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It is widely acknowledged that TRANSPORT PROBLEMS much like lack of
education, can fundamentally limit life opportunities [but by how much?]

Education and Social Exclusion Transport and Social Exclusion

NO EDUCATION

NO
JOB

REDUCED LIFE NO
OPPORTUNITIES NO TRANSPORT

(Source: Based on Wheels to Work in Shropshire UK sourced from “Transport for Young People in Rural Areas” Community Transport Association UK March 2002
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...SE Is deliberately multi-dimensional to encapsulate barriers to participation
and which might better relate transport problems to human life barriers

Economic

Access to Money

Living Space

Local Environment Factors

Income poverty, unemployment,
access to credit

Crime, safety, pollution,
availability of services, disunity
of community

Mobility

Access to the Car

Personal

Individual characteristics & Attitudes

Class, culture, disability, ethnicity,
gender, skills

Personal Political

Ability to make you own decisions

Powerlessness, disempowerment,
restricted choices, poor access to
information

t

Dimensions
of

Social
Exclusion

Organised Political
Ability to influence organised decisions

Denial of rights, disenfranchisement, low
participation in voting, poor representation,

Access to mobility, poor public
transport, barrier to activities,
social networks

Temporal

Time pressures

Lack of time to participate in social,
political, economic activities

Societal

Social factors at the society level

Crime, education, family dynamics,
health & social care, inequality

Social Networks
Access to/relations with people

Isolation, loneliness

Source: Kenyon S (2003) ‘Understanding social exclusion and social inclusion’ Municipal Engineer156 Issue ME 2 pp97-104
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The transport disadvantaged are widely known as are types of
transport exclusion [But who and what should get priority?]
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There is a substantial Social Gap in transport in Melbourne (very high social
need/ below average PT supply) is a fringe issue

Note: These 677 CCDs
house 397,673 residents

N

|

Social Need and Public Transport Supply

ritigton Peninsula
B “ery high need with below average supply

————— Syhurban rail line

Source: Currie, G. 2004. Gap Analysis of Public Transport Needs: Measuring spatial distribution of public transport needs and identifying gaps in the quality of public
transport provision. Transportation Research Record, 1895, 137-146
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PT is very unequal; 20% of the people get 70% of the service

100%

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% -

50% - === Equity

== Population (G=.68)

40% 1 Population + Employment (G=.62)

Service Level

30%
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0% T T L L] T T T T T
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Population/ population + employment

Fig. 4. Lorenz curves of population and employment.

Source: Delbosc A and Currie, G. (2011) ‘Using Lorenz Curves to Assess Public Transport Equity’ JOURNAL OF TRANSPORT GEOGRAPHY Volume 19, Issue 6,
November 2011, Pages 1252-1259
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Resulting in Forced Car Ownership; high car ownership on low income

Cannot
Walk to Activities

Forced Car High
] Car
Ownership Ownership

No Public
Transport

Source: Currie G and Senbergs Z (2007) ‘Exploring Forced Car Ownership in Metropolitan
Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2007
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Which is concentrated in outer suburbs......

Whittlesea

Nillumbik

arra Ranges

Wyndham

Low income with 2+ cars
Percent of total dvwellings

W 7 oto1s% (574
B 5 to 7% (1161)
B 4 to 5% (oom
3 to 4% (1M2)
2 to 3% (830

upto 2% [695)
0% [563)
Cardinia
. N
Mornington
Peninsula
Source: Currie G and Senbergs Z (2007) ‘Exploring Forced Car Ownership in Metropolitan

Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2007
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....remote from public transport.....and...

Whittlesea

Nillumbik

Melton
dra Ranges

Wyndham

Low income with 2+ cars
Percent of total dwellings

W 7 to1an (574)
B s to 7% (1ED
W 4 to 5% (900)
3 to 4% (1012)
2 to 3% (931)
upto 2% (698)
0% (563)

———— Suburban rail line

Cardinia

. N
Mornington
Peninsula
Source: Currie G and Senbergs Z (2007) ‘Exploring Forced Car Ownership in Metropolitan

Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2007
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...remote from local activity centres

Whittlesea

Nillumbik

Melton

Wyndham

arra Ranges

Cardinia

Low income with 2+ cars
Percent of total dwelings:

W 7 to18% (574
B 5 to 7% (1161
B 4 to 5% 90m
3 to 4% (1012)
2 to 3% (931
upto 2% (B9
0% (563)

Business zone

I

Mornington

Peninsula
Source: Currie G and Senbergs Z (2007) ‘Exploring Forced Car Ownership in Metropolitan
Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2007
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There is a link between lack of PT & high car ownership on low income

25.0% - - 12,000
22.6%
L 10,000
20.0% -
16.4%
% Low L 8,000 _
o - Public
Income 15.0%
Transport
Households L 6,000 o pl
With 2 or 10.0% - pply
More Cars 7.3% L4000 Index
5.0% -
L 2,000
0.0% - Lo

Inner Middle Outer
Location of Suburb

Source: Based on Currie and Senbergs (2007)
Note: PTSupply Index scoreis based on number of services per week factored by the spatial coverage of the areas by public transport.
Higher valuesimply greatersupply and coverage of areas by Public Transport
Source: Johnson V Currie G and Stanley J (2010) ‘A critique of Zero Car ownership as a Measure of Disadvantage’ Social Indicators Research: Volume 97, Issue 3
(2010), Page 439.
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Research suggests fringe car ownership may be a bigger problem than zero car
ownership — Transport Poverty is a bigger issue than Transport Disadvantage

Number of Households in Outer Melbourne Proportion of Income on Transport

Zerocars 16,357 Zero Cars

Cars per Household

Two or More Cars 20,831 Two or More Cars

50% 60%
(Approximate) Share of Income Spent on Transport

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Number of Low Income Households (<$500/Week)

Source: Currie G and Senbergs Z (2007) ‘Exploring Forced Car Ownership in Metropolitan
Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2007
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FCO is growing; indeed the rate of growth is increasing

Inner Melbourne B Middle Melbourne B Quter Melbourne

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

No. Households

20,000

Source: Currie G Delbosc A and Pavkova K (20018) ‘Alarming Trends in the Growth of Forced
Car Ownership in Melbourne’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 2018
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New data - Infrastructure Australia says Melbourne has the biggest problem in
Australia

Figure 9 Walking access to medium- te high-frequency public transport by city and by sector during weekday AM peak,
as count and praportion of city population, all five cities, 2017
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Note: A medium- to high-frequency service is degfined as four or more services during weekday AM peak, while walking diztance is defined as 300 metres for keavy rail

stations and 400 metras for all other services.
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Our current policy acts to reduce public transport per capita service levels which
will exacerbate the problems

Relative Service Level Per Head

Melbourne - Public transport timetabled kms per capita each year
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Vehicle Kms per Head of Population
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Source: PTRG analysis of Department of Transport/ Public Transport Victoria Annual Reports
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Contact us via our website PTRG.INFO, LinkedIn or Twitter

Professor Graham Currie FTSE (P T R[OSt
Director, SEPT-GRIP, PTRG

CONNECTING CITIES

PTRG is the name for researchers at Monash University who are engaged
in research on public transport systems, users, planning and policy.

Connect with us on ‘ ‘ S T

. - P
Linked[}]. 0 24 48 18 6190

PROFESSIONAL PHD RESEARCHERS MASTERS STUDENTS CURRENT PROJECTS RESEARCH PAPERS
RESEARCHERS

www.ptrg.info
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