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Executive summary

Through a process of desktop and fieldwork
research, this study has examined the role and
importance of transport in the lives of
economically and socially disadvantaged
groups and communities. It identifies that
transport often acts as an enabler of greater
social inclusion, in that increased mobility can
stimulate a virtuous cycle of enhanced
accessibility and social and economic
engagement. However, it also demonstrates that
the overall effect of travel activities and
transport policies in the UK can have both direct
and indirect negative impacts on some people’s
lives.

Over the last 20 years, significant increases
in car ownership and use in this country have
meant that the car is now a virtual necessity in
the daily lives of most people. Even those
households that do not own a car undertake
much of their travel by this mode of transport,
suggesting that public transport is not really
adequate for meeting the transport and
accessibility needs of people most of the time.
Of course, non-car ownership per se does not
necessarily determine disadvantage; the key
element in this is choice, e.g. a wealthy person
living in Central London might choose not to
own a car. This choice is possible both because
the public transport system is good and because
he/she can afford to hire a car for the trips that
require one.

Until quite recently, the transport and
accessibility needs and concerns of
disadvantaged groups have been largely
unrecognised within the policy context.
However, the Government’s new agenda for
transport notes differential access to cars in a
car-dominant society as potentially contributing
to the social exclusion of certain groups and

communities. To this end, it recommends that
local authorities must evaluate the social equity
implications of their transport policies and
design their programmes to address shortfalls in
provision. However, little is known about the
transport and accessibility needs and
aspirations of the individuals, groups and
communities who are to be targeted by this new
policy agenda.

Rising car ownership has resulted in rapid
rises in the average distances people travel, and
are often “forced’ to travel, in order to carry out
their basic activities. Yet there are huge
differences in annual distances travelled on the
basis of income. On average, those in the lowest
income quintile travel just over a third of the
distance in a year of those in the highest
quintile. However, both car drivers and public
transport users in low-income groups spend
proportionately more of their income on travel
than those in the higher-income groups. They
are also far more reliant on taxis, with a similar
implication in terms of the cost burden. This
would suggest that economically and socially
disadvantaged people do not travel less because
they do not need to travel, but because they are
often constrained from travelling in some way.

Ever-rising car ownership has also led to
increasing concerns locally, nationally and
globally about the harmful effects of transport
on the natural environment. In very general
terms, key environmental concerns about
transport tend to fall into three main categories,
namely: energy consumption and global
warming; pollution and its effect on local air
quality; and land take and its associated effects.
Successive UK Governments since the early
1990s have developed policies to reduce car use
and encourage modal shift towards public
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transport and walking and cycling. Both the
latest Transport White Paper and the draft
revision of PPG (Planning Policy Guidance) 13
place environmental concerns at the heart of the
UK’s transport policy. The emphasis is to
‘extend choice in transport and secure mobility
in a way that supports sustainable
development’.

This study suggests that some of the
measures that are being introduced to reduce
the environmental impacts of the transport
system may also address some of its negative
social impacts. However, it also argues that
other of these measures may have the effect of
further excluding certain groups and/or
communities. It notes that very little is actually
known about the opinions and perspectives of
low-income and other disadvantaged groups
themselves in this respect, and there is currently
no social exclusion/inclusion audit of Local
Transport Plans.

Focus group discussions with different
groups and communities in areas of low income
raised a range of concerns in relation to their
transport and accessibility needs, most notably:

* the problem of poor availability and
affordability of local services, amenities
and activities in many of the areas we
visited

* the low mobility aspirations of some of
the people we spoke to, i.e. they were not
prepared to have to travel very far to

access employment, services, etc.

* the cost of public transport fares and
disparity in fare structures and
concessionary fares between different
areas

vi

* the inadequacy of public transport
services, in terms of providing reliable,
frequent and well-routed services to key
destinations, e.g. hospitals, supermarkets,
employment locations and to serve new

flexible working patterns

e poor public transport vehicular access

and supporting infrastructure

* the problem of personal safety in the local
area spilling onto public transport
encouraged by inadequate staffing and, in
particular, the absence of conductors on

buses

 policy ignorance of the car as a basic need
for some low-income groups (e.g. women
shift-workers) and in some areas (e.g.

rural/isolated)

* the knock-on policy effect of inadequate
transport and / or access to activities, e.g.
youth disaffection, failed hospital
appointments.

The study also found that many of these
concerns are already recognised by local policy
officers, but they experience a number of
constraints to their successful resolution at the
local level. The difficulties they experience in
addressing these issues are largely associated
with limited resources and a lack of power to
effect change, in the light of wider socio-
economic trends. This study argues that,
because of such barriers to delivery, in the main,
the transport policies put forward by the
Government in PPG 13 and the 1998 Transport
White Paper are unlikely to improve the
transport provision and accessibility of low-

income and other disadvantaged groups. It also
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finds that in some instances the policies that are
currently being promoted may even serve to
perpetuate inequality and undermine social
inclusion.

The study concludes that almost anyone
living in all but the very centre of our major
cities needs to own a car in order to fully
participate in all the activities that are
considered necessary for achieving a reasonable

standard of living in the twenty-first century.

Consequently, policies that make car ownership
and use unaffordable for low-income groups
without first significantly improving their local
service provision are, by their very nature,
inequitable and unjust. Such an approach not
only represents a policy conflict with the social
inclusion agenda but is also the least effective
method for reducing environmentally damaging
travel behaviour.

vii






Scope of the research

Background to the study

Early in 1999, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation
(JRF) Housing and Neighbourhood Committee
initiated a new programme of research. This
was identified under the general heading,
‘Reconciling environmental and social
concerns’. As part of this programme, the JRF
commissioned a study of transport and
accessibility from the perspectives of
disadvantaged groups and communities, in
recognition that policies to mitigate the
environmental impact of transport may not
always be in the best interests of the social and

economic well-being of some people.

Study aims and objectives

One of the main aims of the study has,
therefore, been to locate the role of transport in
the lives of those who are generally viewed as
either socially and / or economically
disadvantaged and to evaluate the extent to
which the present system of transport and
transport policies in the UK meets, fails to meet
or conflicts with their basic needs. In this
context, the study has addressed three broad
objectives as follows:

* to identify the current travel behaviour
and views of disadvantaged communities
regarding the provision of transport and
access to other services, and the extent to
which their daily needs are being met

* to explore their perceptions of broader
transport-related issues and of current

government transport policies

* to examine the extent to which current
transport policies address or conflict with
the needs of disadvantaged groups and
communities.

Methodological approach

The study began with a literature review. This
served to establish definitions of disadvantage
and social exclusion, and identified a broad
range of research that theorised and exemplified
the role of transport in the lives of
disadvantaged groups and communities. The
review also revealed a number of relevant
ongoing fieldwork studies. Researchers from
these projects were invited to participate in an
‘expert’ seminar to share their preliminary
findings and fieldwork experiences with us.
This seminar was used to supplement our
literature review findings and was useful in
helping us to refine our fieldwork methodology.

The second stage of the research involved
analysis of a series of national and local-area-
based datasets pertaining to travel behaviour,
travel expenditure and attitudes to transport.
This helped to clarify our understanding of the
distribution of travel patterns and travel
spending for different income groups,
settlement types and across the different
lifecycle stages. The main findings of these two
desktop exercises were used to define the
selection criteria and fieldwork methodology for
the case studies.

Five case study areas were identified, each
representing a different settlement type (e.g.
inner city, suburban, rural, etc.) and with groups
experiencing different aspects of disadvantage
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in that area (e.g. unemployed males, young
people, older people on low incomes, minority
ethnic groups, etc.). Having acquired further
information on the selected areas via interviews
with local authority officers and other key
informants, researchers carried out a series of
focus group discussions with local residents

representing the identified groups in each area.

Definitions of ‘disadvantaged’

Our literature review (a full bibliography is
available at the end of this report) established
that defining “disadvantage’ is the subject of a
whole area of research in itself. As such, we do
not attempt to enter into a debate of the merits
and / or shortfalls of various definitions in the
context of this report. In general, throughout the
study, we have taken the term ‘disadvantaged’
primarily to refer to those on low income, but
we also recognise other identifiers such as age,
disability, ethnicity and /or gender. It is our
observation that these groups are anyway
disproportionately represented within low-
income households (see Appendix 1).

We note that, in recent years, the term “social
exclusion” has moved centre stage in definitions
of disadvantage and now dominates the
Government’s policy agenda (Social Exclusion
Unit, 1998). The term is generally used to move
the debate beyond a poverty focus (in the sense
of lack of material resources) and to consider the
ways in which whole groups are effectively
“locked out’ of the social, economic and political
mainstream (Parkinson, 1998). Concomitantly,
there is an emerging emphasis within the policy
framework on the systems, agencies and
individuals who “do the excluding’. The policy
literature recommends that groups who are

already considered ‘excluded’ should not be
further disadvantaged by policy delivery but,
rather, where possible, should be advanced by
this in some way. This approach is highly
pertinent to our study and wherever possible
we attempt to make visible the effects of
transport policy delivery on the lives of the
people we talked to.

We also note that the Government'’s
approach to tackling social exclusion places a
strong emphasis on areas with concentrations of
‘deprived” households and individuals and is,
as such, a primarily urban agenda. While this
may be pertinent in many policy contexts, this
interpretation of problems and needs is not
suited to a discussion of transport and
accessibility, as it tends to ignore hidden or
dispersed disadvantage within the population.
For instance, the transport problems of people
living on low incomes in rural areas or the
plight of disadvantaged individuals living in
areas with low concentrations of deprivation are
quite different from those living in areas of more
concentrated deprivation in an inner city. As
such, whilst our study takes on board the wider
implications of the social exclusion agenda, it
also focuses on people living in settlement types
that may not feature as part of this policy
framework.

Report outline

The main body of this report is set out in three
parts. Part 1 sets the scene and offers a wider
context for the empirical research. It identifies
the key environmental and social concerns for
transport in order to provide anyone unfamiliar
with the subject with a basic grounding in the
debates that inform the research. Part 2 presents
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the main findings of our discussions with
different groups of people living on low
incomes in a variety of settlement types, e.g.
rural, suburban, inner city. Each section draws
out the main concerns of each group and locates
the importance of transport in the wider context
of their basic needs. To conclude, Part 3 draws

together the common themes that emerged from
these discussions across the various groups and
examines the potential to address these in the
present policy context. Finally, it offers
conclusions and identifies the implications of

the research findings for future policy.



Part 1: Identifying key environmental and
social concerns about transport

In many ways, as this part of the report will
show, environmental and social concerns about
transport are interrelated and are certainly not
mutually exclusive. Much of the research into
the environmental effects of transport also
includes consideration of its wider economic
and social effects. Similarly, many of those
concerned about the social costs of the transport
system will point to the effect of its
environmental impacts on particular social
groups or geographical areas. Nevertheless, it is
sometimes important to look beneath the
surface of a narrative in order to identify hidden
or masked tensions between different policy
agendas. Such an exploration is particularly
timely in the light of recent suggestions that
some of the measures to mitigate the worst
environmental effects of transport may be
having an uneven effect on certain social groups

and communities.

Environmental concerns

In recent years, there has been dramatic growth
in both vehicle numbers and the distances
driven in all industrialised societies, so much so,
that car ownership is now the norm for most
households. Ever-rising car ownership has led
to increasing concerns locally, nationally and
globally about the harmful effects of transport
on the natural environment (Whitelegg, 1993).
In very general terms, key environmental
concerns about transport tend to fall into three
main categories, namely: energy consumption
and global warming; pollution and its effect on
local air quality; and land take and its associate
effects (ECMT, 1995).

Energy consumption and global warming
Fossil fuel consumption from the operation of
transport constitutes the most evident source of
non-renewable resource use in the transport
sector, although the manufacture of vehicles and
infrastructure provision also place high
demands on this. Despite improvements in
vehicle energy efficiency, increases in the total
distances travelled by motor vehicles mean that
energy consumption is still rising. A study by
the World Energy Council (ECMT, 1995)
concluded that there is probably about 40 years’
supply of oil at the current rate of consumption.
Continued consumption at this level will
inevitably undermine the ability for future
generations to provide for their own needs and
does not, therefore, constitute sustainable
development.

When any fossil fuel is burned it produces
CO,, which contributes to global warming. CO,
is the principal pollutant from motor vehicle
emissions, contributing over half of the global
warming effect of regulated pollutants. In 1988,
at the World Climate Conference in Toronto, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change set
global targets for CO, emission reductions of
approximately 20 per cent over the following 15
years and, in the longer term, reductions of 50
per cent, in order to stabilise the global climate.
Although these agreements have yet to be
ratified, there is a general recognition by most
nation states that drastic reductions in CO,
emissions are necessary if widespread
environmental disasters are to be avoided.

At the Kyoto Conference on climate change
in 1997, developed countries, including the UK,

agreed to cut emissions of greenhouse gases by
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an average of 5.2 per cent in the period 2008 to
2012. The previous Conservative Government
had already made a commitment to increase
duty on fuel by at least 5 per cent in real terms
every year over the foreseeable future. This was
raised to 6 per cent by the Labour Government
in the 1998 budget but was frozen until at least
2002 in the 2000 budget announcement. The aim
of such a tax is threefold, i.e. to encourage:

e reductions in the number of vehicle miles

travelled

* manufacturers to improve the fuel

efficiency of vehicles

e drivers to trade down to smaller and less

powerful cars.

Pollution and local air quality

Air pollution from other pollutants present in
vehicle emissions includes carbon monoxide,
oxides of nitrogen, sulphur dioxide,
hydrocarbons and airborne particulates.
Sulphur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen
contribute to acid rain, which damages forests
and, together with water run-off from roads,
causes a build up of poisonous substances in the
soil. Particulates are responsible for the soiling
of buildings and are also linked with asthma
and lung cancer in human beings. Oxides of
nitrogen and hydrocarbons form together to
produce photochemical smog. This reacts to
create ozone, an oxidiser, which damages not
only vegetation but also the lining of people’s
lungs.

The links between pollution from road traffic
and health are increasingly recognised in both
health and transport policy in the UK. The
Transport White Paper (DETR, 1998a) requires

that transport decisions are assessed in terms of
their effects on public health and spells out the
health risks associated with transport, including
air pollution and direct exhaust fumes (Hamer,
1999). The World Health Organisation (WHO)
and the European Commission (EC) (Whitelegg,
1993) both also now list air pollution from
motor vehicle exhaust emissions as a major
health hazard and set air quality standards for
health reasons. The UK Health White Paper
(Department of Health, 1999a) also identifies the
links between improved public health and the
need for a more environmentally friendly

transport system.

Land take and its associate effects

Inevitably, the provision of transport
infrastructure to provide for continual increases
in traffic growth requires the use of land; the
more intense the increase in travel activity, the
more available land is compromised. In the
second half of the 1980s, in England alone, road
building took up an area equivalent to the size
of Bristol (Hathway, 2000). The late 1980s and
early 1990s saw environmentalists and local
people in the UK gathering together to protest
against this proliferation of road-building
schemes in an attempt to protect woodlands,
farmland and sites of special scientific interest
and/or natural beauty.

Less directly, rising car ownership has had
the effect of dispersing economic and social
activities away from the centre of cities to edge-
of-town or out-of-town developments. This
places a greater demand on greenfield sites for
both housing and commercial development and
threatens to seriously undermine the ‘green-
belt’ areas around major cities, diminishing
access to the countryside for those living in
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urban areas. Out-of-town development often
comes into conflict with the protection of the
natural environment and rare species.
Dispersed development patterns also
exacerbate the problem of car dependency for
those with cars (thus perpetuating the problem
of pollution) and inaccessibility for those
without them, as it is virtually impossible to
operate efficient public transport services in
areas of low density. In urban and suburban
areas, the combination of road and junction
design, traffic speeds, congestion and
inappropriately parked vehicles can cause
severance of communities and severely limit
pedestrian activity. In rural areas, where there
are often inadequate or non-existent footways,
walking and cycling are virtually ruled out

altogether in the interest of personal safety.

Social concerns

There have also been concerns about the
negative impacts of rising car ownership on the
lives of some people from a social perspective.
Social commentators stress that nearly a third of
households in the UK still do not have a car and
that non-car-owning households are
concentrated amongst the lowest income groups
(see Table 1). As the table demonstrates, 63 per

cent of households in the lowest income quintile
and 50 per cent in the second lowest do not
have access to a car.

Those concerned with the problems of social
exclusion argue that, in a society where car
ownership is the norm, people who do not have
access to a car experience both economic and
social disadvantages. In this way, many of the
social concerns about transport mirror and
indeed sometimes predate environmental
concerns, as they also centre on mitigating the
effects of mass car ownership.

Social concerns tend to fall into four main

categories as follows.

The negative effects of road traffic
Low-income groups are more likely to live on or
near a main road, and to walk and cycle, while a
lack of gardens on social housing estates means
that children are more likely to play on streets
or near busy main roads. Children and
pensioners are shown to be at greater risk from
road traffic accidents, with the fatality rate for
those over 75 years of age many times higher
than the national average, while the pedestrian
fatality rate for children is the highest in Europe
(DETR, 1998a). Accident statistics also
demonstrate that higher numbers of people in
lower socio-economic groups are killed or

Table 1 Car ownership by real household equivalent income quintiles

% without a car

% with 1 car % with 2 or more cars

Lowest income quintile 63
Second income quintile 50
Third income quintile 22
Fourth income quintile 12
Highest income quintile 6

29 7
44 7
54 24
53 35
44 50

Source: National Travel Survey, 1998 /99.
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injured on the road, probably also as a

consequence of their greater exposure to risk.

Inadequate public transport services
The car accounts for the vast majority of the
travel of all income groups (see Table 2). This
high dependency on car use even amongst low-
income households suggests that public
transport is generally inadequate to the mobility
and accessibility requirements of a modern
society and that even those on low income will
go out of the way to own or gain access to a car.
This is because, as car ownership has grown,
there has been a related decline in public
transport patronage accompanied by
deterioration in the frequency, reliability and
quality of services. In many areas, deregulation
has resulted in monopolies as the bigger
operators have swallowed up the smaller

companies that won first-round tenders. In the

absence of competition, services are run to meet
minimum standards and non-commercial routes
are often abandoned altogether or at certain
times of the day.

Some neighbourhoods become effective ‘no
go’ areas for public transport services. Drivers
refuse to operate routes because of fear for their
personal safety and they are withdrawn. In
many parts of the country, even in urban areas,
bus services stop at 6.00 p.m. and there are no
Sunday services. Many public transport vehicles
are old, badly designed and poorly maintained.
As a result, elderly, mobility-impaired people
and those with pushchairs or carrying heavy
luggage find them difficult to access. Women
and other vulnerable users fear for their safety
in the absence of conductors on buses and
because of inadequate staffing at stations, and
will either not use public transport at all or
avoid it at night (Hamilton et al., 1999).

Table 2 Average distance travelled (in miles) per person per annum by mode of transport and level of

household income

Real household income equivalent quintiles

Lowest Highest

income Second Third Fourth income All
Mode of transport level level level level level bands
Walk 201 178 177 151 133 168
Car/van driver 1,405 1,587 2,967 4,598 6,672 3,489
Car/van passenger 1,290 1,464 2,065 2,582 2,651 2,034
Other private 136 232 199 224 246 207
Stage bus 344 330 255 205 141 253
Underground (London) 27 15 27 41 139 49
Surface rail 182 112 185 313 816 321
Taxi/minicab 45 43 38 44 60 46
Other public 77 142 109 158 326 161
All modes 3,707 4,103 6,023 8,316 11,184 6,728

Source: National Travel Survey, 1998 /99.
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Reduced accessibility to basic facilities

While social concerns do not tend to include the
problem of land take, they do focus on the effect
of rising car ownership on land-use patterns.
Dispersed land use has encouraged travel-
intensive lifestyles to such an extent that
participation in an increasing proportion of
education, employment, commercial and other
activities is now virtually impossible without a
car (Hay and Trinder, 1991). It also tends to
weaken the economy of city centres,
encouraging urban decay and its associated
socio-economic problems.

Changes in food retailing practices have
resulted in the number of shops falling by about
50 per cent in the last 20 years; the growth of
large hypermarkets allows the benefits of

cheaper food and the convenience of car-borne

shopping to the relatively privileged, while
resulting in less choice in price and quality to
the already disadvantaged (Elkins et al., 1991).
Similarly, health service reorganisation in
hospital provision has led to large but fewer in
number facilities, which many people without
cars now find very difficult to access (Murray,
1998). Furthermore, the flexible working
practices and out-of-town locations, which are a
feature of much of the new employment in
regeneration areas, make them inaccessible to
those without a car.

Since 1991, there have been significant
increases in the proportion of people living in
both rural and urban areas who have to walk
more than 27 minutes (approximately 1.5 miles
for a fit adult) in order to access basic facilities,
as demonstrated by Figure 1. In rural areas and

Figure 1 Increase in the percentage of households living more than 27 minutes from facilities, 1989/91 and

1998/99

10077 | 1989/91 Urban
o0 | [J 1998/99 Urban
[ 1989/91 Rural
80 ] 1998/99 Rural

70
60— ]
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40—
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LAl
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Source: National Travel Survey, 1989/91 and 1998/99.
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on peripheral housing estates, the loss of a local
Post Office or shop often has an even more
serious effect, as there may be literally no
transport available for those without a car to
access alternative facilities further afield. This
“accessibility deficit’ also affects many of
Britain’s poorest neighbourhoods (Social
Exclusion Unit, 1998).

Transport poverty

Analysis of travel data along socio-economic
lines demonstrates a huge difference in the
overall distances travelled by those in the lowest
income group and those in the highest (refer to
Table 2 above). Recently, a number of studies
(Focas, 2000; Huby and Burkitt, 2000;
Shucksmith, 2000; TRaC, 2000) have suggested
that some low-income groups may be
experiencing ‘travel poverty’ to the extent that a
lack of mobility may be exacerbating their social
exclusion. They argue that an inability to access
transport can lead to people missing out on jobs,
education and other social opportunities.

Reconciled or opposing views?

As can be seen from this brief overview,
environmental and social concerns often
overlap, although they may arise from different
root causes. Indeed, from the perspective of
many transport professionals, any division
between social and environmental concerns
would be identified as artificial, as they tend to
put both forward together to argue for greater
restrictions on car use, better public transport
provision, improved facilities for walking and
cycling, and to encourage land-use planning

that reduces the need to travel by car. Outside of

the transport profession, however, while
environmentalists have continuously concerned
themselves with issues of transport and
accessibility, this has been largely absent from
the concerns of the anti-poverty / welfare rights
lobby, and the availability of “adequate’
transport provision rarely, if ever, features as a
poverty indicator.

This point is particularly demonstrated by
the failure of the Social Exclusion Unit to
appoint a Policy Action Team to look at issues
relating to transport and accessibility. This,
despite noting in its initial report that many of
Britain’s poorest neighbourhoods have become
‘increasingly isolated over the last two decades
and that this trend is exacerbated by poor
transport links’ (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).
When the Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions (DETR) finally
commissioned such a study to look at the role of
public transport in social exclusion, the report
concluded that inadequate transport provision
is often a fundamental, if not causal, factor in
the exclusion of many disadvantaged groups
and communities (TRaC, 2000).

It is largely in response to environmental
concerns, therefore, that successive UK
governments since the early 1990s have
gradually shifted from the ‘predict and provide’
approach to transport policy towards greater
demand management. Planning Policy
Guidance notes (PPGs) have increasingly
recommended policies to reduce car use and
encourage modal shift towards public transport
and walking and cycling. Both the Transport
White Paper (DETR, 1998a) and the draft
revision of PPG 13 (DETR, 1999a) place
environmental concerns at the heart of the UK’s
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transport policy. The emphasis is to ‘extend
choice in transport and secure mobility in a way
that supports sustainable development’.

Clearly, such an approach may also address
some of the social concerns that have been
identified above. For example, the
recommendation for local authorities to work
with public transport operators to improve their
services will be of most benefit to those people
who already use these services, largely older
and younger people and those on low incomes.
Similarly, improved facilities for pedestrians
and cyclists will have the greatest benefit for
non-car owners and the disproportionate
number of lower socio-economic groups,
children and older people who are currently the
main victims of road accidents.

However, some of the measures being
proposed may have the effect of further
excluding certain groups and /or communities.
For example, ‘green’ taxation measures on fuel
and town centre parking charges may be
detrimental to those living in rural areas where
even those on low incomes must own and use
cars in order to access essential services.
Similarly, many shift-workers, although usually
in receipt of little more than the minimum wage,
may be car reliant for the journey to work, as
this often falls outside of normal public
transport operating hours.

Those arguing for pricing measures have
often stated that they will have a minimal effect
on low-income households because the majority
of these do not own cars. Even those who do
own cars travel relatively short distances and so
spend less as a proportion of their household
income than higher-income households
(Skinner and Ferguson, 1998). Nevertheless,
over 30 per cent of households in the lowest
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income band do own and drive cars. Indeed,
disaggregate analysis of the Family Expenditure
Survey to consider only those who spend on
travel, undertaken as part of this study,
demonstrated that those lowest-income
households who actually spend on motoring
commit a far greater proportion of their
household expenditure to motoring than any
other income group, as demonstrated in Figure 2.

Average figures of spending mask this
distortion, as low-income households
demonstrate a far greater propensity to record
zero expenditure in this spending category than
those in the higher-income bands. This has the
effect of lowering the average figure recorded
when all low-income households are included
in the calculation; whereas most of the sample
living in high-income households record
spending in this category, so that the proportion
of their spending stays the same when non-
spenders are removed from the calculation. This
suggests that those low-income households who
are car reliant may experience far greater hardship
from these pricing measures than has been
previously supposed.

Another problem, as identified by Banister
(1993), is that current policies to improve public
transport services primarily do so with the aim
of encouraging car drivers to replace at least
some of their journeys with less
environmentally damaging mass transit modes.
In order to achieve this aim, public transport
services need to be of extremely high quality
and operate at maximum levels of efficiency
and reliability. Meeting this level of provision is
expensive and often necessitates concentrating
services along high demand corridors, reducing
the number of stops and diversions along a
route and increasing fares to cover the
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Figure 2 Weekly travel expenditure, comparing averages for the total sample with averages for only those

who spend on travel
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additional cost. This may have the effect of
either pricing the more traditional ‘captive’
public transport market off these services and /
or producing services that fail to meet their
requirements for shorter trips and more
dispersed destinations.

Other concerns relate to the disproportionate
impact that policies aimed at reducing the need
to travel may have on people with low personal
mobility. It has been argued that, for groups
currently experiencing ‘travel poverty’,
encouraging a reduction in travel cannot
automatically be assumed to be a good thing
and that some socially excluded groups may

need to be encouraged to travel more (TRaC,

2000). Therefore, while from an environmental
standpoint reduced mobility is the desired goal,
from a social perspective enhanced mobility may be
seen as contributing to social and economic
vitality and thus social inclusion (Troy, 1996).

Aside from the suppositions of academics,
however, very little is actually known about the
opinions and perspectives of low-income and
other disadvantaged groups themselves in this
respect. To help address this knowledge gap, we
undertook a series of discussions with groups of
people living in different types of areas of low
income to find out their views and concerns.
These are reported in the following part of this
report.
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Part 2: The transport concerns of
disadvantaged groups and communities

The aim of the empirical research was to recruit
people who could be considered to be
disadvantaged in terms of their socio-economic
position and to find out what role transport
plays in their lives. We also wanted to identify
whether they were concerned about the
environmental effect of their own travel
behaviour and/ or the effects of other people’s
travel behaviour on their environment.

In recognition that travel behaviour and
experiences differ with age, gender and lifestyle
circumstances, separate focus groups were held
with:

e children

° young people

e the unemployed

* people in low-paid work

* minority ethnic groups

e disabled and mobility impaired people
e older people.

It was also felt important to ensure that
adequate consideration was given to spatial
considerations, in that people living in different
settlement types may have different transport

needs. The main area types were identified as:

* rural settlements

e small towns (20-50,000)

* post-industrial communities (e.g. ex-
mining, steel manufacturing)

* suburbs

* inner city metropolitan areas.

It was not the intention of the case studies to
describe the specific transport and accessibility
problems of the areas that were selected, but

rather to explore the more generalised
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experiences of such groups in relation to
transport and transport-related issues. Specific
locations were chosen on the basis that they
could act as a proxy for the lifestyle conditions of
deprived groups living in different types of
settlements (see Appendix 2).

The focus groups were designed to be
flexible enough to explore the particular issues
and concerns of each group, but consistent
enough to allow comparisons between the
various groups and case study areas. They were
in no way intended to be representative of the
attitudes, experiences and/or perceptions of all
residents living in the area, but rather aimed to
offer a barometer of opinion in relation to the
identified groups and area types.

It has not been possible to present
everything discussed in the focus groups in the
context of this report and so we have drawn out
only the main issues arising from each of the

identified groups in the sections that follow.

Primary school children, Liverpool

Researchers spent the morning in the classroom
with Years 5 and 6 children and their teacher at
Holy Cross and St Mary’s School, Liverpool 3.
The school was specifically selected because it is
located in a low-income area, alongside a busy
main road near the city centre and because a
higher than average number of children at the
school suffer from asthma and/or have been
involved in road traffic accidents. Most of the
children attending the school live in
neighbouring council estates, although some do

travel from outside the area.



Part 2: The transport concerns of disadvantaged groups and communities

Of the 20 children in attendance on the day
we visited, 12 regularly walk to school while
eight are regularly driven there by car; 15 of the
children lived in households with at least one
car. More generally, the children told us they
used a variety of modes to get about, including
cars, buses, taxis, walking, cycling and rail.
Even those children from households without
cars often travelled by car with other relatives
and friends. The majority of their travel was in
the local area but some of the children had
travelled longer distances by rail, car and air.

Seven children in the class told us during the
course of their discussions that they suffered
from asthma, which they attributed to poor air
quality as a result of the high level of traffic in
the area. Four of the children had been knocked
over by a car when walking in the local
neighbourhood and several others had been
witnesses to such accidents, one on the road
outside the school. The class had also recently
visited an Environment Fair, which included an
exhibition of alternative transport. They were
therefore well informed about environmental
and social concerns in relation to travel
behaviour in the UK.

Travel aspirations
Nevertheless, when the class was asked how
they would like to travel when they grew up,
the car still came out top. There were practical
reasons given for this choice, in that the car was
seen as being ‘comfy’, ‘quicker’, ‘warm’ and
‘safer’. The children thought that cars were
particularly necessary for getting to work,
taking days out of Liverpool and for ‘showing
off’.

This illustrates that, even at this young age
amongst a group who clearly had strong

environmental concerns and low car ownership
in the households in which they lived, the car is
seen as something to which one aspires. To
some degree, it was seen to symbolise freedom,
status and adulthood. This aspiration has
significant implications for future transport
policy because, as one of the children pointed
out:

What's the use of taking a bus when you have
already got a car? Only if someone else was
using the car or the bus was free [of charge] then
you might think of using It.

The cost of travel

It was interesting to observe that, even at this
young age, the children were quite concerned
about the cost of transport:

The car is dead dear, there's the tax and the
insurance and the MOT.

Taxis are expensive round here and you have to
give them tips.

My sisters have a [bus] pass and it's £35 each,
and when | go [to Secondary School] that will be
four of us, and that is a lot of money for my mum
to pay.

Attitudes to public transport

The children expressed a wide range of attitudes
to public transport and its strengths and
weaknesses. Buses were seen as a good form of
transport because they could carry many more
people and so are more environmentally
friendly:

If you take a bus, 20 people can fit on a bus and

there are four people per car, then one bus is the
same as five cars. So, even though buses might
make more pollution, there is less per person.
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But bad because they often get delayed and

are slow:

The buses go all round the world and take too
long when you're waiting and on most of the bus
stops it doesn't tell you what time the bus is
going to come so you are waiting for ages.

It was felt that buses were unreliable and at

times dirty and vandalised:

If you didn’t have to wait and they came about
every two minutes | wouldn't mind.

You get a load of people putting their bags and
shoes on the seats an