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CLUSTER ANALYSIS

A non-hierarchical cluster analysis was used to segment the respondents into five clusters,
allowing discernible distinction of opinions, travel patterns and experiences.

Identifying supporters of public and active transportation projects

FACTOR ANALYSIS

The principal component factor analysis was used to identify sets of highly correlated
variables. It generated eight factors from 27 variables.

ABSTRACT

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

Among the five clusters generated from the
factor-cluster analysis, only one consists of individuals
who oppose using taxes to fund transportation

The financing and implementation of transportation
projects are more likely to be successful with the
support of local communities.
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McGill Commuter Survey, which include:

O public consultation is necessary to interpret
whether funding opponents are simply against
spending, opposed to transportation infrastructure

O detailed descriptions of typical commutes
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