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Abstract

The role of transport disadvantage in the social exclusion of low income and marginalised households and communities has received increasing academic and policy interest over the last ten years or so.   Against a backdrop of studies that have predominantly considered this issue within various national contexts, this paper offers a unique opportunity to compare different national context.  The paper is informed by a commissioned study for the State of Victoria Department of Transport (Lucas, 2008), which wished to draw lessons from the United Kingdom in order to promote a similar policy agenda for the State.  It is the authors’ contention that the issue of transport-related social exclusion is likely receive growing international policy recognition in the context of global recession, associated local job losses and reduced disposable incomes, as well as the ageing structure of most Western societies.  The paper seeks to disseminate the important findings of our study about the potential for policy transfer to other national and local contexts to a wider academic, policy and practitioner audience.  
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1.
Introduction

Our paper considers the persistent problem of transport disadvantage and related social exclusion within affluent nations and, in particular whether the polices which have been introduced to address this within the United Kingdom
 have the potential to be transferred to different national, geographical and social contexts, in this case the State of Victoria in Melbourne, Australia.  The subject of transport and/or mobility inequality is not a new theme within the transportation literature.  For example, as early as 1973 Wachs and Kumagai identified physical mobility as a major contributor to social and economic inequality in the US context.  Similarly, in the UK, Banister and Hall (1981) asserted that transport clearly had an important role to play in determining social outcomes for different sectors of modern society in terms of both the absence of adequate transport services and the disproportionately negative impacts of the transport system on low income populations.  The late 1990s and early 2000s witnessed a revived interest in this topic in the UK, with the more specific focus on how transport disadvantage can lead to the social exclusion of low income population groups and communities.  
The literature demonstrates that early UK studies in this area predominantly sought to make more explicit the links between income poverty, transport disadvantage, poor access to key services and an inability to participate in life enhancing opportunities (see for example Church and Frost, 2000; TRaC, 2000; Lucas et al 2001; Kenyon 2003; Kenyon et al, 2003; Hine and Mitchell, 2003; Hodgson and Turner, 2003; Rajé, 2004).  These studies helped to encourage formal policy recognition of the problem of transport-related exclusion with publication of the 2003Social Exclusion Unit (SEU) now internationally recognised Making the Connections report. The SEU report subsequently resulted in the development of a set of cross-departmental policy guidances to local delivery agencies in England and a statutory duty for local transport authorities to deliver accessibility planning as part of their Local Transport Plans (Department for Transport, 2006).  
The issue of transport-related social exclusion has clearly had resonance with academics and policy makers in other countries.  For example, Hurni (2006) initially began an exploration of the phenomenon within the Australian context in her study of the accessibility of low income populations in Western Sydney.  Currie et al (2007) produced an edited collection describing disadvantage in the Australian context and subsequently he and his colleagues at Monash University have embarked on a three year research study to evaluate the differences between the travel and activity patterns of socially excluded groups and the average population in the Melbourne region (Currie et al, 2009; Currie, 2010; Currie and Delbosc, 2010a; 2010b). 
In Canada, an early study by Litman (2003) identified transport and social exclusion as an emergent policy concern. Later Páez et al (2009; 2010) explored the phenomenon further in an empirical study for the Canadian Department Human Resources and Social Development. Within the European context, Schonfelder and Axhausen (2003), Grieco (2006) and more recently Cellobada (2009), Priya and Uteng (2009) and Priya Uteng (2009) have all considered aspects of transport-related social exclusion.  Rose et al. (2009) reported on a recent New Zealand study and Lucas (2010) has explored this within a social development context for the South African Department of Transport.  Researchers and policy makers in the US have largely not engaged with the language of social exclusion, but have extensively examined social inequities in transportation and access over a similar timeframe in the context of environmental justice (e.g. Cervero et al, 2002; Handy et al, 2005; Lucas, 2006; Sen, 2008; Wachs, 2010). 

These academic studies have helped to facilitate increased policy awareness and understanding of how a lack of adequate transport can act to reduce access and participation for already socially disadvantaged population groups, thus, leading to their social exclusion (TRaC, 2000; Lucas et al, 2001, Hine and Mitchell, 2003), this particularly occurs in the context of increasingly mobile and spatially disconnected and ageing societies (e.g. Cervero et al, 2002; Mercardo, 2007). They have also promulgated the use of new and hybrid methodologies (e.g. Preston and Rajé, 2007; Mackett et al, 2008) and innovative analytical approaches for identifying the degree and extent to which affected populations experience mobility and/or accessibility-related exclusion (e.g. Schonfelder and Axhausen, 2004; Páez et al, 2010; Currie and Delbosc, 2010a).  
As a result, the case for including consideration of the social benefits and disbenefits of transport within policy development is increasingly accepted by the transport policy and practitioner community.  Defining an appropriate approach to the practical delivery of more socially inclusive transport and land use systems has, however, proven to be both more complex and persistently illusive (DHC and the University of Westminster, 2004).  This paper aims to explore whether the policies and programmes that have been developed and adopted to date by the UK as a world leader of this policy agenda are: a) conceptually; and b) practicably transferable to different geographical, social and political contexts, in this case the State of Victoria in Australia.  This is an issue which is likely to be of considerable interest to transport policy makers and other delivery stakeholders internationally, many of whom are struggling with similar problems of transport-related social exclusion within their own national contexts.
2.
Methodology

The paper is primarily constructed around a study for the State of Victoria Department of Transport (VICDOT), which aimed to adopt similar policies for addressing transport-related social exclusion to those being enacted in the UK and wished to draw lessons from the UK experience.  Based on the evidence of available UK evaluation studies and date collected for the Victoria study, the paper aims to address the following questions regarding the transferability of the UK approach:

1. Is the concept of transport-related social exclusion still relevant within this very different national/regional context?

2. Are the same social groups affected and do they experience similar or different transport and accessibility problems?

3. Do the different governance arrangements for transport (and land use planning and service delivery) have an influence on policy delivery?  

4. Can UK policies and programmes for addressing transport-related social exclusion be adapted to suit the Victoria context? 

We have identified four key comparability criteria with which to explore the potential for policy transfer, as follows:  
1. What is the nature of the problem? – Conceptualisations, definitions, theoretical perspectives;
2. Why is it happening? – Market effects, public policies, funding structures, service provision, capacities and constraints of individuals;

3. Who is affected or at risk? – Demographic breakdowns, distribution across different income groups, behavioural analyses;

4. Where is it happening? - Geographies, spatial distributions, affected areas; settlement types,

5. How can it be addressed? – Action pathways, strategies and timescales, tools, resources and capacities, institutional arrangements, delivery agencies, existing good practices.
In undertaking our analysis we recognise that we are acting in contravention of conventional comparative social policy analysis (Becker and Bryman, 2004), which would most usually seek to either compare different countries at the national level or different cities or regions within or between different countries (Schunk, 1996).  Selection of a UK/State of Victoria comparison was based on the opportunity to undertake such a study because it was deemed useful by policymakers in VICDOT, rather than on the basis of an optimal set of research criteria.  The authors recognised that there are obvious methodological problems with such a comparison in terms of geographies of scale, levels of policy decision-making and other units of analysis. In explicit recognition of this, the paper has purposefully sought to draw out rather than suppress these contextual differences wherever possible (Banister and Marshall, 2000).  We believe this approach has helped us to more critically assess the potential for policy transfer from one context to another.
The methodology for this analysis has been entirely qualitative in nature, based on a review of the published literature, national and state level policy analysis, participant observation at key stakeholder meetings, interviews with a wide range of national, regional and local policy officials and other key local stakeholders and post hoc evaluation of this evidence based.  Following an overview of the international literature, a number of relevant local policy documents, ‘grey’ literature reports and government websites were sourced and reviewed in order to develop a background understanding of the State of Victoria policy position on social exclusion and how this might relate to the issue of transport disadvantage.   Several field trip visits were also made to a number of urban, suburban and semi-rural settlements across the Melbourne Region (on public transport where this was available) to allow familiarisation with different local contexts.  
The main information gathering exercise involved interviews with representatives from the VICDOT and their key local partnerships and delivery agencies, other relevant Departments of the Victoria government, officers in three local municipalities, Transport Connections Programme (TCP) project officers, voluntary organisations and the VICDOT Transport and Social Inclusion Advisory Committee (TASIC).  Approximately one hundred individuals were interviewed over a period of six weeks between October and December 2008 (see Appendix 1 for a full list of participating organisations).  

In the next section of this paper, we offer a conceptualisation of transport-related social exclusion based on the main background literatures.  We use this to examine the UK policy position in relation to these conceptualisations and identify a set of baseline comparators for addressing our four key research questions on the basis of these.  We then draw out the key contextual similarities and differences between the UK and Victoria policy context against this baseline and to examine the issue of transferability of the UK policy agenda.  In this way, we hope to develop a broad set of principles for others who might wish to evaluate the potential to adopt similar policies in other national, regional or local contexts.
3.
Conceptualising transport-related social exclusion
It is important to recognise from the outset that the transport and social exclusion agenda in the UK was developed to complement a much wider and far-reaching set of social welfare reforms (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).  In tandem with this emerging social policy agenda, numerous academics had already been working to develop different theoretical concepts and definitions to explain the phenomenon of ‘social exclusion’ (e.g. Mandanipour et al, 1998; Burchardt et al, 2002, Byrne, 2005).  Their work helped to establish that, although there is no single consensual definition of what constitutes social exclusion, the concept can be said to embrace a broad set of dynamic and multi-dimensional indicators of poverty, including housing condition, educational attainment, ill-health and associated environmental factors.  As a result of their financial insecurity, over time excluded individuals become ‘locked out’ from accessing the basic resources needed to secure a reasonable quality of life.  Community level exclusion occurs where there are spatial concentrations of individuals experiencing or at risk of social exclusion and can have significant additional area effects such as high levels of crime, degraded local environments and high incidences of public service delivery failure (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).

As its core focus the social exclusion agenda has also been concerned with establishing the equal rights of citizens to access resources, goods and services and to participate in everyday activities (Levitas et al., 2007).  This focus on access and participation in activities has helped to establish an important connection between social exclusion, transport and mobility. The main dynamic of this relationship can be broadly described as arising from a spatial mismatch between the home location of low income households and the key economic and social activities in which they need to participate in order to enjoy a reasonable quality of life (Kenyon et al., 2003).  There are, however, also equally important personal, physical, geographical, financial, temporal, environmental and institutional dimensions to the problem (Church and Frost, 2000). 
From an overview of the literature we can therefore offer a working definition of transport-related social exclusion as: 

... Primarily affecting people who are living on or below the poverty line, who do not usually have access to a car and many of whom will also be too old or too young to drive. Affected individuals therefore mainly rely on walking, public transport or lifts from others in order to participate in everyday economic and social activities.  They may also be systematically excluded from using the transport system for a variety of reasons pertaining to its operational and physical structure.  
It is also important to note that people who are experiencing social exclusion are likely to be disengaged from the formal political process and institutional structures of the society in which they live and so are unlikely to be directly involved in formal transport decision-making and are likely to feel alienated and disempowered by the whole decision-making process, including in relation to where they are housed, the kind of job opportunities and services which are available to them, the quality of the services they receive and their own ability to affect any changes in any of these respects (Hodgson and Turner, 2003).  
A further consideration for policy-makers is that not all the people who are experiencing social exclusion will necessarily have a transport or accessibility related problem (Lucas et al, 2001) and equally, there may be some people who do not have transportation available to them but who are not identified as socially excluded in definitional terms.  Although Barry argues that people who choose to exclude themselves from society by their use of private vehicles also undermine social cohesion by putting themselves in direct competition with other road users and can be equally problematic in terms of the delivery of equitable transport policy (2002: 26).  
The UK policy literature identifies that the main focus for social exclusion policy intervention should be on encouraging the increased economic, social and political participation, improving social cohesion and financial security of particular low income and socially disadvantaged groups (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998). This has resulted in a policy focus on particular social groups and key activities, with access to work, learning, health care, food shopping and social activities for already economically and socially disadvantaged groups taking the priority (Social Exclusion Unit, 2003: 9).  
The key contribution of applying a social exclusion lens to the issue of transport disadvantage is that it forces a focus on the associated economic and social outcomes of any policy interventions. In other words, the main policy focus is less on an absence of transport per se but rather the consequences of this in terms of an (in)ability to participate in key life-enhancing opportunities, such as employment, education, health and gain access to supporting social networks.  In this way, there is a move away from a traditional ‘systems-based’ approach to transportation provision, towards a more ‘activities-based’ perspective, which also asks questions about equality of opportunity, equity of outcome and begins to raise the issue of redistributive justice.  
4.
The UK policy approach to transport and social exclusion

This next section of the paper explores the extent to which these theoretical conceptualisations are picked up and addressed within the UK transport and social exclusion policy documentation. The SEU’s transport and social exclusion report (2003) is the key source of documentation for identifying this agenda.  As a follow-on from the already published National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001), the report focused on a tightly pre-defined set of policy goals and target groups from the outset.  Its main focus was on improving access to work, education, healthcare and food shopping (and to a lesser extent leisure and cultural activities).  It predominantly concentrated on addressing the transport and accessibility needs of already recognised excluded sectors of the population, such as jobseekers, 16-18 year olds not in work, education or training, lone parents, people with physical and mental disabilities or other long-term problems of ill-health and vulnerable elderly populations.  Although travel costs, exposure to accidents and pollution, personal safety whilst travelling, provision of appropriate travel information and advice and the low travel horizons of many people on low incomes were all recognised within the report, they were identified as subsidiary to the core ‘improving accessibility’ focus of the document.  In a departure from the predominantly urban focus of neighbourhood renewal strategy, the transport and social exclusion agenda did however also recognise that access to services could also be particularly difficult for people living in rural areas.  
The main mechanism for achieving improved accessibility the SEU identified was to introduce a formal process of accessibility planning at the local level of transport policy delivery. There are clearly numerous definitions of accessibility within the transportation literature, in this particular instance accessibility planning describes a specific GIS-based methodology for identifying the local transport and accessibility needs of people living low income neighbourhoods (Department for Transport, 2006; Lucas, 2006).  The short term delivery aim was for local authorities to achieve more efficient use of their existing public transport services through the reorganization of the socially necessary bus network, together with multi-stakeholder brokerage agreements with other providers of voluntary and community transport services.  Over the longer term, emphasis was also placed on promoting new patterns of local service delivery (including changes to their location, hours of operation and/or greater use of peripatetic services and home visits and virtual delivery) and adapting land uses.  As it was originally conceptualised the accessibility planning approach centred on four core overarching principles (Social Exclusion Unit, 2003), namely:

1. Multi-stakeholders recognition and ownership of the problem and joint responsibility for its resolution at both the national and local level of governance, as evidenced by a set of cross-government performance indicators and local partnership delivery arrangements;

2. Robust quantitative and qualitative analysis of the problem within any given local context, making full utilisation of GIS based local accessibility assessments and ‘reality checking’ these with qualitative evidence provided by frontline delivery agencies and affected populations;

3. Multi-layered, multi-dimensional and multi-stakeholder action plans to address the problems identified at the local level through the delivery of a combination of new service delivery arrangements, relocation of services and non mode specific, transport-based solutions;

4. Local performance ‘outcome’ measures for the evaluation of projects.  

On the basis of this brief overview, it can be established that the UK policy approach was designed to be:  

1. Conceptually specific with reference to a given set of pre-identified social policy problems

2. Geographically and demographically contextually specific in terms of affected groups and areas
3. An evidence based and locally determined multi-stakeholder agenda

4. Designed to suit wide variability in the circumstances of different local transport authorities in terms of their pre-existing levels of resources, institutional capacities and local policy contexts.
As such, the original approach was specifically designed to be transferable to different local contexts (within the UK) and, in many ways this has been both a strength and weakness in terms of its practical implementation, as the next section of this paper demonstrates.  
5.
Identifying strengths and weaknesses in the UK approach
One of the most important early criteria for the transference and wider adoption of any set of policies must be that they are seen as robust and effective within their original delivery context.  As yet there are no formal evaluations of the performance of local transport authorities in delivering the accessibility planning agenda, neither have most of the practical interventions to address transport-related exclusion been the subject of rigorous performance assessment.
5.1
Reported strengths
The case study evidence which is available suggests that the majority of new transport projects initiated by local authorities under the transport and social exclusion umbrella have delivered significant positive outcomes in terms of generating new trips and activities within deprived area. Lucas et al (2008) identified significant improvements in travel uptake as well as knock-on beneficial social outcomes as a result of these interventions, such as the take-up of new employment and educational opportunities and improved uptake of health visits. Similarly, evaluations of the UK KickStart projects (Bristow et al, 2008), which pump-primed new bus services in deprived neighbourhoods, recorded that even in the context of a generally declining bus market most had witnessed significant increases in bus patronage.  Numerous other individual examples of local good practice have also been noted (Passenger Transport Executive Group, 2010).
The interim findings of a three-year evaluation study of the accessibility planning process (commissioned by the DfT in 2009) suggest that the picture across the board is mixed (Centre for Research of Social Policy (CRSP), 2009).  The programme seems to have had a positive impact in terms of formalising a process for the social assessment of local transport policy as well as offering greater clarity and coherence to the identification of transport disadvantage.  It is possible to construct a broad set of success criteria for the local adoption of policies and programmes to address transport-related social exclusion on the basis of the available evidence, as follows:

1. Clear central government conceptualisation of the problem in direct relation a set of high level social policy concerns and cross-departmental ownership of the agenda within central government and sign-up to a set of national and local indicators and targets;

2. Delivery of cross-departmental policy guidances to local authorities and key partner delivery agencies with clearly defined messages about roles and responsibilities and the establishment of multi-stakeholder local partnerships for developing and delivering an action agenda;

3. Good local analysis and understanding of problems and solutions – who and where is affected, what type of activities are involved, available resources, community/stakeholder-led solutions;

4. Effective local ‘champions’ to drive forward the agenda and gain political support;

5. Additional external funding to support new transport initiatives, e.g. European funding, Urban Challenge funds, etc.

6. Recognising the role of non-transport measures, information, travel training and advice and help with cost of travel.

5.2
Reported weaknesses

However, it appears that while the local transport authorities who see a value in promoting socially inclusive transport projects in their areas have ‘championed’ the agenda, other authorities with less of a political will or social mandate for adopting such an approach have been identified as only pay-lip service to it (ibid.).  A number of important delivery challenges have been noted by various commentators in this respect:
1. The absence of a ‘ring-fenced’ budget has meant that many local authorities have felt unable to deliver improved services in the context of competing budgetary demands (Lucas et al, 2008);   

2. Over-emphasis on ‘black-box’ accessibility mapping tools has meant that local authorities have failed to appreciate the subtleties and nuances associated with the social exclusionary process (Preston and Rajé, 2007) and has encouraged partial and piecemeal practical responses (Preston, 2009);

3. The multi-stakeholder approach has been problematic in terms of local progress and many non-transport agencies do not recognise access to their services as important part of their policy remits (CRSP, 2009);

4. There has been no substantial realignment of the ‘socially necessary’ local authority subsidised bus network and so many deprived communities still lack comprehensive public transport services particularly during off-peak operating times (Passenger Transport Executive Group, 2010)

5. National concessionary fares policy has also not been changed to meet with the recommendations of the SEU report to extend this to low income population groups (Lucas et al, 2008). 
6. Local communities have often not been sufficiently actively engaged in the design and delivery of locally appropriate solutions (Hodgson and Turner, 2003; Rajé, 2004);
7. The monitoring and evaluation of new policies and programmes has been ad hoc and mostly done solely for the purposes of reporting to the national government with little local accountability (CRSP, 2009).

6.
Comparing the Victoria policy position with the UK
In the next sections of this paper we compare the Victoria policy position against the evidence of what has and has not worked in terms of successful delivery of the UK agenda.  We do this in direct relation to the five criteria described in the methodology section this paper.  In this way, we aim to identify where the main similarities and differences lie and to thus determine the appropriateness of policy transfer specifically to the State of Victoria but more generally to other national policy contexts.
6.1
What is the problem? 

It is clear that in many ways the State of Victoria has for some time been following a similar policy approach to the UK in addressing social exclusion generally (Victoria Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 2005a; 2005b).  Its policies for transport and social exclusion primarily emerged from a prior national social welfare agenda, which echo many of the UK’s New Labour social welfare policies (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998) in that they seek to reduce barriers to opportunity, improve access to services and strengthen assistance for disadvantaged groups and communities, as such, the concept, definitions and language of social exclusion already well-embedded within the State of Victoria policy documentation.  
Although transport problems are briefly recognised in the early documents, the role transport in the resolution of social policy problems is almost entirely overlooked.  A specific approach for addressing transport disadvantage in the State of Victoria was only identified in 2008 (State of Victoria, 2008a; 2008b) and is still not a feature of national government transport policy.  Again similarly to the UK, the main focus of the Victoria transport and social exclusion agenda is on getting key economically disadvantaged groups, particularly those in Regional Melbourne who are poorly served by conventional public transport services, to key destinations, such as work, tertiary education, hospital and other social activities.  In the Victoria case, these problems are intensified by the long journey distances people living outside of the urban centre must travel to connect with key services (see table 1).   

In terms of the transferability of the transport and social exclusion agenda, it is possible to identify two noteworthy departures at this conceptual stage, in that: 
i) The policy agenda is being developed by at the State level without the prior influence and support of a wider national strategy; and 
ii) It transport (rather than social) policy makers who are leading the policy development process, acting largely in isolation from their social policy colleagues in other relevant departments.  
Both these departures are likely to have an effect on the way in which the policy agenda can be delivered at the local level, in particular securing the participation of non-transport stakeholder may be more difficult (see 6.2 below for more on this issue).

6.2
Why is it happening?

As in the UK, the changing spatial and temporal organisation of UK society has generated a demand for increased personal mobility for all sectors of society, which has largely not been matched by public transport supply, particularly in low income and rural areas.  Public policies have also acted to encourage car-centric development patterns such as out-of-town shopping and housing developments and the removal of key facilities such as hospitals and colleges out of the urban centres, which makes them harder to serve with public transport. As such, people without cars simply cannot keep pace with the rising need to travel in order to carry out everyday essential activities (see Table 1).  
Importantly, the SEU report identified that this has partly occurred because none of the key social policy agencies either nationally or locally has had a direct responsibility for ensuring access to services (2003:40).  It recommended that poor co-ordination and lack of accountability between the different sectors of government and between central and local government combined with insufficient technical and institutional capacity within local transport authorities has meant that public and community transport services are not matched to the needs of the people who use them.  As such, a core function of the transport and social exclusion agenda has been to develop a policy framework to address this lack of coordination and make local transport authorities and other providers of transport services more accountable to central government for delivering better public transport access to services.
In Australia, the federal government devolves most of the functions of government to its states, which are responsible for autonomous policy development and delivery.  This means that the State of Victoria has been singly responsible for determining and delivering its own transport and social exclusion agenda.  There are pros and cons to this autonomy. On the one hand, it makes for a much less hierarchical and complex system of policy delivery. On the other hand the Victoria agenda lacks some of the high-level political strength and cross-departmental commitment to the agenda that the SEU strategy enjoyed and this is an important issue in terms of successful transfer of the UK policy agenda.  
Even with a high-level, cross-governmental support, many UK local authorities have struggled to engage with stakeholders outside of the transport sector.  Conversely, successful local take-up of the agenda has most often occurred when taken forward by established and already successful, multi-sector, local stakeholder partnerships.  The important role of prominent and respected local champions has also been noted by successful local authorities (Centre for the Research of Social Policy, 2009).  It would appear that both a multi-stakeholder approach and local buy-in to the agenda are needed for the successful transfer of policy into practice. In recognition of this message, VICDOT has recently established a Social Transit Unit in order to reach out to other State departments in the hope of gaining wider high-level support for their agenda.  So far attempts to engage other relevant State departments have failed with one exception; the Department of Planning and Communities (DCP), which is jointly funding the Transport Connections Programme with the Department of Transport (see more in the section below on this).  

6.3
Who are the affected groups? 

It is evident that many more people living on low incomes in the State of Victoria own and drive cars than is the case in the UK.  Currently just under half of the lowest income quintile of households in the UK have regular access to a car (Department of Transport, 2009), whereas approximately 82% of this sector of the Victorian population regularly drive (State of Victoria, 2008a).  For low income motorists the cost of maintaining and running a vehicle is likely to be their greatest transport challenge and this is clearly relevant to a larger proportion of households in Victoria than in the UK.  The SEU transport and social exclusion agenda almost entirely overlooks the problems of low income motorists, identifying private vehicle ownership to be a non-essential and minority issue within the UK.  However, it is likely to be more of a priority issue for many low income households in Victoria and so it would be inappropriate for VICDOT adopt a similar policy stance, particularly given the greater distances that many people living outside of central Melbourne need to travel to access employment and services (see 6.4 below for more on this).

Despite the major difference in the car ownership levels of low income households in the UK and Victoria, the literature would suggest that there are some marked similarities in the transport difficulties of those who either cannot drive, do not own a car or do not have a vehicle available to them for all trips, as Table 2 demonstrates. Similar social groups tend to be most affected by a lack of transport; in particular the needs of young and older people, people with disabilities are noted (Currie et al., 2007).  Affected population groups also tend to identify the same type of activity needs and to express similar difficulties in getting to destinations (although journey distances and times are usually much longer in the Victoria context, as identified in 7.4 below) and they express similar problems with the public transport system itself in terms of poor service frequencies, routing, scheduling, cost, safety whilst travelling and travel information.  However, Dodson et al., 2010 have studied the travel behaviour patterns of socially disadvantaged groups in the Australian context using household travel survey. Their study identifies considerable differences in the travel behaviours of different socially disadvantaged households which need to be recognised if policy makers are to adequately respond to the needs of Australian transport disadvantaged populations, particularly those living in dispersed rapidly growing regions. 
Furthermore, these superficial similarities do need to be problematised and probed through more detailed and spatially specific local analyses. The UK experience has demonstrated that interventions to reduce transport-related social exclusion are highly contextually specific and that one size definitely does not fit all (DHC and University of Westminster, 2004).  Páez et al, 2009 have also identified the importance of local context in their study of transport and social disadvantage for different metropolitan areas in Canada.  Unlike the UK where very localised assessments of transport need  are a core feature of the accessibility planning process, detailed local assessments of accessibility need by social group and on an area by area have been largely absent from the Victoria approach to date.  In some local areas, the local transport coordinators funded through the Transport Connections Programme (TCP) have undertaken such analyses and there have been some consultancy studies to undertake Comprehensive Bus Reviews within the Metropolitan Melbourne area. There is also an ongoing rolling review of buses in Regional Melbourne.  Nevertheless, these analyses rarely consider the specific accessibility needs of low income populations or non-car owning households and this is absolutely vital to an assessment of whether any similar policy practices can be adopted in the Victoria.  
6.4
Where is it happening?

A major issue in terms of the likely success of any policy transfer is the considerable differences in spatial scale, population size and density, settlement patterns, car ownership and public transport service levels in the UK and Victoria cases, as well as important differences in the spatial distribution of low income households (see Table 1).   Where the vast majority of the low income population in the UK is concentrated in its main urban centres or live on social housing estates within a five to ten mile radius in the fringes of a major settlement, many of Victoria’s low income households are widely dispersed across the outer suburbs of Melbourne where public transport is largely non-viable for most trips due to the journey distances and the low density of the population (Currie and Delbosc, 2010b).  This makes it much harder to address the problem of their transport exclusion through improvements to the public transport network and brings into question whether the core elements of the UK transport and social exclusion agenda, which is focused strongly on finding public and community transport solutions, is actually transferrable to the Victoria context beyond its conceptual stages.  
6.5
How can the problem be addressed?

It is not possible to offer a comprehensive review of practical UK initiatives to reduce transport-related social exclusion within the confines of this paper.  In the main, best practice authorities in the UK have tended to focus on the introduction of new fixed and flexibly routed bus services to address gaps in their commercially run bus networks, as well as the provision of travel training and advice (Passenger Transport Executive Group, 2010).  Table 3 compares some of the key policy interventions which have been already put in place in the UK and Victoria.  This is not intended to act as a comprehensive description of these, however, it does help to emphasise a wide variety of initiatives in the two instances. 

Clearly there are fundamental differences in the spatial geography of socially excluded populations in the UK and Victoria, as well as and major differences in the levels of car ownership and use and the base-level of existing public transport supply dictate that the predominant public transport focus of the UK delivery approach is less suited to the Victoria operating environment, where physical isolation and lack of access to local services outside of the main urban centre is much more of a problem even for affluent non-car owning citizens (Lucas, 2008).  On this basis, it seems appropriate to conclude that, outside of the Melbourne’s urban centre, it might be more beneficial for VICDOT to explore the transferability of practical programmes from a country with a similar contextual public transport operating environment such as the United States or Canada.  In California, for example, programmes to assist individuals with the purchase of a private vehicle have often proved to be more successful to their inclusion in the workforce than public transport options (Cervero et al, 2002).  There may be delivery issues for VICDOT in this case because it is a public transport provider and assistance with private transport provision may be outside of its jurisdiction.   
However, as in the UK, many of Victoria’s poorest population cannot and will never be able to drive and so public transport services are still likely to be an important part of the transport inclusion policy package. Recent improvements to public transport services in Melbourne inner urban areas of deprivation have witnessed significant patronage growth in (Loader and Stanley, 2009) and VICDOT has dedicated AU$1.4 billion (approx £50m) to improve fixed route bus services in its deprived areas of urban Melbourne over the next ten years in recognition that more could still be done to match public transport services to the accessibility needs of low income populations (Victoria & Victoria Department of Infrastructure, 2008a).  In addition, the level of fares had been reduced for certain disadvantaged key groups (seniors over 60 years, young people under 18 years, people with disabilities and jobseekers) on a State wide basis, State of Victoria (2006).
Fixed route services are unlikely to provide a solution for low income carless populations in Melbourne’s outer suburbs and the Regions, however.  In talking with communities in Victoria’s peripheral areas, Transport Connections Programme (TCP) coordinators have identified that more flexibly-routed and flexibly timetabled routes are needed to meet people’s accessibility and mobility needs (Lucas, 2008).  The TCP is jointly funded by Victoria’s Department of Communities and Planning and VICDOT and was introduced in 2003 to enhance the capabilities of local government to find innovative solutions to transport disadvantage. Demand responsive and community-run transport services such as Dial-a-Ride have also made a significant contribution to transport inclusion in the UK, particularly for its elderly, disabled and rural populations, and have also been trailed with similar successes in New South Wales (Batellino, 2009).   However, policy makers need to recognise that the subsidy cost of such services is almost always greater than for fixed route services and the demand for such services usually outstrips the potential for their supply (Lucas et al. 2008).  
Aside from improved transport provision, the SEU’s 2003 report recognised from the outset that as a multi-dimensional problem, transport-related social exclusion would require much more than one-dimensional mobility-based solutions.  It was on this basis that accessibility planning sought to bring together the relevant local stakeholders to deliver complementary land use and public service delivery responses.  In practice this has proved to be difficult to achieve and most UK local transport authorities have struggled to secure integrated solutions to the accessibility problems they have identified, despite specific guidances from national government to the other local sectors who should be involved in these actions.  In the Victoria case, there has been no such guidance and neither is a high level cross-sector strategy in place to generate multi-stakeholder cooperation. Interviews with non-transport stakeholders in Victoria demonstrated them to be largely unaware of the transport implications of their policy decisions and that many of the target groups might experience problems accessing key services due to their location decisons. Arguably, the delivery of better local facilities is even more important to the social inclusion agenda in the Victoria case, which has policies encouraging outer urban area growth that have little recognition of accessibility issues and a poor legacy of mixed use development outside of its urban centre (Department of Planning and Community Development, 2008).       
7. 
Conclusions 
A key aim for this paper has been to identify some transferable lessons for academics, policy makers and practitioners internationally who may be considering the issue of transport-related and are looking to draw on the UK experience.  The paper offers some useful insights in this respect. First and foremost, transport-related social exclusion does appear to be transferable as a high-level concept.  It can be helpful for exposing the relationship between transport disadvantage and social outcomes and making transport policy makers more aware of the mobility and accessibility needs of low income populations.  However, the practical delivery of a more socially inclusive transport agenda is likely to be highly geographically and contextually specific and it is at the stage of practical implementation that the transferability of policy needs to be critically evaluated against a set of clear policy criteria and a robust evidence base.  The paper has identified that, despite some superficial similarities in the transport disadvantages of low income populations in the UK and Victoria, there are also some important contextual differences, which are likely to dictate the types of policies and programmes that can be used to address this.  In the case of transport and social exclusion policy, one size definitely does not fit all and careful assessment of the specific transport and accessibility needs of affected individuals, as well as the local geographical context in which they live is needed before the transferability of specific initiatives can be ascertained.  
The UK experience suggests that successful delivery of the agenda has most often occurred where there have been dedicated funding streams for new transport services with a focus on revenue rather than capital rich projects. These need to be specifically targeted at meeting the activity needs of socially excluded populations and often require quite a different set of operating criteria to mainstream public transport services, e.g. earlier start and finish times, more evening and weekend services and more flexible routing and scheduling), The base level of existing provision will obviously make a huge difference to the level of funding support that needs to be invested in such initiatives.  The US has demonstrated that in more dispersed settlements where regular public transport services are less viable, financial assistance with private vehicle ownership and/or their subsidised use can often be more successful for the social inclusion of some transport disadvantaged groups than public transport solutions.  Such policies have largely been resisted by local transport authorities in the UK on the basis that they are in conflict with their environmental policy objectives and also fall outside of their policy jurisdiction but may be seen to be more relevant in other national contexts.  
This leads to a final point that, in order to be truly successful, policies to improve the inclusion of transport disadvantaged populations should be focused on more than their increased mobility and need to multi-stakeholder approach to the delivery of improved access and participation in activities over the longer term through wider land use and local service provision.  This requires the adoption of a multi-stakeholder, multi-sector approach to the issue of transport and accessibility, which is difficult to deliver in practice because it is a peripheral consideration for other policy sectors.  Better articulation of the social effects of inequitable and exclusionary transport policies is needed and this remains a key challenge for future research.  
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Appendix 1: Participating organisations in the Victoria study

Bus Association Victoria

Department of Infrastructure (now Department of Transport)

· Accessible Transport Division

· Public Transport Division (Metropolitan Victoria)
· Public Transport Division (Regional and Rural Victoria)

· Research and Transport Planning Division

· Sustainable Transport Division
Department of Planning and Community Development 

Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 

Department of Health 
Department of Human Services

East Gippsland College of Further Education

Lake Tyers Aboriginal Community

Melton, Hepburn and East Gippsland local authorities

Melton Community Transport project

Monash University

TeleBus Victoria

Transport Connections Programme officers in Melton, Hepburn and East Gippsland 
Transport and Social Inclusion Advisory Committee

Travellers’ Aid Australia 

Victoria Council of Social Services  
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Table 1:  Comparing the spatial contexts of the UK and Victoria 
	Issue
	UK
	Victoria

	Geography

	Area
	· 244,000 km2
	· 227,0000 km2

	Population 
	· 61.6 million
	· 5.2 million

	Urban structure
	· 8 large metropolitan areas and 19 major cities
	· 1 metropolitan region and 3 regional towns

	Settlement patterns
	· Very dense inner city urban areas, fairly high density urban peripheral estates and dispersed rural settlements 
· Few remote rural settlements (mostly in Scotland)

· Low income populations mainly located in inner cities, social housing urban fringe and ex-industrial areas with some dispersed rural poverty
	· Melbourne amongst the lowest density city in the world.

· Distance to activities greater and hence the scale and need for travel larger.  
· Numerous remote and isolated rural communities.  

· Low income populations mostly located in urban fringe, suburbs and remote rural areas.

	Car ownership levels
	· Fairly high across population as a whole – approx 80%
· Access to cars amongst lowest income quintile approx. 47% – up 45%  in five years between 2005-2008
	· High across the populations - approx 80%. 

· Car occupancy rates and car sharing is low.  

	Public transport services
	· Mostly commercially-run with some ‘socially necessary’ services subsidised by local authorities
· Bus services have declined in urban peripheral areas but the UK still has a relatively comprehensive public transport network

· There is a thriving informal community transport sector, which also serves the needs of transport disadvantaged groups
	· State retains control of all services and provides direct subsidy to support service levels
· Central Melbourne has a reasonably good public transport network (comparable to UK metropolitan areas)

· Melbourne’s urban periphery and other regional centres are less well served by public transport

· Community transport sector is minimal


Source: UK National Statistics online; DfT, 2008; Victoria Online; Currie et al, 2007; Stanley and Stanley, 2008)

Table 2: Comparison the problems of different affected social groups in the UK and Victoria

	Groups
	UK
	Victoria

	Young people
	· Rely on others for lifts or on public transport and so face challenges with independent mobility, particularly in rural areas.
	· Young people are even more isolated and reliant on lifts

	Older people
	· Growing number of older people with limited walk distances and need for accessible transport.  
· Some concern about driving cessation amongst higher income retirees

· Main users of community transport services
	· Driving cessation a much bigger issue – pilot programme already in place
· Ageing populations concentrated in more remote areas.

· More elderly drivers and car dependence and fewer transport alternatives

	People with disabilities
	· Physical and mental disabilities create barriers to travel.  
	· Old tram infrastructure and vehicle design of buses mean poor physical access to transport even in Melbourne city centre.  

· Travellers Aid Australia assistance at train stations also provides access to information for people with disabilities in central city.  

· Poor access to specialist information elsewhere.  

	Ethnic minority/Indigenous communities
	· Immigrant population have problems with access to public transport information in other languages.  

· Issues with use of public transport for some ethnic groups. 

· Concerns about racial discrimination by drivers.
	· Indigenous/aboriginal groups with special transport needs e.g. group travel.

· Greater physical segregation of these communities and virtually no service provision within these settlements.
· Driving offences often first point of entry into criminal justice system for young aboriginal men.


Source: SEU, 2003; Lucas et al, 2001; 2008; Currie et al, 2007; Monash University, 2007), Stanley and Stanley, 2008; Dodson et al., 2010)

Table 3: Comparison of key policy initiatives to address transport-related exclusion in the UK and Victoria
	Policy Measures
	Details

	Multi-stakeholder involvement

	Joined-up policy delivery at central and local level to avoid duplication and fragmentation of transport delivery 
	· Social Exclusion Unit two year study to identify the problem across government 

· 2003 SEU report detailed 37 core commitments across 8 central government departments to deliver local actions 

· Mobility and Inclusion Unit within DfT was given responsibility for coordinating a cross-government delivery agenda

· Joint guidance issued to local service agencies by each relevant central government department e.g. by Dept. of Health to Primary Care Trusts

· 2006 Accessibility Plans establish local stakeholder partnerships with relevant service delivery agencies
	· TASIC is established in 2007 by transport academics and policy makers 

· A Social Transit Unit was established within VICDOT in 2009 to lead on the transport and social exclusion agenda.

· Some early discussions with other State departments but they have made no firm commitments to engage with the agenda 
· As yet, no local legislative or performance monitoring requirements to deliver socially inclusive transport system At State level the agenda is solely driven by VICDOT



	Addressing Lack of Public Transport

	Targeted public transport services improvements in deprived areas
	Total DfT spending on improvements to socially necessary services approx. £183 million over 10 years

· Rural Bus Challenge (1998-2003)

· Urban Bus Challenge (2001 – 2003)

· KickStart (2005) 

· New Urban Challenge Fund has been announced in March 2010 and is currently under consultation
	New bus services improved night and weekend service levels – Au$1.4B over 10 years

· Regional bus services spending increased by 40% between 2000 and 2008
· Melbourne bus services spending increased by 26% between 2000 and 2008

	School and Tertiary Education Transport 
	· No concerted national action in this area, although some examples of locally funded bus to college schemes e.g. Brighton and Hove.
	· School Bus Program to use school buses in regional areas as public transport services when not used during the day, at evenings or out of term time.  This has met with local resistance from education sector.

	Addressing Accessible Transport

	Public transport
	· Disabilities Discrimination Act 1995 compliance - full for public transport by 2015.

· Most buses have wheelchair access.  

· Good access to information for deaf via MiniCom system and Braille info also available from Travel Line.  
	· Implementing the requirement of the Federal Disability Discrimination Act (1992) to make all public transport accessible within 20 years (2022).  Trains and Trams have a special dispensation to 2032.

· Includes Au$1.6B for new rolling stock, changes to bus procurement to adopt low floor buses and changes to bus and tram stops and rail stations to make then accessible

	Rural Wheelchair Accessible Taxi Fund
	· No comprehensive national programme.  Some early local experiments with taxi vouchers for seniors and disabled travellers – most now disbanded. 
	· Au$3.3M fund to assist rural commercial taxi operators purchase wheelchair accessible taxis.

· 330 additional wheelchair accessible taxis to be released in Metro Melbourne.    

	Addressing Affordable Transport

	Reduced Public Transport Fares for Transport Disadvantaged Groups
	· Seniors and people with disabilities travel free on all buses as part of the 2008 national concessionary fares programme 

· There are no national concessions for low income travellers.

· Some concessionary fares for school travel but allocated on a distance basis and not targeting children in deprivation

· Some authorities, most notably Centro, offer financial help to jobseekers with travel to job interviews and in the 6 months transition period from welfare into work
	· Long distance intra-state ‘Fare Go’ Package – fares on intra-state long distance coach and rail services reduced by 20%.

· Seniors travel on inter-state long distance services at all times at concession (free travel) since 2006.

· Seniors travel free in Metro area and regional cities on Sunday
· Half price on all public transport for Health Care Card Holders, eligible low income and students since 2005.

· Reduced Nightrider Fares for young people since 2007.

	Taxi fare subsidy increases
	No comprehensive national taxi fare subsidy scheme (see above), although some local subsidy schemes do exist.
	Multi-Purpose taxi program (fare subsidy for people with impairments, has caps of travel frequency/distance doubled in Metro Melbourne

	Addressing Low Travel Horizons

	Travel training/travel promotion initiatives
	Some local transport authorities (most notably Centro) offer travel training and individualised or jobseekers as part of their search for WorkWise packages.
	Keeping Older Victorians Driving Program to encourage older drivers facing driving transition. Includes a trial of mobility advisors, measures to increase awareness of driving transition and measures to make alternative transport easier including walk and cycling to use for older people.

	Local Area-Based Initiatives

	Community transport projects
	There is a strong community transport sector provided by numerous agencies.  Most offer dial-a-ride booking services for people who cannot access public transport but some are serving transport deprived areas.  

Some authorities have attempted to offer a ‘brokerage’ service to coordinate this provision with some examples of success but the sector largely remains in the informal and voluntary sector
	Virtually non-existent in Victoria, although may be more developed in other States (see for example Battellino, 2009, re recent initiatives in New South Wales).  

Transport Connections Programme funds some minibus services in peripheral urban areas on the outskirts of central Melbourne

	Community transport coordinators
	No nationwide initiative.  

Some local travel authorities (most notably MerseyTravel in Merseyside and Centro in the West Midlands) have initiated local neighbourhood travel teams to offer travel advice and in some instances with the cost of public transport to interviews and on moving from welfare into work.
	Transport Connections Programme funded by State:

1. Provision of a transport coordinator to local agencies to bring together needs and available services.  Au$18.3M over 4 years, increased to Au$80M in 2008 to fund 32 projects

2. Includes Au$4.19M for a ‘flexible transport fund’ to fund trial services

	Local Area Access Schemes
	Sustainable Travel Towns provides £10 million between 3 towns over 5 years share local authorities to improve local walking and cycle access.  This is not necessarily targeted at deprived areas or groups.
	A fund of Au$16M over 4 years for local councils to deliver small scale local projects with a focus on local walk, cycle of public transport access. This is not necessarily targeted at deprived areas or groups.

	Measures to integrate local services with public transport 
	Largely unsuccessful
	Not a feature of the current programme 

	Measures to integrate transport and land use
	Despite the requirements of the SEU report 2003, for Local Development Frameworks to be linked with accessibility plans this is not a prominent feature of local planning in most districts.  However, some local successes have been reported with the location of new health facilities.  
	There is currently no State-wide coordination in this respect and expansion of the urban fringe where public transport provision is poor or non-existence is being actively encouraged by growth plans.


Source:  Based on information gathered from DfT and State of Victoria websites and other cited readings
Note on currency conversion rates: £1 = AU$1.56 at the time of writing but was worth roughly AU$2.14 in 2008 when the Victoria study was undertaken
� Under the devolved governmental arrangements that were put in place by central government in 1998, Scotland Wales, Northern Ireland and Greater London are responsible for developing their own transport policies and local authority guidances, while England continues to be governed and legislated for by the UK Government and UK Parliament.  Throughout this paper, therefore, when looking at the policies that were developed for transport and social exclusion we refer to those that were developed by central government but which are only implemented by local authorities in England (outside of Greater London).  In practice, however, similar policy approaches have been adopted by all the other devolved administrations.





1

