Benefits and Costs of Inclusion in Transport

Bridget Burdett
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Background



AGENDA

e QOur context

* Policy objectives in transport










What is accessibility?
“ The ability to participate

= Vague and undefined in
transport

“ No visions, no targets, no
data
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Why research accessibility?

“ To be more inclusive
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inclusive yet

= Design and operation should
work for all humans in all
states
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“ We actively discourage
participation if it compromises
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There is no economics of

inclusion in transport

We rely on design
standards and guidelines

We do not value
participation in dollars
like we value human life
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Seeing, even  Hearing, even Walking, lifting  Using your Learning, Communicating,

when wearing when using a or bending  handsto hold, concentrating  mixing with
glasses or hearing aid grasp oruse orremembering  others or

contact lenses objects socialising

Stated difficulty in daily life




O Use a mobility aid

& Do not use a mobility aid

Proportion who 30%
report participating
in the activity
at least once

per week 20%

Visit a family Meet someone Gotoalocal Gotoagym Attendachurch Go tothe
member in at a cafe or park, garden or service library
their home restaurant  swimming pool




Case Study: Five Cross Roads, Hamilton
= Suburban intersection -
* Tradition: what can we justify?

= Alternative: who is participating here?
B



Case Study: Five Cross
Roads, Hamilton

Improvement to
some crossings

Increase in
participation

Increase in numbers
of people using
; {,« N, mobility aids X
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Industry benefits
“ Return on investment

* Redirects transport as
enabler

* Link to genuine cross-sector
conversations

= = |nvites more participatory
process
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Mobility aid user
proportion can be

T veoty c
estimated
Areas of greatest need
Archera can be prioritised
Legend Invites more
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Arphera

Legend

% Age 65+ 2033
' 0-5
5-10
[ 10-15
N 15-20
Bl 20-25
B 25-30
Bl 30-35

Road networks are
planned with traffic
forecasts

Transport planning does

not usually consider
demographic change
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Hamilton City Council 2
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Our Services Our City Our Council Our Partner Projects

Our Gounil Improvements made to central city roundabout o

MNews
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T, R —




Effect

change here

Conclusion

The power to shift paradigm to deal with new challenges —

The paradigm used to design the systam —,

The System Goal —

System structure/self organization —

System rules ——

Information flow structurgs —

Reinforcing feedback loops —
Balancing feedback loops

Provide new Delays ralative 1o change rates

Stocks and flow structuras
data here _
Buffer sizes
Caonstants,

parameters,
@ numherﬁ l
Ll

Adapted from Meadows, D. (1997). Places to Intervene in a System. Whole Earth, 91, 78-84.
http://center.sustainability.duke.edu/sites/default/files/documents/system_intervention.pdf







RECOMMENDATIONS

 Measure the contribution of transport to enabling participation

* Transport is based on engineering which relies on data and process:

Count visibly identifiable beneficiaries of accessible environments

* Improve our understanding of the benefits of inclusive participation to
individuals, communities, economies and broader society:

stated/revealed preference research




Discussion
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