instead, a sample of invited panellists is stratified (divided into groups based on specific
characteristics) to correct for biases, for example the propensity for some sub-groups to be less
likely to respond to the survey than others, and to ensure it is representative of the different sub-
groups.

A total of 5,455 panellists aged 16+ and living in England were selected and invited to take part in
the 20-minute survey. Of these, 3,097 respondents completed the survey between 2-8 March
2023, achieving a response rate of 57%. Further information about the achieved sample profile can
be found in the Appendices.

The dataset generated by the survey allowed use of sophisticated analytical techniques to
investigate the key demographic factors associated with personal safety and views towards
transport in the local area. It did this by constructing four statistical models (detailed in the
Appendices).

The statistical models enabled consideration of several variables and their impact on either how
safe people feel on public transport or their views towards their local public transport. While the
statistical models could not determine direct causality (i.e., what variables cause someone to feel
unsafe), they provided a useful method for understanding the impact of different factors on both
personal safety and views towards the local area.
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Protected Characteristics

The protected characteristics® referenced throughout this report relate to the following
characteristics which are protected from discrimination under the Equality Act 2010:

e Age

Gender reassignment

Being married or in a civil partnership

Being pregnant or on maternity leave

Disability

Race including colour, nationality, ethnic or national origin
¢ Religion or belief

e Sex

e Sexual orientation

For further information on the numbers surveyed for each of these groups, please see appendix 1.
The survey did not have sufficient numbers of those who had experienced gender reassignment to
include this group in the statistical modelling.

Developing and measuring perceptions of local public
transport and personal safety

The questionnaire covered a variety of topics on views towards different aspects of local area
public transport. Many of these questions were expected to be related to each other in such a way
that they measured different facets of the same underlying dimension of satisfaction with local
public transport.

To support data analysis a single metric or composite measure was developed to reflect overall
views on local public transport using a statistical technique called factor analysis. This was
based in the average score from eight of the statements about public transport that survey
respondents were asked to rate (see Table 1).

For further information on how the composite measure was developed please see appendix 2.

Table 1: Views towards local public transport statements

These statements were included in the composite score for perceptions of public transport.

Statements

The ease of making journeys

The cost of making journeys

The value for money of journeys

The time it takes to make journeys

The reliability of services — the service being
punctual / on time
Services being frequent

1 Details about which characteristics are protected from discrimination by law through the Equality Act 2010
at: https://www.gov.uk/discrimination-your-rights
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Services being available at different times of day /
night

Having a choice of different modes of transport
available to me

There is no standard approach to measuring how safe someone feels on public transport.
Previous research undertaken by DfT to explore what the term personal safety means when
travelling on public transport advised that personal safety could be deconstructed into the threat of
violence, threat of harassment and threat of discrimination. This meant that for analysis purposes
either a composite score or the separate 1 to 10 scale (ranging from not at all safe to very safe)
could be used. Ipsos ran a series of correlations that provided confidence in using the 1 to 10 scale
(rather than a composite score) as the basis of the statistical model. This allowed for the creation
of a model to look across the protected characteristics which groups of people are more likely to
feel safer than others when travelling on public transport. For further information on the correlations
and the process please see appendix 2.

For all other analyses that did not relate to the statistical model, points on the scale of safety were
grouped to produce net scores. Table 2 explains how personal safety was grouped.

Table 2: Personal safety measures

Definitions Base size (unweighted)
Feel safe on public Scored 8-10 on scale 1 to 10 where 10 1,350
transport was feeling very safe and 1 was not at all
safe
Mixed feelings about Scored 4-7 on scale 1 to 10 where 10 1,418
safety on public was feeling very safe and 1 was not at all
transport safe
Feel unsafe on public Scored 1-3 on scale 1 to 10 where 10 183
transport was feeling very safe and 1 was not at all
safe

Interpretation of findings

Survey results are subject to some unmeasurable biases including recall bias which occurs when
respondents do not remember previous events or experiences accurately or omit details, as well as
associated factors like social desirability bias (e.g., when reporting non-compliant driving
behaviours) where people will respond in the way they think they ought to. The survey measures
perceptions whether they correspond with reality or not.

Findings from survey research might not sum to 100% due to computer rounding. This is also the
reason why combinations may not match the sum of constituent percentages, e.g., the percentage
‘agree’ matching the percentage who ‘strongly agree’ and ‘tend to agree’.

Report structure

The remainder of this report covers the following:

1. How do people feel about transport and how does this differ by protected
characteristics?

2. How safe do people feel on public transport and when do people feel safe?

3. Appendices
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A summary of the key findings is included at the beginning of each chapter. These also feature in
the Executive Summary.
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Perceptions of public transport

This chapter explores perceptions of public transport by protected characteristics. Public
transport refers to bus, train, tram, ferries, underground and metro services.

® Older age groups were strongly associated with having positive views of public
transport. Those with health conditions, those who live rurally, and those who were
not users of public transport were strongly associated with having negative views of
public transport, regardless of age.

® Perceptions of public transport varied according to mode use and frequency. Those
who had used public transport in the last four weeks were more likely than non-public
transport users to rate public transport as good. Bus users were generally the most
positive although underground/metro users were significantly more positive than
other mode users about the times services are available.

® Those with health conditions were, on balance, more negative than positive about the
accessibility of public transport than those without conditions, potentially reflecting
first-hand experience. However, a minority of the public don’t know how accessible
local public transport is.

How do people rate public transport in their local area?

Overall, a higher proportion of people rated the public transport services in their local area as good
- either very or fairly good - rather than poor, despite a high proportion of people remaining neutral.
The ease of making journeys was rated most positively, with 46% of people identifying this as
good. The time it takes to make journeys and services being frequent were said to be good by
just over four in ten survey respondents (42% for both).

People were least positive about the cost of making journeys, with nearly four in ten rating this

either very or fairly poor (39%). Related to this, more than one in three (36%) rated the value for
money of journeys as poor.

10



22-090098-01 Public Transport and Protected Characteristics

Having a choice of different modes of transport had almost equal proportions of people
considering local public transport services as good and poor. Having services being available at
different times had slightly more people rating poor rather than good.

Ratings varied widely depending on geographic region, those in the South West of England were
more critical of the choice of transport they received - 55% in the South West considered the
choice of different modes to be poor compared to 36% of all adults. Whereas people living in
London were more positive — 73% thought that choice of different modes was good and only one in
ten (11%) thought it was poor.

Figure 1: Ratings of public transport

% Good =% Poor

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

ar
50% 46% 42% 42% . A0% 38% 363 339, 38% 6% 39%
30% 27% 27% 31% 29% ® 27% 26%
o
20%
10%
0%
The ease of The time it fakes Servicesbeing The reliability of Having a choice Servicesbeing  The value for The cost of
making joumeys to make journeys frequent sernvices - the of different available at money of making joumeys
service being modes of different times of joumeys
punctualion time transport day/night

available to me

Source: Ipsos/DfT, 2 March — & March 2023; In general, how would you rate the public transpart in your local area for each of the following? Bass: Adults in England {3,007).

What matters?

A regression statistical model was used to explore the relationship between various socio-
demographic factors and ratings of local public transport. To facilitate analysis, a single variable
was developed using an average score from eight of the statements about public transport that
survey respondents were asked to rate. This new variable served as the dependent variable — or
outcome variable - for the statistical model.? It was then possible to test which factors were most
strongly associated with how people rated public transport. The eight statements that were
included in the dependent variable were:

e ease of making journeys

o the cost of making journeys

¢ the value for money of journeys

o the time it takes to make journeys

¢ the reliability of journeys

2 An overall measure was developed using the average of the first eight statements as these reflected the
local public transport experience. The results of the initial factor analysis were not clear cut. The model
identified two factors and that there were two statements that could load equally into factor 1 or factor 2.
The decision to use the average of the first eight statements came following discussions with DfT, given
the higher frequency of don’t know in the other statements.

11



Figure 2 shows the variables found to have a strong relationship with ratings of public transport.
Disability, age and rurality had the strongest relationship with ratings of public transport.
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services being frequent
services being available at different times of day/night

having a choice of different modes of transport

Those who were older were more likely to be positive towards public transport. Those with a health

condition that limits their daily activities a lot, those who were not regular public transport users,

and those who lived rural locations were more likely to be negative towards public transport.

The model therefore found that after controlling for other differences, there were no significant
differences in ratings of public transport among the following groups (for further information on all

the variables tested please see the appendix):

those who travel with children

affiliated with a religion

sexual orientation (with the exception of those who selected ‘other’)?
pregnancy status

ethnicity

sex

marital status

Figure 2: Statistical model - rating of public transport by socio-demographic variables

More likely to be positive towards
public transport

75+ year olds
65-74-year-olds
55-64-year-olds
[N Health issue limits daily activities a lot
I Health issue limits daily activities a little
I Non-public transport user

T Rural

More likely to be negative towards
public transport

Source: |psos/DfT, 2 March — 8 March 2023 Base: 3,087 adults in England.

8 Those who selected other at the sexual orientation question were flagged as significant by the model.

However, this option was selected by 22 people. Due to the small size of people, this is not included in the
chart above.

12
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Are there differences by age?

The survey and the statistical model indicated that those aged 65-74 and 75+ were more positive
about public transport in their local area.

As shown in Figure 3, more than half of 75+ year olds and just less than half of 65-74-year-olds
described the ease of making journeys as good (54% and 49% respectively compared to 46%
overall). Around half of both 65-74-year-olds and 75+ year olds rated the time it takes to make
journeys as good (48% and 51% respectively compared to 42% overall). Services being frequent
was rated as good by 46% of 65-74-year-olds and 47% of 75+ year olds (compared to 42%
overall).

Figure 3: Local public transport services being good by age

All adults =16-24 w25-34 m35-44 m45-54 m55-64 wE5h-74 w70+

100%

90%

80%

0% A

A
g 60% A cay A, 35,51% P
S i . 489 48% v AT%
3 50% A%l asiss 0% 42%44%43""'3:%41%39%46%
S 40%
32

30%
20%
10%

0%

The ease of making joumeys  The time it takes to make journeys The reliability of services Services being frequent
Source: |psos/DfT, 2 March — 8 March 2023; D1. In general, how would you rate the public franspert in your local area for each of the following? Base: Adults in England (3,027), all aged 16-24 (114}, 25-34

(285), 35-44 (406), 45-54 (534), 55-B4 (744), B5-T4 (706), 75+ (308).
VA Denctes stafistically significant difference between all and the subgroup

Older respondents were also more positive about the cost of making journeys - 36% rated this as
good compared to 26% among people overall - and the value for money of journeys - 36%
compared to 27%.

Figure 4: Cost of public transport and value for money being good - by age

All =16-24 m25-34 m35-44 W45-54 m55-64 MG65-74 W75+
100%
90%
80%
T0%
60%

50% A A A A
10% 36% 36% 36% 36%

20% 26% o, 26% ¥ Y 27% 26% 26% Y o
° 19%

% Good

20%
10%
0%

The cost of making journeys The value for money of journeys

Source: Ipsas/DfT, 2 March — & March 2023; D1. In genersl, how would you rate the public transport in your locsl srea for each of the following? - The cost of making journeys Base: Adults in England
(3.097), all aged 16-24 (114), 25-34 (285), 35-44 (406), 45-54 (534), 55-84 (T44), 65-74 (708), 75+ (208).
W A Denotes statistically significant difference between all and the subgroup

13



22-090098-01 Public Transport and Protected Characteristics

Younger respondents were more likely to rate the cost of making journeys as poor, more than
half (53%) of 16-24-year-olds did so, as did more than four in ten (43%) of 25-34-year-olds. This
compared with 39% of the overall population and could be related to their employment status and
income although this was despite more than three in five (66%) 16-24-year-olds having a railcard
or pass.

35-44-year-olds and 45-54-year-olds (45% and 42% compared to 36% overall), were
significantly more likely to rate the value for money of journeys as poor than those aged 65-74-
year-olds and 75+ year olds. This could be linked to railcard / bus pass ownership as nearly seven
in ten (67%) of 65—74-year-olds and more than three in four (76%) of 75+ year olds own a pass or
railcard, compared with 39% of the overall population.

The statistical model demonstrated the impact of age on ratings of public transport was an effect
separate from that of health conditions or ilinesses.

Are there differences according to urbanity?

Those who live in rural locations were more likely to be negative towards public transport. Urban
respondents were more positive than their rural counterparts and the overall population in terms of
several aspects of public transport, as were those who live in the Midlands. Those who live in the
South were more positive than their Northern and Midlands counterparts regarding the ease of
making journeys, time it takes to make journeys and services being frequent. Figure 5 shows the
relationship between attitudes towards public transport with both geography and region.

Figure 5: Local public transport services % good by urbanity and region

All adults ®Urban ®mRural mNorth mMidlands w» South
100%
90%
80%
T0%

B 60% A A
¢ 50% 4% 46% o v 45%
£ 40% A - 36%
30% 26%28% W 27% 40, 26% 26%
20% 19%
10%
0%
The ease of making joumeys The cost of making joumeys  The time it takes to make journeys Services being frequent

Source: |psos(DfT, 2 March — & March 2023; D1. In general, how would you rate the public fransport in your locsl area for each of the following? Base: Adults in England (3,097), all in urban areas (717), all
in rural areas (717). all in the Morth (878), all in the Midlands (821). all in the South (1.588)

W A Denctes stafistically significant difference between all and the subgroup

For example, more than half (51%) of urban respondents rated the ease of making journeys as
good, compared with just over a quarter of those in rural areas (26%). Almost one in three in urban
locations (28%) described the cost of making journeys as good compared to around one in five
(19%) rural respondents and one quarter overall (26%). Nearly half of urban respondents rated the
time it takes to make journeys and the frequency of services as good - 46% and 47% -
compared with around a quarter of rural respondents - 26% and 23%.

14
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Rural respondents were significantly more negative than urban dwellers and the overall population
about services being available at different times of day/night, with six in ten (61%) describing this
as poor, compared with one third (32%) of urban residents and 38% of the total population.

Are there differences according to mode/frequency?

The statistical model indicated that use of public transport was influential in shaping ratings of
public transport. Those who had used public transport at least once in the past four weeks were
significantly more likely to rate public transport as good compared to those who had not (defined as
non-public transport users), as shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Rating of public transport % good - by public transport usage

Public transportuser  wNon public fransport user
100%

90%
o . .
g 6w 5% 51% e 52% A 7%
8 50% - - A v v v 42% \
o o 30% 32% y 3% 28% 28% 7% Y 25
o 0y, Yo
20% 17% 17%
o l l []
0%
The ease of The cost of The value for  The time ittakes The reliability of Services being  Services being  Having a choice
making joumeys making journeys money of journeys to make journeys  services - the frequent available at  of diffierent modes
service being different imes of of transport
punciualion time daynight available to me

Source: lpsos/DIT, 2 March ~ 8 March 2023 In general, how would you rate the public transport in your local area far each of the fallawing? Base: Adults in England (3,087}, all public transpert users
{1888), all non publc transpart users (1185)

VA Denate

tistically significant diflerence between all and the subgroup

Bus users were significantly more likely to be positive than train users®. Bus users were more
positive about:

¢ the ease of making journeys (60% rated this as good compared to 55% of train users)

¢ the cost of making journeys (36% compared to 27%)

o value for money of journeys (39% versus 30%)

¢ the time it takes to make journeys (55% versus 49%)

o the reliability of services (51% versus 46%)

e the frequency of services (56% versus 51%)
Bus users were also more likely than underground/metro users to say that the cost of making
journeys and their value for money was good - 36% rated the cost positively compared with 29%

and 38% were positive about value compared with 31%. Coach and tram users’ views on the cost
and value for money of journeys were largely the same as bus users.

4 Mode use is not exclusive and so, for example, some bus users may also be train users.

15
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In terms of the availability of services at different times of day/night, underground/metro users
were more positive than bus users. More than half (51%) of underground/metro users rated
services being available at different time of day/night as good, making them significantly more
positive towards this factor than both bus and train users (45% and 44% respectively).

Perceptions of accessibility

Respondents were asked to consider how they would rate public transport in their local area in
terms of several factors associated with accessibility. Just over four in ten (43%) rated their local
public transport as accessible to everyone but when asked about whether it was meeting the

needs of passengers in several different ways, shown in figure 7, a significant proportion answered

‘don’t know’ or neither good nor poor:

e 26% didn’t know about public transport meeting the needs of those with difficulties standing

e 37% didn’t know about meeting the needs of those with sensory impairments
e 40% didn’t know about accessibility of all other needs

Almost a quarter (23%) were critical about public transport meeting the needs of those who have
difficulty walking or standing and the overall accessibility of public transport. Almost half rated the
ability to travel comfortably on their local public transport as good (49%) and four in ten (40%)
rated staff being helpful as good. People were less positive about lighting in the waiting areas,
stops or stations, with around one in four (24%) rating this as poor.

ir

Figure 7: Ratings of public transport

% Good m % Poor

100%
90%
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60% 49% .
50% 40% 279% ° 43%
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waiting areas, of people who of people with of people with  of passengers with travel comfortably  transport being
stops or stations  have difficulty SEensory other impairments children or while onboard accessible to
walking or impairments, such not listed before  passengers who everyone
standing as visual or are pregnant
hearing
impairments

Source: |psos/DfT, 2 March — & March 2023; D2. In general, how would you rate the public fransport in your locel area for esch of the following? Base: Adults in England (3,087).

Are there differences according to health conditions?

All survey respondents were asked whether they had ‘any physical or mental health conditions or
illnesses lasting or expected to last for 12 months or more including conditions that always affect
you and those that flare up from time to time’. These may include, for example, sensory condition
developmental conditions or learning impairments.

Those with health conditions or ilinesses were slightly less positive about local public transport
meeting accessibility requirements compared to those without health conditions. For example,

S,

16
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those with health conditions were slightly more likely to rate staff and lighting poorly compared to
those without a health condition. However, between 10 and 40% of people surveyed didn’t know
enough to give a response to some statements and there was also a wide range of variance
amongst those who were positive (13-49%).

Figure 8: Views towards accessibility by condition — balance of good (Net: good — poor)

Meeting the needs of Meeting the needs of
Public transport Being able totravel  people who have Meeting the needs of people with other
being accessible to  comfortably while  difficulty walking or  people with sensory  impairments not
everyone onboard standing impairments, listed before

40% m All with a health condition

All without a health condition

% Net Good

249, 259 26%

o
0,

20% 18% 0% m Physical conditions

129 3%

. 9% , »
10% N 7% m Mental condition
%

. F 2"{' lWE- Neurological condition
6%

0% 8% 0B%8% 95 4008%
-13% 4%

/o

% Net poor
N
2

-20%

Source: Ipsos/DIT, 2 March — & March 2023; D2: In general, how would you rate the public transport in your local area for each of the following?
. Base: Adults in England (3.087). all with a condition {1.019). all without & condition (2.001). all with a physical condition (581). all with 8 mentsl condition (240). all with & neurological condition (149).

More than a third (37%) of those with a health condition or illness rated public transport being
accessible to everyone as good. This was less positive than those with no health conditions (46%
rated local transport as good).

Almost half (45%) of public transport users with a health condition rated overall accessibility to be
good compared to more than half (54%) of public transport users without a health condition.

People with health conditions, regardless of whether they used public transport, were on balance
more positive than negative on rating how comfortable local public transport was. Just over two in
five (43%) of those with a health conditions thought local public transport was good on being able
to travel comfortably. This is less positive than those without a health condition (9% less positive).
Those with neurological conditions were the least positive (35% rated transport good on comfort,
22% rated it poor) but were still, on balance, more positive than negative.

Those with no health conditions were marginally more likely to consider staff as helpful than
people overall (42% compared to 40%). However, most (72%) people with health conditions either
rated local transport staff good or neither good nor poor.

Those with a health condition or illness were slightly more likely to rate lighting as poor (28%

compared to 24% overall), as were those with a mental condition — a third (33%) of this group were
negative.

17
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Figure 9: Rating of ‘poor’ local public transport - by health condition
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People with health conditions were divided on whether local public transport was meeting the
needs of those with specific difficulty walking, those with sensory impairments or other
impairments.

Those with health conditions were more likely to be critical of meeting the needs of specific
impairments. However, those with a condition(s) were almost as likely (between 21% to 33%) to
say don’t know in response to local public transport meeting these needs, suggesting a recognition
that individual circumstances vary widely.

On balance, people with health conditions (regardless of the type) were more likely to be critical
than positive on meeting the needs of those with difficulty walking or standing. Three in ten
(31%) of those with a health condition considered public transport to be poor in terms of meeting
the needs of people who have difficulty walking or standing, as did 34% of those with physical and
neurological conditions. Three in ten carers took the same view (30%). Those with a mobility aid
(for example, a guide dog or wheelchair) considered public transport good at meeting the needs of
those with difficulty walking (33%), however a similar proportion also considered it poor (31%).
These groups were significantly more critical than those with no condition, 20% of whom
considered public transport to be poor in terms of meeting the needs of people who have difficulty
walking or standing.

Those with health conditions were divided on rating how well local public transport was at meeting
the needs of those with sensory impairments. A little more than a third (33%) of those with health
conditions selected don’t know and a quarter (26%) selected neither good nor poor. This is similar
to those who do not have any health conditions.

Those with health conditions were a little more likely to rate public transport as poor rather than
good in terms of meeting the needs of all other impairments. Almost a quarter (22% to 28%) of
those with physical, mental or neurological conditions rated public transport as poor, significantly
more than the 14% of those with no health condition who did so. However, approximately a third
(26% - 34%) of those with physical, mental or neurological conditions selected don’t know, which,
alongside almost a third selecting neither good nor poor, suggests a higher degree of uncertainty
in rating how public transport meets the needs of those with other impairments.
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Summary of Chapter 1

e Older people were more likely to have positive views towards their local public
transport, while those with health conditions, those who live rurally, and those who
were not users of public transport were more likely to have negative views of public
transport.

¢ Mode use and frequency of travel also influenced views of public transport. Bus
users were typically more positive than train users about their local public transport.

¢ Individuals with a health condition(s) were more negative about local public transport
meeting the needs of those with physical, sensory, or other conditions. However, a
substantial number did not know enough to give a rating reflecting a potential lack of
awareness on how local public transport handles accessibility requirements.
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Personal safety and public transport

This chapter explores how safe, if at all, people feel on public transport and which groups

of people were more likely to feel unsafe. As before, the focus is people’s feelings or
impressions about their personal safety when travelling on public transport. The
differences in perceptions according to use of public transport are considered.

® People tended to consider travelling by public transport to be safe. However, most
people do not feel strongly safe nor unsafe (9% felt very safe and 2% felt not at all
safe).

® Feelings of safety are not distributed equally among the population. Women, young
people and those with a health condition or iliness were all more likely to consider
travelling by public transport to be unsafe.

® \When personal safety is broken down into the risk of violence, harassment and
discrimination, most people say they are not concerned. There appears to be little
distinction between the risks of harassment and violence, however, some groups
were relatively more concerned about the risk of discrimination; those from an ethnic
minority background, those with neurological or mental health conditions.

® People were more concerned about all risks to personal safety after dark. This was
especially the case for the risk of violence; all age groups were equally concerned,
although women remained more concerned than men.

® The car was seen as the safest form of transport. Public transport - either the bus or

train - was viewed as the most or second most safe option by just under half of
adults.

How safe overall do people feel on public transport?

All respondents, regardless of whether they were public transport users (defined as all who had
used a form of public transport in the last four weeks), were asked the extent to which they feel

safe when travelling on public transport using a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is not at all safe and 10 is
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very safe. Overall, a higher proportion of people said they feel safe when travelling on public
transport than feel unsafe, but most did not feel extremely safe or unsafe — rating their feelings of
personal safety on public transport between 4 and 7 out of 10. Throughout, a definition of personal
safety was given as “travelling without the risk of harassment, discrimination or the threat of
violence”. For questions focusing on the specific concerns of harassment, discrimination or
violence, the framing for respondent was “in a typical week”.

Two in five (41%) feel safe when travelling on public transport — rating their personal safety at least
8 out of 10, and respondents were more likely to feel safe than unsafe. On the 1- 10 scale, the
mean answer was 6.9 demonstrating that on balance more leaned towards safe than unsafe.
However, only one in ten (9%) felt very safe (gave a score of 10) with regards to their personal
safety and a very small minority (2%) felt not at all safe (gave a score of 1).

Women on the whole feel less safe when travelling on public transport compared to men.
More than a third (35%) of women felt safe when travelling compared to just under half (48%) of
men. This is in line with research conducted by the Office for National Statistics on overall personal
safety (not on public transport specifically), which found that “the extent to which women feel
unsafe is significantly greater” (ONS, 2021).51t is also consistent with findings from the NTAS,
which reported that “at least 76% of males and 61% of females say that they feel unsafe “never” or
“hardly ever” across all phases of a public transport journey” (NTAS, 2023)°

Figure 10: To what extent people feel safe on public transport

All adults 47% 6% 9% m Safe (8-10)
MNeutral (4-7)
Mot =afe (1-3)
Male 45%, 435 v V5% 4%

Don't know f Prefer
not to say

Female 52% A &%k 2%

Bource: |psas@iT, 2 March — 8 March 2023; E1. Thinking about your personal safety, in whad extent, T ab all, do you feel sale when taveling on public tanspot_7

B Ackalts in England (3,097, all e |1,455), al women (1,600)

W A Denctes statisticaly signifcant diference between all and the subgroup

Who feels safe on public transport?

All the protected characteristics variables in the survey were added into a statistical model. The
model made use of the extent of perceived safety as a dependent variable, where 0 was not at all
safe and 10 was very safe.

The model outputted which groups were more or less likely to feel safe, while at the same time
controlling for other socio-demographic information. For example, women were more likely to feel

5 https://lwww.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/perceptionsof
personalsafetyandexperiencesofharassmentgreatbritain/2to27june2021

6 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-travel-attitudes-study-wave-8/national-travel-attitudes-
study-wave-8#headline-figures
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unsafe compared to men, this held beyond the impact of older people being less likely to feel
unsafe, so older women were still more likely to feel unsafe than older men. Consequently, the
statistical model enabled intersectional differences to be explored.

The model found that, when controlling for other differences, there were no significant differences
in terms of the impressions of safety on public transport in the following groups (for further
information please see appendix 3):

e those who travel with children
e Dbeing religious

e sexual orientation

e pregnancy status

e ethnicity

e marital status

Being a woman and having a condition or illness were both characteristics that reduced feelings
of safety. However, older people were more likely to report feeling safer. People aged 65-74 were,
on average, somewhat more likely to feel safe than their younger counterparts. People aged 75+
were, on average, had the highest perceptions of safety compared to younger counterparts. These
findings are in line with research by ONS on Perceptions of Personal Safety and Experiences of
Harassment,” which found that women and those with disabilities were more most likely to feel
unsafe.

Those who do not use public transport were also more likely to say they felt unsafe. However, it
was not possible to determine the extent to which personal safety concerns influenced their
decision about using public transport. People living in rural areas were also more likely to say they
felt safe, albeit by a relatively small margin.

"https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/perceptionsofpersonalsaf
etyandexperiencesofharassmentgreatbritain/16februarytol3march2022 .
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Figure 11: Statistical model — personal safety by protected characteristics
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What types of threats to personal safety are people most
concerned about?

Most people were not very or not at all concerned about the risk of violence, harassment and
discrimination when travelling on public transport. However, around a third - 30% to 32% - were
very or fairly concerned about the risk of violence or harassment. Patterns of concern about
violence and harassment were very similar throughout the analysis, suggesting that respondents
did not differentiate between the two types of risk.

Fewer people were very or fairly concerned about the risk of discrimination, although some groups
were relatively more likely to be concerned (discussed further below).

Figure 12: Breakdown of how concerned people are about personal safety

mVery / fairly

i i 0y 0, 0,
The risk of violence 32% 63% 5% concemed

Mot very / not at all

The risk of harassment 30% 64% 5% concerned

Don't know / Prefer
not to say
The risk of

discrimination e 78% 6%

Sowurce: Ipsos/DIT, 2 March — & March 20232; E2. Thinking about a typical week, how concerned, if at all, would you be about the following when you travel on public fransport?

Base: Adults in England (3,087), all men (1,458), all women (1,608)

As with overall personal safety, women were more likely to be concerned than men about the risk
of harassment and the risk of violence. Women aged 25-34 (47% felt concerned about the risk of
violence and 51% concerned about the risk of harassment) were more concerned than older
women (29% over 55 were concerned about the risk of violence and 26% were concerned about
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the risk of harassment). Among men, those who were youngest (16-24) and oldest (75+) were the
least concerned about the risk of harassment.

Figure 13: Breakdown of personal safety by gender
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Older people were the least likely to be concerned about all the risks to personal safety. The 25-
34-year-old age group standout as the age group most likely to be concerned about each of the
risks - harassment, violence, and discrimination.

Figure 14: Breakdown of personal safety by age
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20%
10%
0%

% Very / Fairly Concemed
=
£

The risk of harassment The nisk of violence The nisk of discrimination

Sourne: IpsosTHT, 2 Manch — 8 Manch 2023; EZ. Thinking aboul a typical wesk, how concerned, if al al, would you be about ihe folowing when you iravel on publc tanspod?
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As shown in figure 15, those from ethnic minority backgrounds were the most likely to be
concerned about the risk of discrimination on public transport. Just under half (46%) were
concerned about this. They were also likely to be concerned about the risk of violence and
harassment, however there are likely to be intersectional factors at play — e.g. ethnic minority
respondents were younger than average and living in certain urban geographies.
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Figure 15: Breakdown of personal safety by ethnicity
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LGB+ respondents who were more likely to be concerned about the risk of discrimination, just
under a third (28%) of LGB+ respondents were concerned, compared to 16% of all adults. But this
group had a similar level of concern about the risk of harassment and violence as all adults -
around a third were concerned.

Levels of concern about personal safety among those with health conditions or illness varied
according to the type of health condition they experienced. Those with mental health or
neurological conditions were more likely to be concerned about the risk of harassment, violence or
discrimination. Three in ten (29%) people with a neurological condition were concerned about the
risk of discrimination - the second highest proportion behind those with an ethnic minority
background.

Figure 16: Breakdown of personal safety by health conditions
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When are people most concerned about personal safety on
public transport?
The concern over personal safety more than doubles if people consider travelling on public

transport after dark as opposed to in the daytime. When travelling after dark the majority (53% to
55%) have at least some concerns of harassment and violence.

As shown in figure 17, waiting at a station or stop was viewed as less safe compared to when
travelling during the daytime but more safe than after dark.

Figure 17: Breakdown of personal safety by time of day and location
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Women were more concerned than men about the risk of violence regardless of the time of day.
The majority (66%) said they were fairly or very concerned when travelling after dark. This concern
was uniform across women of all ages.

Figure 18: The risk of violence by time of day and location — by gender
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The concern about the risk of violence after dark had few differences with regards to age. This
was unlike the risk of violence during the day, or the risks of harassment and discrimination
regardless of when they took place where younger people were more likely to be concerned than
older people.

The groups who were more likely to be concerned about the risks were across the board
concerned regardless of the time of day or location. These groups included women, those with a
health condition or illness, those from an ethnic minority background, and LGB+ respondents.

How does personal safety vary between modes?

Respondents were asked to rank four modes of transport — bus, train, car and cycling — from most
to least safe with regards to personal safety, described as the risk of being a victim of crime.
Travelling by car was the viewed as the safest mode of transport by more than three in five people
(71%). This was consistently the case among all age groups and socio-demographic groups.

Public transport was viewed as safer than travelling by bicycle. Trains were viewed as marginally
safer than travelling by bus. This pattern was consistent among almost all groups. The young were
slightly more likely to say that travelling by train was the safest option; 22% of 16-24-year-olds and
19% of 25-34-year-olds. Older groups were more likely to think the bus was most safe; 17% of
those 75+ compared to 9% of 16-24-year-olds.

There were minor differences between men and women. Women were less likely to think that a
bicycle was the safest option - 1% compared to 3% of men - and were slightly more likely to think
the bus was the safest option - 10% compared to 7% - possibly reflecting differences in mode use.®
Women were also less likely to think that train was the safest option — 12% vs 18% of men.

Public transport users were more likely to rank the bus or overground train as the most safe but
even among this group, 64% reviewed the car as the safest option.

Figure 19: Ranking of different forms of transport by how safe they are
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Base: Adults in England (3,007).

8 The numbers who selected bicycle being most safe for men and women was small (39 unweighted overall)
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Chapter 2 Summary

e This chapter has highlighted that public transport was generally deemed as safe by
respondents.

e However, there was an association between protected characteristics and feelings of
safety. Women, young people and those with a condition or iliness were the most
likely to feel that travelling by public transport is unsafe.

e After dark, concern about personal safety (the risk of harassment, discrimination and
violence) increases.

e Those from an ethnic minority background, those with neurological or mental health
conditions expressed more concern than all adults about the risk of discrimination.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Research sample

The survey data has been collected by the Ipsos UK KnowledgePanel, an online random
probability panel which provides gold standard insights into the UK population, by providing bigger
sample sizes via the most rigorous research methods.

Ipsos stratified KnowledgePanel sample to account for over-/under-representation of groups and
geographies within the composition of the panel as well as different response rates, before inviting
panel members to take part. Ipsos invited 5,455 panellists in England aged 16+, stratified by
education. A representative sample of 3,097 adults was achieved between 2-8 March 2023.

The data was weighted by age, gender, region, Index of Multiple Deprivation quintiles, education,
ethnicity and number of adults in the household in order to reflect the profile of the adult population
in England.

A summary of unweighted and weighted sample profiles is shown in Table A.1 below.

Survey results are presented as percentages. Unless otherwise indicated, results from the sample
survey are based on all respondents. Where figures in this report do not add up to 100%, this is the
result of computer rounding or multiple responses. An asterisk (*) indicates a score less than 0.5%,
but greater than zero.

All surveys are subject to a range of potential sources of error. At a 95% confidence interval, a
base size of 3,097 (all adults) is subject to a range of +/ 1.1 points for a finding of 10%, and +/- 1.8
points for a finding of 50%.

Commentary focuses on statistically significant differences between sub-groups in the same
category (e.g. different age groups) based on a 95% confidence interval although lack of reference
to other groups and geographies does not mean there are not statistically significant differences.
Data tables are available on request.

Table A.1: Groups —unweighted and weighted sample sizes

Group Base size (unweighted) Base size (weighted)
Men 1,459 1,477
Women 1,609 1,589
16-24 114 367

25-34 285 524

35-44 406 493
45-54 534 526
55-64 744 470
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65-74
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Hardly ever/never travel
with children
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Appendix 2: Developing composite measures

Perceptions of public transport

The guestionnaire covered a variety of topics on views towards different aspects of local area
public transport. Many of these questions were expected to be related to each other in such a way
that they measured different facets of the same underlying dimension of satisfaction with local
public transport.

Factor analysis is a statistical technique that identifies how many underlying dimensions are being
measured by the set of questions and how each question relates to each underlying dimension.
However, there were some practical challenges arising from some of the items having high levels
of don’t know.® Standard practice is to run factor analysis on the subset of respondents with valid
data across all the items in the model.’° Consequently, these statements with higher levels of don’t
know were excluded from the factor analysis.

The results of the initial factor analysis were not clear cut. The model identified two factors and that
there were two statements that could load equally into factor 1 or factor 2. After discussions with
DfT, an overall measure was developed using the average of the first eight statements as these
reflected the local public transport experience.

Table A.2: Views towards local public transport statements

Those highlighted in grey were included in the composite measure of views towards local public transport.

Statements Factor analysis results

The ease of making journeys Factor 1
The cost of making journeys Factor 2
The value for money of journeys Factor 2
The time it takes to make journeys Factor 1

The reliability of services — the service being Factor 1
punctual / on time

Services being frequent Factor 1

Services being available at different times of Factor 1
day / night

Having a choice of different modes of transport | Factor 1
available to me

9 Some items specifically asked about circumstances which many people may not have felt able to express
an opinion, e.g., meeting the needs of people with sensory impairments.

10 It is possible to run factor analysis with pairwise valid observations across cases, but this is not generally
recommended.
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Staff being helpful

Factor 2

Lighting in the waiting areas, stops or stations

Could load into factor 1 or factor 2

Meeting the needs of people who have
difficulty walking or standing

26% said don’t know. This was not included in
the factor analysis as a result.

Meeting the needs of people with sensory
impairments, such as visual or hearing
impairments

37% said don’t know. This was not included in
the factor analysis as a result.

Meeting the needs of people with other
impairments not listed before

40% said don’t know. This was not included in
the factor analysis as a result.

Meeting the needs of passengers with children
or passengers who are pregnant

27% said don’t know. This was not included in
the factor analysis as a result.

Being able to travel comfortably while onboard

Factor 2

Overall, public transport being accessible to

Could load into factor 1 or factor 2

everyone

A second factor analysis was undertaken on the first eight items listed in Table 2, above. This
produced a single factor solution showing the statements measured a generic underlying
dimension of satisfaction with local public transport.

A reliability analysis showed an alpha! score of 0.93, which compared to a maximum of ‘1’ shows
a very high degree of internal consistency. Further, the analysis also showed that removal of any
question item did not improve the overall alpha score. 82% (n = 2524) of cases were available for
the factor and reliability analysis. However, in constructing the scale, those who did not give an
answer (they responded don’t know) were included in the composite measure of views towards
local public transport with their average calculated across the items to which they provided a valid
response. This approach was used to minimise the number of cases lost to the regression
analysis.

Measuring personal safety on public transport

To determine how to measure personal safety, Ipsos followed the following processes. For
analysis purposes either a composite score or the separate 1 to 10 scale (ranging from not at all
safe to very safe) could be used.

Ipsos ran a series of correlations to determine whether those who felt unsafe gave different
answers to the components of personal safety. The results of those correlations revealed that
those who felt unsafe felt unsafe across the three components (threat of violence, threat of
harassment and threat of discrimination). This provided confidence to use the 1 to 10 scale as the
basis of the statistical model.

11 Alpha scores range from 0 to 1, where a higher score indicates greater internal consistency or reliability. A
score close to 1 indicates that the items within the scale are highly correlated and consistently measuring
the same construct. On the other hand, a low alpha score suggests that the items within the scale are less
reliable and may not be measuring the same underlying construct.
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The statistical modelling makes it possible to look across the different protected characteristics to
see which groups of people are more likely to feel safer than others when travelling on public
transport. To this end, all protected characteristics were included in the model as independent
variables. For the purposes of statistical regression modelling the full range of the scale on
personal safety was used as a dependent variable, i.e., a binary measure of safe and not safe was
not used. Limitations remain as people experience threats to their safety at the individual level
meaning that it is not possible to know how individuals’ circumstances could mean people are
quantifying feeling unsafe differently.
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Appendix 3: Regression models

Ipsos produced two models, the first analysing a wide range of socio-demographic variables to
understand ratings of public transport and the second understanding personal safety. In both
cases, the higher the number the better the outcome, e.g., for D1 5 = very satisfied; for E1, 10 =
very safe. A wide range of variables were excluded to give the fullest possible understanding of the
relationship between ratings of public transport and perceptions of personal safety.

The tables below show the outputs of the two models.
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Regression model (1) — Ratings of public transport and socio-demographic variables

Factors that are significant are highlighted in dark grey and show up in the significant column at 0.

Factors that are almost significant are highlighted in lighter grey.

Statistical Model Coefficient grt.;aglrdard t-statistic Sig.
Health issue limits daily

activities a lot -0.22 0.09 -2.53 0.01
Health issue limits daily

activities a little -0.13 0.05 -2.39 0.01
Health issue limits daily

activities not at all -0.07 0.08 -0.88 0.38
Non-white ethnicity 0.11 0.07 1.60 0.11
Always travel with children 0.09 0.07 1.25 0.21
Sometimes travel with children | -0.03 0.10 -0.29 0.77
Hardly ever travel with children | 0.00 0.11 -0.04 0.97
Never travel with children 0.21 0.21 0.99 0.32
25-34 0.12 0.12 0.99 0.32
35-44 0.09 0.12 0.74 0.46
45-54 0.13 0.12 1.06 0.29
55-64 0.25 0.12 2.06 0.04
65-74 0.46 0.13 3.65 0.00
75+ 0.60 0.14 4.43 0.00
Female 0.06 0.04 1.74 0.13
Religious 0.07 0.04 1.65 0.10
Gay/lesbian 0.04 0.11 0.32 0.75
Bisexual -0.19 0.12 -1.56 0.12
Other (Sexual orientation -0.53 0.21 -2.58 0.01
Not stated (Sexual orientation) | -0.01 0.18 -0.07 0.95
Currently pregnant 0.35 0.20 1.75 0.08
Non-public transport user 0.43 0.04 -10.18 0.00
Rural 0.62 0.05 -12.04 0.00
Married/Civil Partnership -0.10 0.05 -1.89 0.06
Separated 0.18 0.12 1.54 0.12
Divorced 0.03 0.08 0.41 0.68
Widowed -0.03 0.11 -0.26 0.80
Other/Not stated 0.25 0.22 1.13 0.26
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Regression model (2) — Personal safety and socio-demographic variables

Factors that are significant are highlighted in dark grey and show up in the significant column at 0.

Factors that are almost significant are highlighted in lighter grey.

Statistical model

Standard

Coefficient error t-statistic Sig.
Health issue limits daily
activities a lot -1.05 0.23 -4.98 0.00
Health issue limits daily
activities a little -0.54 0.13 -4.32 0.00
Health issue limits daily
activities not at all -0.12 0.17 -0.68 0.50
Non-white ethnicity -0.18 0.18 -1.03 0.30
Always travel with children -0.08 0.18 -0.45 0.65
Sometimes travel with children | -0.06 0.22 -0.27 0.79
Hardly ever travel with children | 0.25 0.24 1.07 0.28
Never travel with children 0.08 0.67 0.12 0.90
25-34 0.05 0.26 0.20 0.84
35-44 -0.09 0.26 -0.34 0.73
45-54 0.27 0.26 1.03 0.30
55-64 0.39 0.26 1.53 0.13
65-74 0.58 0.26 2.22 0.03
75+ 1.16 0.29 4.06 0.00
Female -0.62 0.09 -6.86 0.00
Religious -0.02 0.09 -0.16 0.87
Gay/lesbian 0.15 0.23 0.62 0.53
Bisexual 0.10 0.21 0.49 0.62
Other 0.07 0.70 0.10 0.92
Not stated 0.29 0.26 1.15 0.25
Currently pregnant 0.82 0.47 1.74 0.08
Non-public transport user -0.77 0.10 -8.04 0.00
Rural 0.28 0.11 2.60 0.01
Married/Civil Partnership -0.06 0.13 -0.45 0.66
Separated -0.07 0.46 -0.15 0.88
Divorced 0.09 0.18 0.49 0.62
Widowed -0.30 0.26 -1.13 0.26
Other/Not stated -0.08 0.42 -0.18 0.86
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Ipsos standards and accreditations

Ipsos’ standards and accreditations provide our clients with the peace of mind that they can always depend
on us to deliver reliable, sustainable findings. Our focus on quality and continuous improvement means we
have embedded a “right first time” approach throughout our organisation.

§ ISO 20252
%o& UKAS

% GRS | it This is the international market research specific standard that supersedes
0005 BS 7911/MRQSA and incorporates IQCS (Interviewer Quality Control Scheme). It covers
the five stages of a Market Research project. Ipsos was the first company in the world to
gain this accreditation.

§":'!':‘ Market Research Society (MRS) Company Partnership
. MRS Eyidence .
* @) Matters™ By being an MRS Company Partner, Ipsos endorses and supports the core MRS brand

Company Partner - yalues of professionalism, research excellence and business effectiveness, and commits
to comply with the MRS Code of Conduct throughout the organisation. We were the first
company to sign up to the requirements and self-regulation of the MRS Code. More than
350 companies have followed our lead.

M % ISO 9001
%0 UkAs | This is the international general company standard with a focus on continual improvement

Sey L9 through quality management systems. In 1994, we became one of the early adopters of

the ISO 9001 business standard.
oy ISO 27001

o SGS. AL | This is the international standard for information security, designed to ensure the
0005 selection of adequate and proportionate security controls. Ipsos was the first research
company in the UK to be awarded this in August 2008.
The UK General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the UK Data Protection Act
(DPA) 2018

Ipsos is required to comply with the UK GDPR and the UK DPA. It covers the processing
of personal data and the protection of privacy.
HMG Cyber Essentials

ESSENTIALS

This is a government-backed scheme and a key deliverable of the UK’s National Cyber
Security Programme. Ipsos was assessment-validated for Cyber Essentials certification in
2016. Cyber Essentials defines a set of controls which, when properly implemented,
provide organisations with basic protection from the most prevalent forms of threat
coming from the internet.
. Fair Data
g . Ipsos is signed up as a “Fair Data” company, agreeing to adhere to 10 core principles.
Fair The principles support and complement other standards such as ISOs, and the
Data" requirements of Data Protection legislation.
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