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INTRODUCTION

1. Transport is high on the public and political agenda as a result of increasingly
unacceptable congestion and environmeffiégls associated with cag aad
dependence.hiEre are strong pressupagransport professionals to foous short

term objectives and policy interventions. However, for actions to be effective and
robust in the long term itvdalthat a strategitong term perspective is taken by key
decision makerBecisions made now, especially decisions to invest (or not) in
infrastructure, will have an impact for a generation. In taking tHisrrangew, it is
important to consider soeszonomic chang@&ato posit a number of alternative
futures Socieeconomic developments have significant impacts on transport policy.
The problem with such developments is that they are dynamic, complex and difficult
to predictPolicy and investment decisions shoulshbderstood in the light of their
consequences for each of the alternative fuliveRuture is ot predetermined;
decision makers have the patdnb shape developmdat good or ill.

2. Itis in this context that the Strategic Planning and Regen€ratianttee

(SPARCYHf the County Surveyors' Soc{&sShaveembarked upoa Transport

Futures study. This study has been developed astageactivity. In Stage 1, the
TRG has undertaken a literature review (of which this report constitute<ipal prin
output)to summarise current thinking on trends and on the impacts of policy and
investment decisianBhis has built an understanding of the local context in terms of
the UKscurrent transport system operations, travel patterns, levels of inyestmen
The study then compartbss with the experience of other countries, primarily in
Europe, but also in North America and Japan. The review then considers the range of
tools currently available to policy makers to prioritise demand for transgwet and
potentiainfluenceof new and emerging technologies, fiscal policies and behavioural
change approach&tage 2 of the project will look to apply the findings derived from
Stage 1 to support the development of a strategic vision for future Traslgpgort p
(Stage 2 will be undertakerQ88with any input beyond the Stage 1 activity from the
TRG yet to be determined).

3. Theframework for the study was developed from the definition of a series of
fundamental research questwwhgh would underpin theusly:

What do we want from Transport?
Where are we now?
How do we compare?

What can we do?



4. In order to address these questions a series of research aetsdéesmined.

Firstly, a set afbjectives otransport aspirations and requiremesisestabbhel to
providefocus and direction for the studifrey serve as a reference point against
which ideas, visions and theories developed in the study will be d$ss ssxtnyity

is reported in Section 1 of this repdrtansport aspirations and requieats.The
contextual position of transport and travel in the UK and in relation to other
comparable countries sought by the secahthad research questions would be
derived from a review of the locahtext (Section 2 of this repatdthe

internatonal contex{Section 3 of this reparilhis would then be followed by an
examination of the range of policy interventions that might be deployed to achieve the
objectives of the stud8ection 4 of this reparfhese activities would then be
summarisednd some headline conclusions and recommendations présased.
would then be taken forward in the second Phase of the CSS study, to develop the
future scenarios and the impact assessment of different policies and investments.

5. Themethodological framewofor the study is illustratedfigure 1At the centre

of activities in Stage 1 are the transport aspirations and requirements identified with
CSSas being the underpinning, core objectives for transport futures. These objectives
are described in sectione of the report. Moving outwards from the centre, the

spatial contexts for transport policy are represented by the circles labelled local context
and international context. Due appreciation of these contexts for both current and
potential future poljcapproaches is essential to the development of pragmatic, real
world options.

6. Beyond the boundaries of the circles, policy interventions are represented which
are targeted at achieving the core objectives at theldeathgthese interventions
woulddeliver the core objectives. In practice, however, the pathways to achievement
may be blocked or diverted by factors in either international or local edmtgxts
ultimately lead to the targets being missed or only partially achieved. The examination
of policy intervention tools will seek to represent obstacles as well as considering new
and emerging technologies which might overcome these obstacles or generate new
issues. The information collated in this report, produced as the principal output from
Sta@ 1, provides the essential foundation to activities undertgk88mytage 2
(represented by the large arrow pointing downwards from the core of activities in
Stage 1).



Figure 1: Methodological framework
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SECTION 1: TRANSPORT ASPIRATIONS

AND REQUIREMENT S

What do we want from transport?

7. In seeking to define the scope of this stiyCSSdentified a set of objectives
which constituteds view of the UK's futureransport aspirations and requirements.
These objectives were intended to providereevvark to guide the research activity
and shape the nature of the policy options and recommendations to emerge from it.
The five objectives identified were:

Good quality of life, including public realm aspects
Supporting a healthy economy

Socialinclusion and access to opportunities

A pleasant and safe travel experience
Environmental sustainability

akrwNE

s. In this section each of these objectives will be discussetisdussion will
incorporate aattempt to define the concept behind the oligaind a review of past
and present attempts to meet the objective within the context of UK transport policy.

11 Good quality of life, including public realm aspects

Introduction

o. Quality of life ishedriver for this study. Government policy centreguatity of

life!, and the CSS feels that this is the right direction for policy to take. The question
for the study is not so muigiven current trends, where are we likely to end up in 20
or 30 yeatsime?, aswhat do people want from transport? Hauw transport

contribute to a better quality of life for'all?

! Addison and Associates, with POS (20M)ving towards exceliee in land use transportation planning policy
Report for and with the Planning Officersé Society and
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10. There are three key aspects to trarismantribution to quality of life: the
enjoyment of travel; expanding social inclusion, and minimising the damaging effects
of travel on thenvironmat and on communities

1. The CSS feels, intuitively, that travel is good. Some travel is for its own sake; all
travel can add value. Lifestyle choices underpin travel behaviour and transport is rarely
the primary consideration, but as conditions for ulat@liorate then transport can

militate against the quality of life benefits whdtkothe original lifestyle choice.

12. SPARC is the CSS standard bearer for strategic planning and regeneration, so the
study is empowered to take a strategic position trankport future which

incorporates a strong elementiegability sustainable land use thinking is wanted
alongside lifestyle, choices and transport planning priorities.

13. With this broadbrief, the key question is what balance of policies will @timis
transpors contribution to quality of life. This section of the report, therefore, reviews
the evidence on what the UK is looking for in terms of quality of life and how
transport can contribute to it, or damage it.

Transport promotes quality of life

"Transport touches the lives of everyone. It is rarely an end in itself, but is a mean
different ends. It makes a vital contribution to economic growth, and it contributes
Government priodtiaskling crime, protecting the enamdrfostating social

inclusion and thriving comtitunities.

14. The contribution that transport policy can make to quality of life is increasingly
accepted as bosiignificanand varied. The Prime Minidestatement, quoted above,
reinforces the Governménivish that transport should be effective in supporting
social and policy aims, as well as in moving people and goods efficiently and safely.

15. The profession has long aimed at reducing accidents, improving air quality,
minimising the intrusion of traffioise and community severdntais has now

moved into a wider view, and even the pure economic appraisal of transport is now
against five objectives: Environment, Safety, Economy, Accessibility and Ifhtegration

16. Section 2, below, shows the extent ansistency of the increase in travel in the
UK. Underlying this increase in travel is a strong attitudinal predisposition to want

2 Department for Transport (Df{R005) Annual report Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.govuk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documents/pdf/dft_about_pdf 038326.pdf

% Department of Transport, UK (1983)lanual of environmental appraisal SO, London

“ DT (2002) COBA 11: user manuaAvailable (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_econappr/documents/page/dft_econappr_504871.pdf


http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_econappr/documents/page/dft_econappr_504871.pdf

more and more traveThis is not only the travel for leisure and exploration but for
everyday travel

17. Echenique and Homewadioote theUK shift towards suburban living. This
lifestyle i€arowning, close to strategic road networks, gwaerchoice for
shopping, wik, education and entertainmdititey suggestat transport policy
shouldsupport this choicevith thedamae limitatiohaspects focusing on reducing
emissions.

18. Some of the most compelling literature on transport and travel discusses the
evidence that people, everywhbreughout historgnd in all economic conditions,
spendabout an hour to an hour and # haday and about 20% of their money
budgebn travel. Land use respondsrechanisatiod how far we can get in an
hour and a bit and on 20% of our incoMediaeval villages were at the centre of
farm strips which took thistandarttiime budget to alk to and from; market towns
were at a radius of the time buddehit by horse and cart from several villages; in
the poorest parts of rural Asiad in the commute to Los Ang¥lgseople are
travelling to the same time budgets.

19. In transport policyerms, attitudes toovwve travel are important, as well as

attitudes to travel itself. CfIseries of annual surveys on attitudes to transport policy,
in the early 1990s, showed that people are choosing car, and ais&tftrey

investment to make aase more reliable and more pleasant, but that they express a
willingness to change mode if there is investment in altethatives

Transport's adverse impacts on quality of life

20. Whilst it appears to be part of human nature to travel, titlsedkiman gazg,
to interact with others, there is little doubt that travel as it currently exists in the UK is
not widely regarded as improving quality of life. Rather the reverse.

® Miller, D. (Ed.) (2001)Car cultures Berg Oxford

® williams, C. T. (Ed.) (1998]ravel cultue: essays on what makes us Bmeger

"Echenique, M. and Homewood, R. (2004) The future of suburbs and exurbs. Independent Transport Commission
Available (as at 1/2/06): http://trg1.civil.soton.ac.uk/itc/subex01_main.pdf

8 Schafer, A. (2000Regularitiesin travel demand: an international perspectiyeurnal of Transportation and
Statistics vol. 3

° World Bank (2003Rural access and mobility study, Pakistampublished report, Working Paper Series, Energy
and Infrastructure Unit, South Asia Region

19 Rabinson, J. (1997Fime for life: the surprising ways Americans use their tififee Pennsylvania State University
Press

* Commissionfor IntegratedTransport (CfIT)(2002) The CfIT report 2002: Public attitudes to transport in England
(MORI). Available (asat 1/2/06):http://www.cfit.gov.uk/docs/2002/mori2002/mori2002/pdf/mori2002.pdf

2 Todorov, T. (200pImperfect garden: the legacy of humanidirans. Carol Cosmairinceton University Press
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21. The CfIT report mentioned above found that three in ten people (31%)
spontaneously idefned a transpottelated issue as a problem. This rose to 40% in
rural areas.

22. Even théchoicesthat we appear to make are increasingly regarded as forced upon
us. Thes&hoicesare influenced by land use that dbaiow ushotto drive since

actiities are so disperse®ur mode choices are determined by transport provision
that responds to the car and our lifestyle choices respond‘itvtany people now

feel that theghoose drive everywhere because tteelyive everywheit has
becomeautomatit’.

23. This societal tizm with the car has produced consequent protijéntsuding
isolation and exclusion for people who'tduave car accéssThe exclusion
reinforces attitudes that onaust have a c&t

24. The more commonly discussed adverpacts of the car culture are the
externalities imposed on others: noise, disruption, community severance, fear and
pollution. The comprehensive nature of the damage cars do to quality of life is
something the study must bear in mind, since it meanbtdatnology solves the
pollution problem, there are still many other quality of life concerns to overcome if a
carbased policy is pursued.

Changing attitudes

25. Changing entrenched attitudes to cafacssthe saméarriersas changing any
behaviourWe are predisposed to think that whaalweadylois the best possible

choicé®. If two neighbours travel to the same office building and one uses car and the
other the bus, they will both be ablgtove that they are right. Tls¢arting pointo
charging these attitudean bea societal questioning of that rightidassvasrt so

long ago that people would greasondor smoking, rather than admit that it is a
dangerous addiction.

13 ECMT (1998)Infrastructureinduced mobility Round Table Confence, European Conference of Ministers of
Transport, Paris

“Brandon, R. (2002\uto mobile: how the car changed lifdacmillan

15 Thrift, N. (2003)The System of automobilitfPaper presented the ESRC Mobile Network. Available (as at
1/2/06): http:Mvww.its.leeds.ac.uk/projects/mobilenetwork/mobilenetwork.html

'8 Beckmann, J. (20014utomobility - a social problem and theoretical conc&tvironment and Planning Bol.
19, pp. 593607

" Social Exclusion Uni{SEU) (2003)Making the Connections: Fin&eport on Transport and Social Exclusion
TSO, London. Available (as at 20/2/08jtp://www.socialexclusionunit.gov.uk/downloaddoc.asp?id=66

'8 Carrabine, E. and Longhurst, B. (20@)nsuming the car: anticipation, use and meaning in contemporary youth
culture.Sociological Reviewol. 50, pp. 18196

' Golob, F.; Horowitz, A. D. and Wachs, M. (197&itude-behaviour relationships in travdemand modellingn
Hensher, D. A. and Stopher, P.Behavioural Travel ModellingCroom Helm London.
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Defining and measuring quality of life

26. The CSS believes thabddransport policies can promote quality of life across a
broad front: health, security, psychological factors, lifestyle choices, liveability, etc. It is
important to bear in mind, in the discussion below, that transport affects all these
things ands apart ofwhatever measure of quality of life okega

27. There is no accepted definition of quality of life. CHusshewed 50 articles

from alondistof 503, to studythe conceptual and operational definitions of quality

of life employed in the varioggidiesAlthough many articles contained some
discussion of the term, little agreement with regard to its meaning and measurement
was found. The only acknowledged fact in the majority of the articles concerns the
subjective, multaceted nature of quglof life and its inherent measurement

difficulties: Church proposes a new definititQuality of life is a measure of an
individuak ability to function physically, emotionally and socially within his/her
environment at a level consistent with hisélwar expectatioris.

28. Definitions such dthe individuéd consciously perceived positive and negative,
cognitive and affective experi¢ficare all very well stientifiderms, but dohgo

very far in helping policy makers know what to do about itoMbst quality of life
literature relates to health outcomasa{iy of Life Research Jourhaiernational
Society for Quality Of Life), with happiness literatnessingnoney cahbuy it and
the need for balance in life

20. Onedifficulty is thaguality of life ipartlysubjectiveThese subjective views are
influenced by the various groups people are in: they compare themselves with the
people they meet at work, where they live, socially and in their families.

s0. In one of the most exhaustive esvs available of objective measures, The
Economistincludes low unemployment, political liberties with (haxdesasure)

"the preservation of certain cosier factors such as stable families and comunity life
It ranks Britain 29in the world in termsf quality of life, the lowest rank of the

original 15 EU member states. There are several similar surveys at a local level (The
Times, Rough Guide, etc.). The Channel 4 $tis/&jrly typical in using published
statistics on crime, education, enviremiremployment and leisdacilities. This
surveydoestt include transport explicitly, though the conclusimmgiontransport

linksin almost every case

20 Church M. C. (2004)The conceptual and operational definition of quality of life: a systematic review of the
literature. MSc thesis, Texas A&M University. Available (as at 1/2/06):
https://txspace.tamu.edu/bitstream/1969.1/277 1/2ttd+2004B-HEED-Church.pdf

“ Naess, S. (1999) Subjective approach to quality offiéninist Economicgol. 5, pp. 115118

2 Economist Intelligence Unit (200Quality of life indexThe World in 2005The Economist

2 Allsop, K. and Spencer, P. (2008he best and worst placeslige in the UK. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.channel4.com/4homes/ontv/best&worst/
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s1. Defining local quality of life in terms of experience of access to goods and services
can help asd some of the problems of unquantifiable criteria. Even then, different
people genuinely prefer different things. The list of measurables is open to debate: in
the type of approach used for the )@ is difficult to settle on a list which is

universdy accepted. This is despite the fact that the IMD takes the short cut of

looking at the avoidance of negatives: crime, poor air quality, poverty, educational
underachievement, poor health. It is easier to define these than the positive aspects of
qualityof life: few people expect Utopia or wealth, so drawing up a list of what is to be
aimed at, rather than avoided, is tricky. Furthermore, there are many intangible or
personal things to good quality ofdifa a survey response ‘thre good things about

living where | liveawo of the biggest advantages Wiestylé (91%) and

"community (81%), right across city, urban, suburban and rural respSndents

32. Given the problems of definition, it is not surprising the¢ tkeno single measure
for qualityof life. Surveys tend to result figeld standaitf of around 780%

rating’ because it is human nature to adapt to circumstances and it is also human
nature to hold aspiratioAso most people are pretty happy, butdHie a little

more.

33. Satisfaion surveys in general Atte helpauthorities (and others) tend to use
‘Likert scaleso ask whether people consider seriweeg good / good / neither /

bad / very backetc., but Likert himself pointed out that these scales cannot be relied
uponfor absolute measurement; they are designed for compamsocan see that
residents in ward X view the service more positively than in ward Y, butt yay can
that the service igood just because the results say théy @Because they are
desiged for comparison, the Economist Intelligenceédurse of them is correct: the
nationsown use of scaleased surveys usuallytistcales shouldibe used as an
internal measurement.)

2. TheWikipedi&® definitionfinds the same trouble with definitamd

measuremeritFor example, people in rural areas and small towns are generally
reluctant to move to cities, even if it would mean a substantial increase in their
standard of living. One can thus see that the quality of life of living in a ruraf area is
enough value to offset a higher standard of living.

24 Office of the Deputy Prime Ministd©ODPM) (2004) The English indices of deprivation 2004 (revised)
Neighbourhood Renewal Unit Available (as at 1/2/06):
http:/Mww.odpm.gov.uk/pub/443/indicesofdeprivation2004summaryrevisedPDF154Kb_id1128443.pdf

% Highways Agency (2000)imited facility tunnels for outward traffic biaReport by Social Research Associates
for the Highways Agency. Available (as at 1/2/08yww.sraltd.co.uk

% Mellor, D.; Cummins, R.A., and Loquet, C. (1999) The gold standard for life satisfaction: confirmation and
elaboration using an imaginary scale and qualitative intentigernational Journal of Social Research
Methodologyvol. 2, no. 4

2 Cummins, R. A. (1998) The second approximation to an international standard for life satisfotiah.
Indicators Researctiol. 43, pp. 307334

2| ikert, R. (1932) A technique for the measurement of attitublieshives of Psychologyol. 22, no. 140
#9Wikipedia (online, undated) Quality of life. Available (as at 1/2/6p://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quality of _life
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5. One approach which appears to hedsome practical policgaking succe$ss

Quiality of Life Capitétl The approach is an extension of community consultation

group discussion techniques. It isegeommon to ask community groups to discuss
positive as well as negative aspects of the subject under consultation. The QoL Capital
approach starts with making a record of what people like and want to preserve, as well
as what they want to see changeg. Sdrves as a base to go back to, allowing the
outcomes to ® compared with the aspiratiansl giving a check against rising
expectations

s6. Every one of the quantitative methods mentioned above for evaluating quality of
| i fe 1 ncl udeisvedtamd fdggodo da se mv inreognamhe nt 6

1.2Supporting a healthy economy

Introduction

0Good transport i s essential for a s
services and schools, gets goods to the shops andhadlowsrus o makeif o ur

sz The Pri me Mi n iTketFeturedobTrahspidmises thedshated

picture inthe UK. The CB¥ quotes the Department for Trade and Industry as saying
oThe UK needs a modern, efficient public infrastructure to éusbiess to reduce
costs, increase efficiency and i mprove
opens:

oTransport i s an essenti al driver of
1% of national income each year on transgareinfiesover the last 25 years, the
UK has invested about 30% | ess than

3s. SO used are we to accepting that transport matters to growth, that many people
(it ncluding the CBIlI themselves, minesumab
that opening. If the UK invests a third in transport of the rate invested by countries

30 Oxfordshire County Council (2002)WLS: The Oxfordshire wildlife and landscape stusisailable (as at
1/2/06):www.oxfordshire.gov.uk

31 Countryside Agency (2003)uality of life assessment toolkivailable (as at 1/2/06):
www.qualityoflifecapital.org.uk

%2 DfT (2004)The future of transport: a network for 203050, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groupsfdfabout/documents/page/dft_about _031286.pdf

33 Confederation of British Industry (200%)ansport policy and the needs of the UK econohwailable (as at
1/2/06):
http://www.cbi.org.uk/ndbs/positiondoc.nsf/1f08ec61711f29768025672a0055f7a8/0FB6AC7D96B0258FB6
004B9922/$file/transportbrief05.pdf
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which are growing more slowly and have higher unempl&ythenit mustcast
some doubbnthe importance of transport investment to economic growth.

3. Two curreninquiriesocuson transport and growth. Rod Eddington, leading a
semiindependent inquiry on behalf of the Department for Transport, has a brief to
oadvise on the potential for strategic transport decisions to affect the productivity,
stabilityandgromt of t he UK econonm¥ The Moaiseoft he n e X
Commons Transport Committee, in its inquiry on local transport planning and

funding®, is considering how well the current structures deliver objectives. It remains

to be seen whether either of thetudies will question the assumption of a link

between infrastructure expansion and economic growth.

«0. Thee is avastliterature on transport and the econn8ome of itooks at

taxation and welfare; most aditihow highwaynvestment affects land sl the

ecaomy. his literature is inconclusive. It is probably safe to say that economic
growth is hampered if transport links are inadequate; but the rdoerse is
demonstrablynt r u e : buil ding roads doesndt, of

41. The Ecommic Impact Report (EIR)says that transport investment might
contribute to local regeneration and employment through:

e 0Jobs associated with construction o
e Jobs associated with operating and maintaining the scheme;
e Jobs arising as a restithe improved travel conditions the scheme delivers;

and
e Increased employment by giving residents of the RA [regeneration area] access
to jobs that were previously inacces

22. The EIR says that the factors which might mean that a transport sctietee lea

the expansion of existing businesses or to the establishment of new businesses are
improved access to a suitable workforce; improved access to or by customers, or
improved access to or by suppliers. These factors, in turn, might contribute to better
productivity, increased sales, or reduced costs.

43. Theguidancehowevermakesio presumption that transport investments will lead
to more empl oyment. 0OThe question for t

% yvan Ark, B. (2001) The renewal of the old economy: an international comparative perspective. STI Working
Papers 2001/5

% Eddington, R. (2005 riefing note to House of Commons Transport Select Committee.
www.parliament.ukdommonsselcom/tpthome.htm

% http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/transport_committee/trans05_06_press_notice33.cfm
3" lewelyn-Davies; Banister, D. and Hall, P. (2Q0Bransport and city competitiveness: literature review
Available at www.dft.gov.uk

% Steer Davies Gleave, Ltd. (2008uidance on preparing an economic impact repdfor Department for
Transport http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_econappr/documents/page/dft_econappr_610381.hcsp
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time savings resulting from the investmensgafficient to impact on businesses, and
to show that there is good reason to believe the savings will be translated into new
j obls. #®#dds oONone of this will apply if a

. The SACTRA repoftfinds evidence both for angainst the argument that

transport investment promotes growth. At one level, there is irrefutable evidence that
investment in highways in developing countries produces real Gb#mefitssts of
transport fall by about a factor of 10 when a country rfromesonmotorised to

even the worst kind of motorised transport; and then halves again when that is
increased to a moderate standard (a paved road, say). But the same link is not
demonstrated in developed countries: if it were, the Humber would bétise UK
wealthiest region and the North East would be booming. The firmest conclusion that
SACTRA(and the rest of the literatucan reach is that poor transport can repress
growth; but if the underlying conditions for economic growth are not present in a
regon or country, then new roads will not attract the investment.

\

sss. There is no coherent UK position on 0\
i nvestment in transport, andheEIRpoins i s s
out that jobs which appearbe created as a consequence of transport investment

may beonlya transfer from elsewhere in the country, bringing no net benefit in
employment but perhaps redressing inequafiitesTIF*° focusing the substantive

part of future government fundingerCongesti on TIFO6 and OPTr
there is a growing expectation that transport funding will be centred on areas which
currently have prosperity. This may bring some conflict with regional allocations and
regional spatial strategies, since mahgs¢ aissume a high level of investment.

6. This does not mean, however, that capital investment in transport is never or rarely
a means to create jobs. It appears that the instances are few in which road building in a
developed country will create genuinely jobs. The same is not true of public

transport capital investment. Theregsoavingliterature on the economic benefits of

transit systerfis Much of this literature focuses on increase in land*ydluea rise

in land values tends to reflect l@cainomic success. It is important to note that,
since much of the |iterature is fdom th
it even includes quite poor bus systems with low frequencies and no highway priority.

% standing Advisory Comrttiee on Trunk Road AssessméBACTRA) (1999) Transport and the economigeport
of the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessm&@,London Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_econappr/documents/pdf/dft_econagp 610277.pdf

“0DfT (2006) Transport innovation fund: guidancAvailable (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documents/pdf/dft_about_pdf 611056.pdf

4l Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; Cervero, R., and Aschauer, D. (E288)pnic impact analysis of transit
investments: guidebook for practitionerilational Academy Press, Report 35, Transit Cooperative Research
Program, Washington, D.C.

“2 Allen, W. B. (1987) Value capture in transitournal of the Transportation Research Foruol. 28

3 Goodwin, R. and Lewis, C. (199€and value assessment near bus transit facilitifexas Southern University
swutc.tamu.edu/ProjectDescriptions/FY02transit.html
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From a policy perspective stliterature emphasises the potential contributiamadf
value taxes to provide investment finance for public transport develbpment

47. With or without land value tax, however, there does seem to be a case for public
transport investment as a route tdvéigemploymefit Aside from the wider local
economic benefits reflected by the rise in land values, public transport provides direct
employment. The types of job provided are typically taken by the growing problem
group for employment in the Ukbluecollar men. Whilst the employment of

women in the service sector is increasing, there is a problem of lack of jobs suitable
for working class meAlso, increased public transport network density is a key part

of policies to improve access to employment &oalgoexcluded communities.

4s. There may be a case for reconsidering the cost benefit analysis of transit
investments in the light of this evidence. The UK DfT view has been, historically, that

] obs created are 0bel ow-ekamminglthe acenohie ne f i
benefits of transd even if it means partnership funding between DfT, ODPM and

DTI, or funds allocated through the regional mechanisms. In order to make that case,
a more specific review would be needed than this brief comméhtarthis much

wider report.

40. Whilst economic issues form part of @8Sstudy, they are not the central theme.
Economic and environmental issues are considered in terms of their contribution to
guality of life: they are a means to an end, not an é&edniseives.

Limitations

so. One thing to bear in mind is that there are limitations on tlsgploWer to

determine the shape of its own economy. Whilst tteeddnomic and business

cycles may never coincide precisely with those of mainlandEorapg eznomic
decisions are constrained by European Community rules, including transport
decisiorfS. Further limitations can come through decisions by global bodies such as
GATT and the G8.

“Law, H. (1997) Land value taxation and transport policy: how land valuesarsport policy interact, and why
LVT is crucial in a balanced transport policy. Land Value Tax Campéitm//www.landvaluetax.org/transprt.htm
4> Crocker, S. et al. (2000)onitoring the economiand development impact of South Yorkshire Supertram
Sheffield: Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research, Sheffield Hallam University

4 HM Treasury (2003JK membership of the single currency: an assessment of the five economiviaitible
(asat 1/2/06)http://www.hmtreasury.gov.uk./media/FFC/8C/EMUOQ3_exec_126.pdf

*"House of Commons Transport Committee (20B8)opean Community competence and transg@tteport of
session 100405 TSO, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.publicatons.parliament.uk/pa/cm200405/cmselect/cmtran/467/467 .pdf
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1.3Social inclusion and access to opportunities

s1. Social exclusion isfoleed inthe Social Exclusion Unit's repididking the
Connectitfias the impact on peoléives of suffering from multiple deprivation:

when people have low incomes and low educational attainment and live in an area
with poor environmental quality gmabr health outcomes, then they become
excluded from the activities which make up the core of life for most people: work,
shopping, leisurdaking the Connedmes®ibes transp&tole in this exclusion.

s2. Making the Connedigas evidence that &dly excluded peomaperience

restricted travel opportunities which compound their exclusion. For these people, the
‘car culturas irrelevant, or worse, a constraint. In areas without local amenities, they
become reliant on hffiving, losing theindependence, or on public transport which

is expensive and generally sparse, especially in the evenings and at weekends when
many social activities take place.

s3. Making the Connedtlensifies particular segments of socially excluded

communities as suffieg transport/access deprivation: young people, old people,

many people in minority ethnic and faith communities, people with mobility

difficulties (disabled people and others whivwalk far or for long), people without

cars; all told, a large propamtof any population. Many of the people in these groups
have transport problems even when they do rfet $tdm multiple deprivation e.g.
teenagers in middle class suburbs or villages can still be excluded from social and somg
education opportunities.

s4. Recognition of the pivotal role that transport can play in either reducing or
exacerbating social exclusion is found in the increasing prominence given to the issue
in shaping transport policy and praciibés was reflected in the fact that the
Departmentor Transport was givaverall responsibility for the implementation,
progressnonitoring anevaluatiorof Making the Connections

s5. Accessibility planning is a new pdboy which has been developed to address
transpot's impact on social inclusidiis approach, whichdgscribedh detail in

Section 4 of this report, aims to improve access to jobs and services by incorporating
these issues within the local transport planning process and dezatingal

responsibility for identifying and taaglproblemselating tqpeoples' access to key
services

se. Underpinning the accessibility planning process is the recognitioa phatess
must engage the peotilat the solutionare designed to sefvdutting a bus on

8 SEU (2003)Making the Connections: Final Report on Transport and Social ExclLis®®, London. Available

(as at 20/2/06)http://www.socialexclusionunit.gov.uk/downloaddoc.asp?id=66

“9Mellor, R. (2000) Citizen participation: a general model: moving from public opinion towards public judgement
engaging communities in deciding their future. University of Technology, Sydney, Centre for Local Government
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from a housing estate to an isithal estate is unlikely to have any measurable effect
without consulting the community and the potential employers. Often ideas for
transport and other sadlons come from the communities aswhorities must be

committed to help deliver thefor examyg, the Countryside Agency and DEFRA
partnership with theK Youth Parliament generated practical schemes such as using
social and schools transport for youth in the evenings; youth fares, tickets and identity
cards; taxi tokens and mobile yaghtresMany of these are not new ideas, but were
effective because they involpetential useris designingerviceand facilitie,

1.4A pleasant and safe travel experience

s7. Travel should be an enjoyable experigriaan be an end in itself. Aspiring to

impr ove peopl eds experience ofthemammel an
of this study. There is, of course, the conflicting view: making travel pleasant invites
more people to do it, which immediately makes it unpleasant again. The GSS believe
that, if transport priorities are properly determined and managed, then journeys should
not be fraught, either with stress or danger.

ss. There are two main approaches in the |
and pl easant 0.ineVanything: improvd roadssimprowe pubficy e s t
transport. This is exemplified by recent reports of the RAC Fourldatibthe

Independent Transport Commissfavhich takes the view thattraseh o ul d be 0
pl eas ur eadiew tHatgoes lsacka lowgd Traffic in towhsvhilst it

advocated tackling congestion, also contained pictures of segregated transport, with
traffic in tunnels or pedestrians on overbridges, so that our small cowldtry

accommodate great amounts of movement.

so. The obversedf hi s 6we want it all and we wani
agenda: the argument already seen in the quality of life section, abedecitingt

traffic andmaking places attractive and walkatitilenaketravela pleasure rather

than a burderBetter management of existing infrastructure and services and better
journey planning (including individualised journey planning which helps select the
appropriate mode for the trip) are part of this package and are discussed in depth in
Section 4.

0. Decidngthefactors which influence th@easantne'sst travel is difficult,
primarily because of the highly subjective nafttine conceptAn examination of

* Countryside Agency; Youth Parliament; Depaniior Transport and Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (2004)Transport, young people and rural areasvailable (as at 1/2/06jvww.defra.gov.uk

1 RAC Foundation (2002Ylotoring towards 2050RAC Foundation 8®1 Pall Mall, London

*2 Independent Transport Commission (2000p mo r r o w 6 sAvailable (@ssap 162f06):
http://trg1.civil.soton.ac.uk/itc/tt_main.pdf

*3Buchanan, C. (1963jraffic in towns Penguin
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literature relating to user needs for travel showshbatsgeking to determine the
characterigts which influence people's travel decisions and particularly their choice of
mode, a series of six factors have commonly beeraapdming most significant:

e Time

e Cost

o Reliability

e Convenience
o Comfort

e Security

61. It should benotedthat this finding is ls@d on surveys in which these factors are
0gi veno. Softer factors are often not n

62. When considering the set of factors listed above it could be argued that each of
these components (along with several others not listed)utertts the [gasantness

of travel. hose most closely aligned with the experiential and qualitative nature of
pleasantness are perhaps convenience and comfort. Survey work by the
Transportation Research Graighe University of Southamptattempted toank

these six factors in terms of their importance to travellers, regardless of trip type. This
found that comfort and convenience were amongst the most important factors to
travellers being ranked first and third respectively (cost was rankeef.second)

e3. If convenience and comfort are accepted as indicators of pleasant travel then this
has implications for mode choice. Research suggests that public pstceglgn
associates the car with comfort and flexibility and that it is considered to be the most
convenient mode of transport to meet people's fieBdsontrast, public transport

is viewed as being inconveniamhost ofthe UK, the most notable exception being
Londor?”.

* De Ortuzar,J. & Willumsen, L.(1994Modelling Transport 2nd EditianWiley & Sons.

Neveu,A. J., KoppelmarF. S.& Stopher,P. R.(1979).'Perceptions of Comfort, Convenience and Reliability for
the Work Trip. Transportation Research Recaxb. 723 pp. 59 63, 1979.

SpearB. D. (1976). Generalised Attribute Variables for Meld of Mode Choice Behavidufransportation
Research Recomdo. 592 pp. 6 11, 1976.

* Transportation Research Group (20@3tablishing User Requirements from Traveller Information SysfER(G
University of Southampton.

*Hine,J.& Scott, J. (2000)Seaml ess, accessible travel: useroés Vviews
interchangeTransport PolicyVol. 7 Issue 3pp217226.

DETR (2001).Transport choices of car users in rural and urban areafResearch Study for DETR by:

URS Thorburn Colqubun, Jill Watkinson Research and Marketing Services, Business and Market Research.
Available (as at 17/3/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_localtrans/documents/pdf/dft_localtrans_pdf 504026.pdf

5" CfIT (2001). The Cfit Report 2001: Public Atiiles to Transport in England. CfIT, London. Available (as at
17/3/06):http://www.cfit.gov.uk/docs/2001/mori2001/mori2001/pdf/mori2001. pdf
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s4. One of the six factors securityThe safety asecurityof travel is affeed by a

series of factors. These include danger from accidents, criminahadttiagy

individual's perception of the safety or securdyafabléravel choice$ersonal

safety i\ preconditiofior the enjoyment of the public realm ahdsing no-car

modes. There is strong evidence that improving walking and personatissdss

use of public transpéttFor the groups who have less choice, it is essential: as
Hillmanetal. s We can ei t her wit hdr hevhreatfrom dr e |
c h i |Sdfetyeandéecurity of travel encompasses the entire travel experience from
doorto-door and the safety of transport choices is only as strong as the weakest
element of the journ@ylt is not surprisinthat the cais perceiveds enjoying
considerablpersonal securiagdvantages over other modes for a large proportion of
journeys.

5. Whilst the car is generally viewed as providing the most secure meanstd travel,
safety ofoad transport in general, and car travel in partisuhuch more

guestionable when considered in terms of accident risk. Statistics presented in Section
2 of this report show the casualty rates for all transport modes in the UK as well as
historic data on the total number of road accidentiéstaive the last 25 years.

These data showhat whilst there has been significant improvement in road accident
figures over this period, still over 3,000 people die in road accidents every year in the
UK. Some road users are more vulnerable thas otlyeliss and pedestrianseat

much greater risk than car usehsch might seem to underline the perception of soft
modes as Oriskyo, but the danger is fro
are not a major cause of death or injuogoMyclingemains the most dangerous

form of road transport by a very considerable margin as the fatality rate for
motorcyclists (measured in deaths per billion passenger kilometres) is some 40 times
that of car users. By contrast to road transport ntbdesgsusf rates foair, rail

and water transpaate extremely low.

1.5Environmental sustainability

Introduction

e6. Climate change is one of the persuasive arguments in transport behaviour change
and political decision makifidgpe CSSntendsthe study to conder a range of futures

for the impact of environmental concerns on transport policy. At one end, the
sustainability debate may be a red herringsfiiegtnt vehicles may remove transport

%8 Social Research Associates (199@kurity issues in pedestrian journefwailable (as at 1/2/06):
www.dft.gov.uk

*)Hillman, Meyer (Ed.) (1993 hildren, transport and the quality of lifeondon: Policy Studies Institute

% Transportation Research Group (200583SURED: Achieving perSonal Security in futURE Domestic travel
Repot on Work Package 1: Technological Developmedtspublished project report for the DfT.
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from the damage part of the equation. At the other extremantyebe a need to

take a hard line on climate change in the future vision or at least offer one scenario
where it has a major impact on traMeeCSSeeds to know what irapt these

different scenariosowld have on transport decisions made now.

67. The mairenvironmental isssior the CSS consistent with the overall motivation

for this studyare those affectirggiality of life. This goes beyond the pollution and
sustainability debate, to noise disturbance and community severance. What transport
future carthere be which offers freedom to enjoy travel without these adverse
impacts on quality of life?

Transport's impacts on the environment

es. 1he impact of transport on the environment divides into two areas: global and
local.Scientific evidence indicates thatprimary cause of global climate change is

the release of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere by human activity. The Kyoto
Protocol requires a reduction in emissions of six greenhouse gases of which carbon
dioxide is rated the most important, accogrior 86 % of all greenhouse gas

emissions in 2003. For the transport sector, almost all greenhouse gas emissions are
from carbon dioxide and transport was responsible for 22% of all UK greenhouse gas
emissions in 2003, compared with 15% in®.990.

0. At the local level, the environmental impact of transport can be severe-and wide
ranging. Air quality, noise pollution, visual intrusion and community severance are
perhaps the primary local environmental impacts associated with tfRRoagdort.

traffic is a may contributor to air pollutioand aroun@4,000 people die

prematurely each year, and similar numbers are admitted to hospital, because of
exposure to apollution, much of which is due to road tré&ficar drivers are

exposed to pollution levels beawe® and 3 times greater than pedestriaraffic
contributes substantially to the noise that has become part of the everyday
environment andan make many people's lives a misery. There is evidence that this
noise disturbs sleapd affects performaniteschool children and that the stress this
noise causes may increaseiskeof developing chronic heart disease and psychiatric
disorder¥. The physical impact of transport and its associated infrastructure both in

1 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipiSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadableddistats 035650.pdf

%2 Department of Health (1998). Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants Report@uahéfication of
the Effects of Air Pollution on Health in the Uvailable (as at 16/3/06):
http://www.info.doh.gov.uk/doh/embroadcasf/0/9aec089618f5276f80256dad003b3ble?OpenDocument

%3 DETR (1998) A New Deal for Transpoit Better for Everyone, Transport White Pap&50, London. Available
(as at 14/2/06http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documents/pdf/dft_about_pd2 #&Lpdf

® DETR (1998) A New Deal for Transpoit Better for Everyone, Transport White Pap&50, London. Available
(as at 14/2/06http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documents/pdf/dft_about_pdf 610276.pdf
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terms of visual pollution and the effeupon the communities which may be divided
or dominated by vehicles and infrastructure are being increasingly recognised as
serious environmental impacts which impinge greatly on quality of life.

70. In most urban areas, there are many residential roek€ary three, four or

more lanes of traffic, from early in the morning until late at night. Theseagdus

within air quality standards; noise levels are not sufficient to warrant intervention, and
'severanceneans only that one dasross the roaexcept at designated crossings, at
designated moments. And yet, can we say there is no environmental damage? This is
whereenvironmeritcrosses over intquality of lifed why should residents be

exposed to continual traffic noise and why should padssuffer not only

diversion and delay, not only fear, but also the very clear message thatebaycare
bestto traffic?

71. In May 2005, the ONS Omnibus Survey included quéstiesigned to assess:

e levels of public concern about the environmmhthmate change;

e public understanding of the contribution of transport to climate change;
e levels of support for policies to reduce transport emissions;

e the respective responsibilities of individuals and governments, and

e the extent to which this mightluence travel behaviour.

72. The survey found three quarters of pebgdey or fairly concernédbout

environmental issues in general and climate change specifically. They blame cars and
vans for the transport contribution to climate charagel this \@w is the same

among drivers. Counter to some expectations, young people (16 to 25) are less
concerned. Despite the concern, only 41% disagreed with the stgteopdat

should be allowed to use their cars as much as they like, even if it causes damage to
the environmeiit 30% agreed with the statement and the rest were neutral.

73. Of course, as we noted above, Likert scale approaches to eliciting opinion are
designed to measure relative attitudes; they can show differences between groups, or
changes ovemtie, but they were never meant to be a direct measure of likely
behaviour. We ought not to be surprised that the results include some apparent
internal contradictions.dta fundamental result of the metB@ohd it is the reason

that more specific quest®about behaviour are asked; the design of the survey takes
into account that beirxgery concernédbout the environment may well not relate to
leaving orie own car in the garage and taking the bus. More subtly, many of the
people who argery concerd might well take the bus or walk or cycle themselves,
but they would resist a rule forcing their behaviour on éthegireer like non

smokers defending the right of others to smoke.

% DfT (2005)Attitudes to climateltange and the impact of transpofvailable (as at 1/2/06):
www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/pdf/dft_transstats_pdf 611003.pdf

21



Summary

74. This section concludes by stressing the positive contritbpatisport can make
across all five objectives.

7s. First"Travel is godt- it brings positive societal benefits that must be protected,
even encouraged. We have seen that people like to travel, need todravel
importantly, they will travel. And theg the real decision makers. As a society, then,
we need a strategy to maximise the benefits of travel whilst mitigating the negative
impacts of transpoffhe CS3n Stage 2 of this Study will delzabalanced policy of
optimising and modifying transptwrtenable people to trava@harter' rather than

purely restricting travel options/opportunities. This requires a prioritised set of policy
interventions which will be developed dutegcourse of thstudy.

76. Policy aims and aspirations are generadlgt baseconomic and environmental
objectiveswhilst individuals make travel choices based on thetirowmstances

The gap between higgvel policy aspirations and the reality of individual travel

behaviour is gredthe same gap is evident betweeppee 6 s behavi our a
expressed opinions. The opportunity to change behaviour may be the primary thing
that is lackinglhe distinct perspective that @®Sstudy might offer could be in

seeking to bridge this gap, starting from the user needsiatmaspather than a

'top-down' approach. A distinctive and challengsign for the futurenight arise

which seeks to represent the travel aspiratiohthe quality of life aspirations of

those same people as residentsin broad economic andwmonmental constraints

77. The urgency of a new vision is not in question. \Whdsk transport policy brings
travel that is good, promotes a healthy economy and social equality, the converse is
true: bad transport policy results in horrible journeys,ebifteriences, huge costs to

the economy, fragmentation of communities and social exclusion. That is why it is so
important that th€SS3s looking for a balanced set of transport policies which will
deliver the astions and requirements that Utd. ha for transport over the next
twenty or thirty years.

7. Demand management is clearly not enough. There is always a risk that it will
merely suppress travel, with serious societal consequences e.g. social exclusion and
reduced quality of life. There muswlder aims in transport, as well as a wide range

of policy interventions. If travel is both necessary to and good for people, then we
should be promoting a pleasant and safe travel experience, within environmental
boundaries, with access to opportunitiealf in a healthy economy.
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SECTION 2: LOCAL CON TEXT

Where are we now?

Introduction

70. This section will seek to determine the current position of transport in the UK by
looking apatterns and trends associated with travel in the UK. This will phevide
basis for an assessment of ‘where we aresotivdt future policy options and
interventions discussed later in the report are based upon a sound understanding of
the deployment context. This section will draw heavily upon statistical evidence with
appropriate interpretation to ensure an accurate and objectivedriag/foal

context is presentethis evidence will be presented against the five objectives for the
study, as described in Section fadilitatean assessment of the degree tohwh

transport is currently supporting the achievement of these goals

1. Good quality of life, including public realm aspects
2. Supporting a healthy economy

3. Social inclusion and access to opportunities

4. A pleasant and safe travel experience

5. Environmental sustainability

so. Prior to the discussion of evidence relating to the five objectives of this study it is
usefulto establish the overall context for travel@énUdK through the discussioh

the headline statistics presentdélgnres 1and 2 whichpresent historic trends in

the overaltlomestigersonal travel of the Usopulation by mode. What thedata
reveals thatpeople ar&raveling further The total persondistance travelldths

increased byome626 between 1980 and 2004, from 49290 billion passenger
kilometresMostof this growth around 40%gccurred between 1980 and 1990. Since
then, distance travelled has increas&8%yr his is consistent with the expectation
rai sed by the theory t hatt ipneeo pblued gheatvbe aa
travel further as technological and infrastructure development allows them to travel
faster.

s1. The vast majority of the growth in personal travel has been due to travel by car,
which increased by 75% over the period. The share ofgdelistance travelled by
car has increased from 80% to 86% over the period. When considering modes other

23



than car, the greatest increase in the distance travelled has been by air, which has more
than trebled between 1980 and 2004. Travel by rail hasrakssed significantly, by

some 46%. Distance travelled by bus and coach fell by 17% between 1980 and 1992,
but has grown by 12% between 1992 and 2004. The greatest decline in distance
travelled has been by motorcycle and bicycle which fell by 30% aasp22%vely.
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Figure 1 Personaltravel by car and Figure 2: Personal travel by
other modes: 1980 to 2084 mode other than car: 1980 to 2004

s2. Moving from the total to the average distance travelled; betweand.2004

the average distance travelled has increased by 5% to 6,800 miles per person per year.
The average annual distance travelled by car increased by 10% between 1989/91 and
2002, but then fell by 3% to 5,467 miles pexgm per year in 200dpreseting an

80% modal share tife averge distance travelféd his recent fall coincides with the

rapid expangn of domestic air travel (85% passenger growth between 1994 and

2004% and so doasot represenan overall reduction in travel; on the conteary,

travel enables peoplettavel further withitheir'time budget and the recent

reductions in cost allow us to do this witheir'money budgst

s3. Between 1990 and 2004 the number of trips per person per year fell by 9% to

under 1,000 trips peraye The proportion of trips made by car increased from 57% to
63% over the periodhis has not been due to a substantial growth in the number of
trips by car as the total number of trips by car has remained stable over the period.

% DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editiomSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.govuk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
7 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editiomSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dfttatan685650.pdf

®8DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editio@ SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
%9 DfT (2005).Transport Statistics for Great Britai2005 Edition TSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_609987.pdf

24



However, the total numbef trips by most other modes has declined significantly:

the number of local bus trips has dropped 19%, walking trips fell by 25%, bicycle and
motorcycle trips declined by 33% whilst rail and London underground trips remained
fairly constant. The averdigpee spent travelling by people has remained pretty stable
at around 360 hours per perpen yed?.

ss. TO consider such statistics in isolation is unlikéijitinform understanding of

UK travel patterns. Whilst it is important to understand how veéitrdlie UK, it is

more revealing to consider why we trdvahsport is rarely undertaken for its own
sakelts primary purpose is to link people to opportunities, goods, services and social
networksFigure 3illustrates trends in travel by purposecent year3here has

been no dramatic change in the proportion of travel undertaken for the four broad
journey purposes identified. The strongest growth has taken place in the category of
shopping and personal business, such that it suggests traaktbédistance

travelled for this purpose may well surpass commuting and business travel in future
years.
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Figure 3: Trends in travel by broad purpose: 1990 to 2003

ss. Moving forward to consider a snapshot of the situation in 2B@gure 4 we can
seethe significance of the relationship between mode choice and journey purpose.
This table reveals that for all journey purposes (exchttary with the exception

of education/escort education the car has a majority modal share of trips (ranging
from beéween 62% and 86%).

"ODfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editio@ SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dt.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats 035650.pdf
"L DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadabteddistats_035650.pdf
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Trips

Surface

Car Car Motor- Other railunder Other All

Walk Bicycle driver passenger cycle private Local bus ground Public  Modes

Commuting/business 20 6 111 17 2 1 12 1" 2 181
Education/escort education 50 1 24 27 - 3 10 1 1 118
Shopping 51 1 79 4 - 1 17 2 2 193
Other escort 10 - 51 27 - - 2 - - a1
Personal business 28 1 a1 24 - 1 5 1 1 102
Leisure 48 5 93 91 1 2 12 4 6 262
Other 39 - - - - - - - - 40
All purposes 246 15 399 226 3 8 59 19 13 988

Figure 4: Trips per person per year by main mode and purpose: 2604

ss. 1he proportion of commuting/business travel undertaken byasancreased by

3% since 1994 to reach 71% in 2004. This growth has come at the expense of a 1%
fallin modal share for walking, bus travel and cycling/motorcycling whilst the
proportion of trips by rail remained constant at 6%. The proportion of shopping trips
made by cdras increased from 49% in 19830 62% in 2004 with corresponding

falls in shopmig trips by foot and bus from 37 to 26% and 11 to 9% respectively. The
proportion of educaticrelated travel undertaken by car in 2004 was 43%. Here again,
the trend has been towards a greater share of trips by car at e axpber

modes. Betweer®8391 and 2004 the proportion el8 year olds going to school

by car increased from 27 to 41%, whilst the proportion walking fell from 62 to 50%.
Similarly,he proportion of 1116 year olds going to school by car has increased
between 38991 and 2004rom 14 to 22%The proportion wking delined from

48 to 4496

7. These journey purpose statistics reveal the extent to which the car underpins our
lifestyle choices as well as our travel patterns. It is cleat thay has the car

enabled us to undakie journeys that were previously undertaken by other modes it
has also offered a degree of flexibility and speed in travel that has stimulated new
opportunities for travel and generated journeys and supported journey purposes that
were not possible befareass car ownership.

ss. Suchrealities need to be appreciated when framing policy interventions. If a
significant changedssiredvith regard to these travel patterns then radical policy
interventionsvill be necessarldowever, it remains feasible thabaenpragmatic
approacltan be pursued which wailitigate some of the negative impacts of fravel
whilst supporting existing travel patterns can be pursued, but this is likely to require a

"2 DfT (2005).Transport Statistics for Great Britain 2005 EditioRSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_609987.pdf
3 DfT (2006).TransportTrends 2005 editigiT SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
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wide range of policy interventions (see Section 4) and a williogresider new
opportunities and challenge existing mindsg#sding how and why we travel

2.1 Good quality of life, including public realm aspects

so. Finding quantified evidence to measure quality of life is considerably more difficult
than assessiegonomicsocial inclusigrsafety and environmental impacts of
transportThis is because quality of life is a highly intangible and subjective concept.
Any attempt to scope the range of factors which impact upon quality of life is likely to
result in aigh degree of overlap with the four subsequent objectives of this study as
economic, social inclusion, safety and environmental concerns are all significant
contributory factors to any overall assessment of quality of life. Perhaps the best way
to distingish between these factors and a notion of quality of life is to recognise the
significance of public perception. Quality ofdifietermined primarily by individual
perception which can vary greatly and the factors which enhance or detract from
quality @ life are likely to differ from person to perdoata sources which seek to

gauge public perception of the impact of transport on quality of life, such as attitudinal
surveys, provide the best available evidence by which to assess the issue.

9. Figure 5 offers some insight into public perceptions of the impact of congestion,
widely viewed as one of thesnimportant transport impaads quality of life. This

suggests that over recent years motorway congestion has consistently been considered
to be a very seus problem by about ottdrd of the population. Public attitudes to

urban congestion have fluctuated, but it has been considered to be a very serious
problem by a majority of the population (sometimes aroun®vVeethe whole

survey period. This imaites that the emphasis upon public realm aspects in defining
guality of life is highly appropriate as people strongly associate quality of life issues
with the environments in which they work and live.
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Figure 5: Public attitudes to traffic problems: 297 to 2004

91. The correlation between transport impacts on quality of life and the public realm is
strongly reflected in attitudinal surveys relating to streetscapes and street uses
undertaken by the Department for Transpogirre 6 presents responsesagting

the impact of traffic on quality of life in relation to the street or road on which people
live.It shows that 25% of all adults consider that traffic seriously impacts upon their
guality oflife in their streeflThere is variation in response atiogrto settlement size

with residents in large settlements generally viewing the problem as being more serious
than those fosmaller settlements. London and major metropolitan araesind

onethird of respondents view#fficas a serioygoblem.

% saying serious orvery serious problem

92. Over half of respondents living on a main road in a town or city and 36% of
respondents living on rural through roads stated that traffic serffmetgdheir

quality of life. By contrast, less than 15% of respondents living in villages, residential
edates and cude-sacs aw traffic as a serious problem. Similar responses were

attained when respondents were asked to consider whether the traffic in their area was
dangerous to pedestrians and other road users with 77% of respiwimdeatsa

main rod in a town or city and 63% of respondents living on rural through roads
agreeing that it was whilst only 45% of those living in villages, residential estates and
cukdesacs sathis as an issfie

" DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http:/www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats 035650.pdf
S DfT (2005).Attitudes to streetscape and street u3e&30, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/document&lfidtransstats_pdf_033727.pdf
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93. Some evidence of how people felt the quality of life in their street/road could be
improved is offered iRigure 7. It is perhaps significant that transjpelated uses

are amongshe highest priorities with residential parking being most important.
Whilst the negative impacts of traffic on the public realm are appreciated the ability of
the car to suppolifestyls renders their accommodatigariarity amongst the

public. This wafurther reflected in the fact that over 70% of respondents felt that
everyone should have a parking space outside theiHacuges for walking and

cycling were also well supported, with walking being the highest priority for
respondents living the smallest rural areas, on rural through roads and on main
streets in towns and citide importance of streets as social places was also viewed
as a high priorityvhere children can play (the second highest priority) and people can
talk (over 80% akspondents felt it important that their street should be a place to
stop and talkvith neighbours$)

"SDfT (2005).Attitudes to streetscape and street u§&0, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/pdf/dft_transstats_pdf 033727.pdf
" DfT (2005).Attitudes to streiscape and street useESO, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/pdf/dft_transstats_pdf 033727.pdf
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Figure 7: If your street or road were to be redesigned, which of the following uses do you
think should have priority?- all adults (multiple response)®

92. As a corollary to these questions regarding the nature of thensireatnent
respondents were asked to identify the most important characteristics they would look
for in a street when choosing a pladizréo The responses given reflected similar
priorities to those offered above with respondents seeking a safe, pleasant, well
maintained environment with low traffic Is\eit good parking facilities.

2.2 Supporting a healthy economy

5. Figure 8 shows the relationshigtween transport and economamagh. It shows

a strong, historic correlation between growth in GDP and growth in total vehicle and
passenger kilometres. Between 1980 and 1992, traffic (measured in vehicle kilometres)
and overall travel (measured in passenger kilometres) grewraéeftdste GDP,

but since 1992 this trend has been reversed. Developments in recent years may sugge:
a move towards the progressive decoupling of economic growth from transport

growth, however, this is by no means proven over the longer term.

8 DfT (2005).Attitudes to streetscape and street u3e&30, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/pdf/dft_transstats pdf 033727.pdf
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96. Figure 9 shows the changes in the real cost of transport and in income between
1980 and 2004. It is notable that whilst there has been a dramatic increase in
disposable income (95% in reaht® there has not been a corresponding rise in the
cost of transport by any mode. As a rgsaittsport has become more affordable.

When one compares the changing costs of different modes of transport over the
period a clear disparity is evident. Whiésbverall cost of motoring has remained

below its 1980 level despite a 10% increase in fuel costs, public transport fares have
risen by some 37% over the period.
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=P etrol/oil

Rail fares
= All motoring

=—=Bus and coach fares
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Figure 9: Changes in the real cost of transport and in income: 1980 to 2004

"9 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloaidéibtransstats_035650.pdf

8 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
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o7. Satisticsshowing the declining cost of motoring mask the fact that at the
household level, transport costs are responsible for a significant and increasing
proportion of expenditurd&igure 10presents the average weekly household
expenditure on motoring, fares aftitker travel costs over the last 23 years. Between
1982 and 20045, spending on motoring at constant prices rose by 71% whereas that
on fares and other travel rose by 14%. The increase in household expenditure on
motoring reflects the increase in the lmemof cars owned per household (see Section
2.3). Household expenditure per car has remained stable over this period.

9s. INn 200405, households spent on average £72 per week on transport and travel
(including motor vehicle insurance and taxation). Spendmmgtoring as a

proportion of total household expenditure wak i 200405 compared with 2

in 1982Whilst this perceage does not appear excessmasport expenditure
constituteshe highest single category of weekly household expenditudengxcee
spending in the categories of: recreation and leisure; food and drink; housing, fuel and
power; and clothing and footw@ar

‘ m Motoring O Fares and other travel costs ‘

United Kingdom
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Average weekly household expenditure (£)
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Figure 1Q Travel expenditure at 200405 prices: 1982 to 205"

99. Overall past, present and projected future Governmeartditxpe on transport

for the period 1998 to 2014 is presented Figure 11 This showghat

expenditure on transport had been in decline in the years leading up to the millennium
such that 1998 spending levels were only exceeded iR3280Bstandlincreases

in expenditure have taken place in subsequent yearspaopkcted to continue to

201415.

81 Office for NationalStatistics(ONS) (2005). Average weekly household expenditure on main commodities and
services, 20045, UK. Available (as at 1/2/06): http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id=284

8 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://lwww.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats 035650.pdf
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Figure 11:Transport Spending 199% to 201415°

100. Figure 12shows investment in UK road infrastructure for the periodGl&85

20034. Investment includes expenditan new construction, improvement and

structural maintenance. This reveals a similar spending pattern to that for overall
transport investment. Investment in roads increased in the late 1980s and early 1990s
and reached a peak in 139% £6.2 billion 620034 prices. Investment fell between
19923 and 1992000 but has since risen by 23% to £4.2 billion irRG20@3ivate
investment in road infrastructure has remained a small proportion of total investment.
In the late 1990s it rose to 9% of totatinodrastructure investment, mainly because

of a number of largBesgn Build Finance Operasehemes. By 20@3he private
investment had dropped to about 1% of total investment.

8 DfT (2004).The Future of Transport a network for 2030, London. Available (as at 1/2/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_about/documerdggidft_about 031286.pdf
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101. Figure 13shifts the focus from total investment in road infrastructure to

investment in road maintenance. Maintenance figures relate both to structural and
routine maintenance. This means that there is some overlap with the data provided in
Figure 12where suctural maintenance (but not routine maintenance) is incorporated
within road infrastructure investment figuantenance expenditure on #inmk

roads fell by 28 betweeri9934 and19989, but has increased every year since then

to £2.5 billion ir00304. Maintenance expenditure on trunk roads (including
motorways) also fell in the riil90sbut has increased in most years since then.
Betweer20012 and20034 maintenancexpenditure on trunk roads increased by

28%to just over £1 billion at 2003 (ricesWWhen compared withigure 12 it can

be seen that in 20@3nvestment in road infrastructure totalled £4.2 billion (including
structural maintenance but excluding routine maintenance) whilst spending on routine
and structural maintenance totefi8.5 billion. Despitine lack otlarityin these

data itappearshat maintenance accounts for a high proportion of road expenditure.

8 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
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Figure 13: Expenditure on road maintenance: 1993/94 to 200304

102. Figure 14offers a summary of local government expenditure opdraims

recent year3.otal local government expenditure on transport has increased by 56%
over the period 2000/01 to 20003/04 with capital expenditure increasing by 80% over
the period and current/resource expenditure increasing by 44% over the period.
Expenditure on roads accounts for a large majority of both capital and
current/resource expenditure by local government with 75% of capital expenditure
and 63% of current/resource expenditure being spent on road in 2008/04.

proportion of local governmeexpenditure on public transport has increased over

the period with capital expenditure increasing by 6% and current/resource
expenditure increasing by 10%.

8 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
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£ million (outturn prices
2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04
Total expenditure 4,782 5,676 6,502 7,464
Capital 1,625 2,123 2,757 2,922
- Road 1,286 1,770 2,279 2,182
- Car parks 57 59 73 82
- Public transport 268 279 394 648
- Ports 10 12 9 7
- Airport companies 4 3 3 2
Current/resource 3,157 3,553 3,745 4,542
- Roads 2,227 2,398 2,476 2,847
- Car parks -343 -374 -400 -441
- Revenue support to public transport | 735 989 1,068 1,479
- Concessionary fares 537 539 602 657

Figure 14:Local government expenditure on transpoy2000/01- 2004/04°

103. In order to understand the economic dsweétransport spending it is instructive

to make some comparisons between Government spending on transport and
consumer spendinig. 2005 UK drivers spent £65.5 billion on cars with 29% on new
cars, 59% on second hand cars and 12% on comp&hy bespendingonstitutes

more than 10 times the annual spending on road infrastructure in the peak year and 16
times the most recent year as shovamgure 12 It also constitutes almost 9 times

the total local government expenditure on transport in theeuest year as shown

in Figure 14 When spending on private cars is compared with total transport
spending by GovernmentFigure 11the contrasts are equally striking. Consumer
spending on purchasing cars was 6 times Government spending on transpert over
same period and roughly equivalent to the total Government spend on transport over
the previous 10 yea@ar sales have risen by 75% over the last 10 years from £22
million in 1995 to £40 million in 2685

104. In addition tathe spending on purchasimgsconsumer spending on car

accessories to improve the driving experience has also grown dramatically in recent
years to be worth over £325 million in 2005, salexaf satelliteavigation systems
have grown fivéold between 2003 and 2005 and sélgseed camera detection
systems have doubled in the period 2001 t8°ZD0é&se figures emphadisat the
spending power in relation to transport sits with the consumer rather than the

8 DfT (2005).Transport Statistics for Great Britain 2005 EditioRSO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://lwww.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats 609987.pdf

87 Lewis, P. (2006)Buy, buy, buy: consumers fuel £1 trillion spending bodduardian 12/05/06. Available (as at
15/05/06):http://money.guardian.co.ukAws_/story/0,,1773124,00.html

8 Mintel (2006).Satellite Navigation: The £300 million road to a happy relationghipss Release March 2006.
Available (as at 10/05/06):
http://reports.mintel.com/sinatra/reports/view&name=press_releases//display/id=211h¢A08&a211720

89 Mintel (2006).Satellite Navigation: The £300 million road to a happy relationghipss Release March 2006.
Available (as at 10/05/06):
http://reports.mintel.com/sinatra/reports/view&name=press_releases//display/id=211720&anchor=a211720
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Government and this must influence the dynamics of the transpstiyirashd
buttress the 'car economy'.

10s. The movement of goods represents one of the most significant ways in which
transporteflectseconomic growth in the UKigure 15 shows thatbetween 1980

and 2004freight moved increased by some 44% from 175 twlR&© tonne

kilometres. Most of this growth is due to goods moved by road, which has increased
by 72% since 1980, although it has stabilised since 1997. In 2004 road freight
accounted for 64% of all goods moved, compared with 53% in 1980. Goods moved
by rail have declined from 10% to 8% of all goods moved sartigperiod.

However, between 1995 and 2004 goods moved by rail increaseddno86%

moved by watdrave remained fairly static over the period although shadalhas
reduced, from 31 to 2¢l Goods moved by pipeline remained stable at around 11
billion tonne kilometres
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106. Between 1980 and 2004 total weightf goods lifted increased by 25%, from

1,769 to 2,218 million tonn&is sa much smallencreas¢éhan that ogoods

moved, becaushanges in distribution patterns and in the type of goods lifeed hav
increaséthe length of thaverage haurhe average length of haul for road freight

has increased %ilbetween 1980 and 20T#ere has been a fall in the share of

goods, such as bulk products, that typically travel shorter distances than other goods.
An increasing proportion of freight is moved by articulated vehicles, which carry
goods on average about twice as far as rigadesé

%0 DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Available (as at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
L DfT (2006).Transport Trends 2005 editipf SO, London. Availableas at 01/02/06):
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_transstats/documents/downloadable/dft_transstats_035650.pdf
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