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Liveability describes the degree to which a place supports quality of life, health and wellbeing.

In broad terms, liveable cities are healthy, safe, harmonious, attractive and affordable. They have
high amenity, provide good accessibility and are environmentally sustainable.

The importance of cities to a globally competitive economy is now widely acknowledged
(COAG 2011) and liveability is recognised as an important component of competitive
advantage. International city indicators have been produced in recent years to inform decisions
about where to set up businesses or seek employment. By international standards Australian
cities are ranked among the most liveable in the world.

The features of cities that make them liveable include the quality of the design and amenity of
the built and natural environment. Equally important is the degree of access to employment,
education, health and community services; to social, cultural and recreational opportunities
and facilities; to open space and natural landscapes. Other characteristics reflect qualities of
urban communities, such as a diversity of people and activities that add vibrancy to places and
enrich personal experiences. Essential to community wellbeing is social cohesion, which is the
level of trust among people, and social inclusion, which is the extent to which all members of
the community have access to the available opportunities and resources. These attributes are
described in more detail in this chapter.
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Summary Indicators

Dimension Indicators

Property Council of Australia 201 | My city survey

Liveability The Economist 201 | Quality of Life Index

Global city indices PricewaterhouseCoopers 201 | Cities of Opportunity

Inequality Wiknson and Pickett 2010 Income inequality and social outcomes
Climatic comfort Mean ra nfall and temperatures 1992 to 201 |, major cities
Housing Households composition and dwelling type

Tenure and residential mobility

Affordability Hous ng affordability

Household expenditure

Mercer 201 | Cost of Living

The Economist 201 | World Wide Cost of Living
Australian dollar exchange rate

Health L fe expectancy for males and females, Indigenous and non-Indigenous

Obesity and overweight rates for males and females aged |5 and over
Physical nactivity rates for

Active Travel Walking and bicycle riding rates

Safety Road fatalities

Accessibility Access to higher education by transport mode

Social nclusion Proportion of the Indigenous population in major cities

Aged cared accommodation projected deficits
Use of locally available public transport by people with a disability

Community wel being Australian Wellbe ng ndex

Community indicators survey,Victoria 2007

Key findings

Australia’s largest cities are in the top 10 of most global liveability rankings and have retained
or improved their position.

Melbourne is ranked the most liveable city in the world by one international standard but
Adelaide is the most liveable city in Australia as rated by its residents.

Capital cities were rated highly by a survey of more than 4,000 residents for recreational
opportunities, outdoor and natural environments and for variety of cultural, entertainment
and educational facilities. They rated poorly on roads and traffic congestion, public transport
services, environmental sustainability and climate change, and providing quality affordable
housing (Property Council of Australia (PCA) 201 1).

The cost of greenfield developments is significantly lower than infill developments in
all capitals except Sydney where cost of land and associated infrastructure charges on
greenfield developments push their price higher than some infill.

Australia has had one of the largest increases in real house prices among OECD countries,
particularly since 2000. Price growth rates have been similar between capital cities and the
rest of Australia.
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Household size continues to decrease as couple families with children continue to decline
as a proportion of household mix.

A relatively high proportion of Sydney households live in units and other medium/high
density dwellings compared with other capital cities, particularly Melbourne. Families with
children overwhelmingly occupy separate houses.

Income inequality remains an area where Australian cities are not performing as strongly as
many other OECD countries.

People living in the major cities are generally less likely to die from preventable causes than
people in country areas, regardless of socioeconomic levels.

Although a substantial gap remains between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians, in
many wellbeing indicators there has been a positive trend in the long term unemployment
rate in major cities for Indigenous | 8-64-year-olds, which has decreased from 57 per cent
in 1994, to 25 per cent in 2008.

Liveability measures

Liveability in many ways is highly subjective but both public and private sector organisations
seek to measure this concept to inform policy and investment decisions.

While there is no definitive set of factors that constitute liveability, there are some commonly
acknowledged characteristics of cities that enhance quality of life. A survey of Australian
residents of capital cities commissioned by the Property Council of Australia (PCA) entitled
My City: The People’s Verdict found that Adelaide rated most highly as a liveable city (PCA 201 1).
The survey asked people to rank the importance they placed on a set of |7 attributes that
make a city liveable, which can be grouped as follows:

Safety — the city is for people and their property

Accessibility —there are good healthcare services,employment and economic opportunities,
quality public transport, an efficient road network and minimal traffic congestion, and good
schools and other educational facilities

Affordability — it is an affordable place with a good standard of living and there is a range
of quality affordable housing

Health — the city has a good climate, is clean, well-maintained and unpolluted, and there is a
wide range of recreational opportunities such as playgrounds, cycle paths and parks

Diversity — there is a wide range of cultural entertainment options and a diverse range of
people who get along well

Environmental sustainability — good approaches to environmental sustainability and climate
change are enacted

Quality design and amenity — the natural environment and the look and design of the city
(the buildings, streetscapes and cityscape) are attractive.
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Across the various attributes, the cities were rated highly for their recreational outdoor
environments, natural environments and variety of cultural, entertainment and educational
facilities. However, they rated poorly on roads and traffic congestion, public transport services,
environmental sustainability and climate change, and provision of quality affordable housing.

The strengths and weaknesses of the capital cities are reflected in how residents ranked their
cities on the attributes. Darwin ranked highest on economic opportunity, Brisbane for good
transport service, Hobart for safety, Adelaide for affordable housing and Melbourne for an
attractive look and design (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1 Property Council of Australia Liveability Index 201 | — Survey
responses for liveability attributes

Adelaide Melbourne Canberra Brisbane Perth Hobart Darwin Sydney
B Attractive Look and Design B Employment and Economic Opportunity
Il Quality Affordable Housing [l Safe Place for People and Property

B Good Transport Service

Note: Percentage of survey respondents who agreed that their city had these liveability attributes.
Source:  PCA 2011
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Quality of life and community wellbeing

Quality of life and community wellbeing are two mutually reinforcing aspects of how liveability
of a city is experienced. Quality of life relates to the experience of individuals and households
that make up a population, whereas community wellbeing relates to how quality of life is
experienced by the population as a whole, and in particular to social interaction and how well
people ‘get along' together.

OECD Better Life Index

Since 1961, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) has
primarily used GDP to measure economic and social progress. For the past decade the OECD
has been developing new measures of good quality of life to identify the best way to measure
the progress of societies — moving beyond GDP and examining the areas that impact on
people’s lives such as security, leisure, income distribution and a clean environment. The OECD
has identified I | dimensions as essential to well-being, known as the Better Life Index. The index
includes indicators for housing, income, employment, education, local environment, health,
safety, richness of community ties, overall satisfaction with life and work life balance.

Where all the indicators are equally weighted, Australia ranks amongst the top five OECD
countries on a score out of 10 on the Better life index (Figure 5.2).

Figure 5.2 OECD Your better life index, 201 | Aggregate of score data

9.00

OECD aggregate score
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LAY B PP B S 2 1 ES P LS TS S D S
Q& O F Y F W VW P L@ & L R.P S 2 L QR NN
& S SEE) @
r_}oﬁ o = 0{\\& Nk EX
Note: * Aggregate score has been calculated as the sum of score data for each of 20 indicators across | | topics divided

by the number of scores where data is available. Imputed values have not been used.
Source:  OECD 201! la
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International liveability ranking

In 201 I, Melbourne was ranked the most liveable city in the world by the Economist Intelligence
Unit in its annual liveability survey, scoring 97.5 out of 100 (Economist Intelligence Unit
(EIU) 2011a). The survey evaluates a city's stability, healthcare, cufture and environment,
education and infrastructure, but not the cost of living. Other Australian cities in the top 10
were Sydney, Perth and Adelaide (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1 Economist top 10 liveability ranking 201 |
Overall Culture and

City Rank  rating Stability ~ Healthcare  environment Education Infrastructure
Melbourne | 97.5 95 100 95.1 100 100
Vienna 2 97.4 95 100 94.4 100 100
Vancouver 3 97.3 95 100 100 100 929
Toronto 4 97.2 100 100 97.2 100 89.3
Calgary 5 96.6 100 100 89.1 100 964
Sydney 6 96.1 90 100 94.4 100 100
Helsinki 7 96 100 100 90 91.7 964
Perth 8 95.9 95 100 88.7 100 100
Adelaide 9 95.9 95 100 94.2 100 92.9
Auckland 10 95.7 95 95.8 97 100 929

Source:  Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) 201 la

Cities of opportunity

In 2011 PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC 201 1) published the fourth edition of its Cities of
Opportunity Study. This edition was expanded to 26 cities and for the first time included an
overall ranking, reflecting a growing emphasis on a holistic examination of socioeconomic
balance. Sydney remains the only Australian city in the study. The study analyses Sydney using
an expanded set of 66 variables in 10 indicator categories: intellectual capital and innovation;
technology readiness; transportation and infrastructure; health, safety and security; sustainability;
economic clout; ease of doing business; cost; demographics and liveability; and lifestyle assets.

The objective was to develop an image of city success. Building on the 2010 PwC study’s finding
that successful cities feature close links between economics and quality of life, the 201 | PwC
study expanded and changed the mix of cities, all of which are financial capitals of their regions.
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The study reports that Sydney:

* s in the top five cities in terms of overall ranking (Figure 5.3)
* ranks second for sustainability and demographics and liveability
* ranks fourth for health, safety and security

* is in the middle group (I7th) for technology readiness (which includes internet access in
schools, broadband quality, and software and multimedia development and design)

* s in the middle group (I5th) for transportation and infrastructure, top scoring with the
miles of mass transit track indicator and at the bottom for cost of public transport.

Figure 5.3 PwC Cities of Opportunity score, international cities

New York
Toronto
San Francisco
Stockholm
Sydney
London
Chicago
Paris
Singapore
Hong Kong
Houston
Los Angeles
Berlin
Tokyo
Madrid
Seoul
Beijing

Abu Dhabi
Shanghai
Mexico City
Moscow
Santiago
Istanbul

Sao Paulo
Johannesburg

Mumbai

[ I I I I I I I
0 200 400 600 800 1 000 1200 1 400

Source: PwC 2011
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Four of the PwC Cities of Opportunity indicator dimensions are detailed in Table 5.2,
illustrating Sydney's strengths in demographics liveability and intellectual capital compared with
the other 25 cities in the study, as well as two areas, technology readiness and transportation
and infrastructure where some other cities have an advantage.

Each of the dimensions is made up of a range of indicators as described below:

Demographics and liveability considered the size of a city’s working-age population and
speed of workers’ commutes, housing stock, quality of living and life satisfaction, heat and
humidity, and the risk of natural disaster.

Intellectual capital is a source of innovation that drives a nation’s social and economic
development. Stockholm is significantly ahead of other cities in this category. Sydney
ranked first for libraries with public access, second for percentage of domestic expenditure
on research and development, and third for research performance of top universities.
Conversely, Sydney ranked |3th for entrepreneurial environment and |2th for class size.

Technology readiness illustrates the software, hardware and bandwidth required for
economic and academic progress. Analysis shows a strong positive correlation between
cities with robust information and communications technology and strong intellectual
assets (PwC 2011). New York, Seoul, Stockholm, San Francisco, Chicago, Singapore and
Hong Kong have been able to leverage high-technology and attract large numbers of
technical people and related investors. Sydney ranked in the middle against the three
variables of internet access in schools, broadband quality, and digital economy, and was 2 |st
for software and multimedia development and design.

The city rankings for ‘cost of public transport’ tend to be lower when rankings for housing,
quality of living or literacy and enrolment in secondary and tertiary education are higher.
This suggests that a relatively higher cost of public transport is acceptable if the system
provides access and convenience to citizens. Sydney was the lowest ranked city against
the cost of public transport but was at the top for ‘miles of mass transit track’, which is the
total miles of metro, tram and light rail track within a city per 100,000 people. (PwC 201 1)
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Table 5.2 PwC Cities of Opportunity city rankings for selected indicators
Demography and Intellectual Capital Technology Transportation
Liveability and Innovation Readiness and Infrastructure
Stockholm 26 Stockholm 26 New York 26 Paris 26
Sydney 25 Toronto 25 Seoul 25 Chicago 25
Toronto 24 San Francisco 24 Stockholm 24 New York 24
San Francisco 23 New York 24 San Francisco 23 San Francisco 23
Los Angeles 22 Paris 22 Chicago 22 Madrid 22
Madrid 22 Los Angeles 21 Singapore 21 Tokyo 21
Berlin 20 Sydney 20 Hong Kong 20 Hong Kong 20
Paris 19 Houston 20 Los Angeles 19 London 20
Chicago 19 Tokyo 20 Houston 18 Seoul 18
Houston 19 Chicago |7 Tokyo 18 Mexico City |7
S ngapore 16 London 16 London 16 Stockholm 17
Abu Dhabi 15 Berlin I5 Toronto 15 Bejng I5
Hong Kong 14 Seoul 14 Paris 14 Sydney 14
New York 13 Madrid I3 Moscow 13 Moscow I3
Sao Paulo 12 Singapore 12 Berln 12 Shanghai 12
Mexico City I'l Hong Kong Il Sydney 1 Toronto 12
Seoul 10 Moscow 10 Shanghai I Singapore 10
London 10 Shanghai 9 Beijing 9 Berlin 9
Tokyo 8 Bejng 8 Madrid 8 Abu Dhabi 8
Bejng 7 Mexico City 8 Istanbul 7 Istanbul 7
Santiago 6 Abu Dhabi 6 Sao Paulo 6 Los Angeles 6
Istanbul 5 Santiago 5 Santiago 6 Houston 5
Johannesburg 4 Sao Paulo 4 Abu Dhabi 4 Santiago 4
Mumbai 3 Johannesburg 3 Mexico City 3 Sao Paulo 3
Shanghai 3 Mumbai 2 Mumbai 2 Mumbai 3
Moscow I Istanbul | Johannesburg I Johannesburg |

Source:  Adapted from PwC 201 |
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Inequality and social outcomes

Wilkinson and Pickett's (2010) research published in the book The Spirit Le
international data that relates inequality at a national scale to a range of social

vel examines
development

measures including health, social relations and human capital. They found that health and social

problems are worse in more unequal countries, as shown in Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4 International comparisons of income inequality and health
and social outcomes
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Source: Wilkinson and Pickett 2010
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Quality of life of individuals and households and the social and health outcomes for urban
communities are closely associated with the natural and built environments of the cities. The
next section of this chapter describes some of the aspects of the built and natural environments
in Australian major cities that affect liveability.

Climatic comfort

The climate has a significant influence on people’s preferences for where they live. As
described earlier; Australia’s population is highly concentrated in the cities along the south-
eastern coastline, which are in the more temperate zones. However, there is strong growth
in warmer coastal regions, particularly in Queensland and the tropical cities of north
Queensland and Darwin. There are considerable differences in the climatic conditions that
people experience across the major cities and within the largest cities, depending on attitudes
and distance from the coast.

Housing, public space, commercial buildings and infrastructure influence the climatic comfort
experienced in cities and can moderate the extremes of weather if designed to suit the unique
seasonal weather patterns of each city (shown in Figure 5.5).

Brisbane, Queensland
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, Major cities

Mean rainfall and temperatures 1992 to 201 |

Figure 5.5
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Housing

The availability of suitable and affordable housing and the type and distribution of residential
development are fundamental to the liveability of cities and the wellbeing of individuals
and households.

Housing supply

The National Housing Supply Council (NHSC) 2010 State of Supply report concluded that
there is a substantial and growing undersupply of housing in Australia. It also showed that while
the impact of the global financial crisis on Australia has been less pervasive and severe than
in other advanced economies, the financial crisis has led to some tightening in lending criteria
among lending institutions, making access to credit more difficult for residential property
developers and to a lesser extent, for some residential purchasers. A longer-lasting effect of
the crisis on supply is likely to be reduced multi-unit development because of the effect of the
crisis on financing structures for such developments in Australia (NHSC 2010).

The actual number of dwelling units commenced nationally in 2008-09 was 131,600, which
was significantly below the 158,500 dwelling units commenced in 2007-08 and the 152,200
dwelling units commenced in 2006—-07 (NHSC 2010).

The NHSC identified that the net dwelling supply gap increased from 23,400 dwellings in 2002
to 178,400 dwellings in 2009 as shown Figure 5.6, and detailed in Table 5.3.

Figure 5.6 Change in dwelling demand and supply, Australia 2002 to 2009
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Table 5.3 Estimates of the net dwelling supply gap for 2002 to 2009
using 2001 as a base year, Australia
Net dwelling supply gap
2002-2009 based on the
Supply growth, net of difference between change in
Change in underlying demand —  demolitions, with allowance for  underlying demand and supply
number of dwelling units unoccupied dwellings excluding  adjusted for demolitions and
(‘000s) ‘Resident absent' unoccupied dwellings
2002 138.1 I'14.7 234
2003 139.7 132.9 30.2
2004 138.3 136.5 32
2005 [37.1 139.5 29.6
2006 137.4 134.2 328
2007 162.1 128.4 66.5
2008 157.4 124.4 99.5
2009 2059 [27.1 1784
Note: National Housing Supply Council est mates of underly ng demand for dwellings s nce June 2001.

Source: NHSC 2010

Not only has there been a national fall in dwelling approvals, there are also significant
differences across States.Victoria and to a greater extent South Australia registered an above
trend increase in both detached houses and medium and high density dwellings (Table 5.4).
By contrast, Western Australian approvals fell for houses but rose for other dwelling types
and Queensland approvals showed a significant fall in both housing types. The fall in approvals
was most significant in New South Wales where approvals were well below the previous
reporting period of State average monthly approvals and well below demand given the growth
highlighted in Chapter 2.

Table 5.4 Houses and other dwellings, average monthly approvals and per cent
change, January 1998 to December 2007 and January 2008
to December 2009
Houses Other dwelling types
Average Average Per cent Average Average Per cent
monthly monthly change monthly monthly change
1998-2007 2008-2009 1998-2007 2008-2009
NSW 1,927 1,253 -35 1,720 1,039 -40
Vic. 2,633 2,729 4 930 1,008 8
Qld. 2,112 1,907 -10 1,024 818 -20
SA 684 806 18 171 224 31
WA 1,514 1,441 -5 335 368 10
Subtotal for 9,208 8,554 -7 4,339 3,656 -16
five States
Note: ‘Other dwelling types' comprise apartments, terraced houses and other med um density dwell ngs as well as

about one per cent non-residential dwell ngs (such as room ng house units).

Source:  ABS 2010a
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Housing affordability

Growth in real house prices over the past decade has been strong both in capital cities and in
other regions (Figure 5.7). Based on ABS House Price Index data (ABS 201 |a), real house prices
have more than doubled since 1995.

Figure 5.7 Growth in real house prices 1995 to 2009
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Note: Housing Price Index June 1995=100 deflated by CPI
Source:  Unpublished data from ABS, APM (Australian Property Monitors), RBA (Reserve Bank of Australia)

A recent research discussion paper by the Reserve Bank of Australia (RBA) has confirmed
that house prices within Australia’s major cities tend to be higher in closer proximity to city
centres (Kulish, Richards and Gillitzer 201 1). An analysis of selected suburbs in Sydney found
that average land values for suburbs within four kilometres of the CBD were around |6 times
higher than in suburbs more than 50 kilometres from the CBD.The report suggests that the
rapid growth of house prices in inner suburbs reflects changes in population and incomes.
[t also proposes that these findings highlight changing preferences where households value
proximity to the CBD due to poor transport infrastructure and higher transport costs, in
addition to constraints in the supply of appropriately zoned land and well-located housing.

The paper also reported that house prices tend to be higher in waterfront suburbs. The
‘waterfront effect’ was reported to be largest in Sydney and Perth, adding around 50 per cent
to house prices, and lowest in Brisbane and Adelaide (Kulish, Richards and Gillitzer 201 I'). This
phenomenon was also recorded in cities outside of the capitals.
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Prices in capital cities were found to have increased around one percentage point faster per
year than those in cities outside of the capitals (Kulish, Richards and Gillitzer 201 1). This was
attributed to constraints in the construction of new housing in capital cities relative to non-
capital cities. The cities with the largest populations — Sydney and Melbourne — had the highest
house prices. On average house prices grew faster than apartment prices, which the paper
suggested was due to an increase in the price of land in capital cities rather than the housing
structures themselves.

The recent growth in house prices largely reflects increases in the prices of existing houses.
Since the early 2000s, the real prices of houses (when compared to inflation) have increased
substantially with real construction costs growing more modestly. Land has made up a growing
share of house prices, increasing from 53 per cent to 61 per cent in the |5 years to March
2009. However, increasing construction costs are responsible for a higher proportion of
the increase in house prices in some regional sub-markets, particularly in resource towns
(ABS 201 1a).

Whittlesea, Victoria
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Government taxes and charges, local government fees and infrastructure charges form a major
component of real house prices. Such costs have been calculated in the recent National Dwelling
Costs Study Report 2010 (Urbis 2010). Areas with ageing inner urban infrastructure costs carry
additional issues with a mix of historic and wider catchment servicing costs. Greenfield sites are
more amenable to full cost recovery as part of new service infrastructure construction (Figure
5.8 and Figure 5.9).The report raises questions about the relative affordability and sustainability
of infill compared to greenfield development.

Infill areas with ageing urban infrastructure may require additional costs of replacing and
expanding capacity Greenfield sites, on the other hand, may be more amenable to full cost
recovery (where costs of construction of new infrastructure are included in the dwelling sale
price. (Figure 5.8 and Figure 5.9).

Figure 5.8 Relative importance of cost components of developing infill
developments by city
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Figure 5.9
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Relative importance of cost components of developing greenfield
developments by city

0
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Source:  URBIS 2010
Table 5.5 Costs of developing infill dwellings by city
Sydney Melbourne Brisbane Perth Adelaide
®)
Raw land 85,000 32,184 72,000 60,000 47,619
Government taxes and charges 91,486 83,177 85,443 75,861 71,407
Professional fees 24,071 16,609 16,040 16,904 7,452
Construction 282,137 301,846 290,809 308,073 290,561
Development costs and nterest 70,927 55,707 61,070 59,903 51,350
Total cost 553,621 489,523 525,362 520,741 468,389
Note: Figures are rounded to the nearest $. Numbers may not sum to totals due to this round ng.

Source:

URBIS 2010
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Table 5.6 Costs of developing greenfield dwellings by city
Sydney Me bourne Brisbane Perth Adelaide
$)
Raw land 151,875 50,000 54,000 52,000 49,714
Government taxes and charges 130,048 71,195 75,707 69,644 65,561
Professional fees 9,773 2,050 3,050 8,588 4,071
Construction 211,146 212911 201,588 219,204 217,289
Development costs and interest 57,869 38,600 35,406 34,522 38,492
Total cost 560,711 374,756 369,751 383,958 375,127
Note: Figures are rounded to the nearest $. Numbers may not sum to totals due to this rounding.

Source: URBIS 2010

The NHSC 2010 report has shown that, with the exception of Sydney, housing construction
is generally more expensive in infill compared to greenfield locations. In this report the cost
of land in greenfield areas in Sydney is estimated to be up to $100,000 per dwelling more
than in Melbourne (Tables 5.5 and 5.6). In an alternative analysis, however, Trubka et al (2008)
found that greenfield development is more expensive once the total cost for infrastructure
provision is taken into account.

Most metropolitan planning strategies (as discussed in Chapter 6) identify the need for a mix
of greenfield and infill development to adequately cater for the demand for housing supply, and
also different preferences in location and housing types. It is, therefore, helpful to understand
how housing preferences vary between cities, for different households and over time.

Two recent reports by the Grattan Institute (Kelly et al 201 I;Weidmann and Kelly, 201 I') have
explored the housing preferences of different households in different Australian cities. They
found that there are very real differences in the type of housing sought by people at different
life stages and in different household circumstances (see box insert).

Housing preferences

The Grattan Institute conducted survey research into housing preferences. The findings are
reported in two reports: The Housing We'd Choose 201 | and in a second working paper, What
Matters Most? Housing Preferences Across the Australian Population 201 |. The survey sought
responses from a sample of more than 700 residents of Sydney and Melbourne about their
housing and location priorities.

The first report showed that when asked to make choices based on the housing prices and
their budgets, the housing people chose was a much more varied mix than either city currently
provides. In particular, the research suggests significant shortfalls of semi-detached housing and
apartments in the middle and outer areas of both cities.

The first report also presents recent construction trends and argues that there are barriers
to delivering more of the housing people say they want. These disincentives include the cost
of materials and labour for buildings over four storeys, land assembly and preparation, and the
risk and uncertainty of our planning systems.
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The second working paper found that afthough it is often assumed that living in a separate
house on a large block of land is what most Australians want, ‘whether the house is detached’
was only the fifth most important variable while having a big garden was ranked 20th.

The data presented in the second report also suggests that there are real differences in priorities
across the population. In particular, while young families were focused on house size and type,
older and single-person households were much more likely to think that characteristics of
where they live are more important. Given our ageing population and the growth of smaller
households, these differences could result in significant shifts in the mix of dwelling stock
(Kelly et al 201 I; Weidmann and Kelly, 201 I').

Multi-unit dwellings

Australia is witnessing an increasing trend toward inner-city living and increased urban density.
An ageing population, shrinking household sizes, lifestyle choices and government policies
aimed at increasing urban density are all part of this trend.

State of Australian Cities 2010 described the composition of existing dwelling stock across
each of the major cities in Australia. Multi-unit residential buildings (also known as flats,
units or apartments) are mostly located in the older inner suburbs. In the most recent
ABS Survey of Housing Occupancy and Costs 2007-08, Sydney had the highest proportion of
apartment-dwellers of the capital cities. Almost one quarter (24 per cent) of Sydney's resident
population lived in flats, units or apartments.

Multi-unit dwellings were home to 28 per cent of Sydney households. In contrast, just 7.1 per
cent of households in Perth and 8.4 per cent of households in Adelaide lived in flats, units or
apartments (ABS 2009a) (Figure 5.10).
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Figure 5.10 Proportion of households living in dwelling type, by capital city, 2007-08
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In 2007-08, 73.5 per cent of capital city households lived in detached houses, 10.4 per cent
were in semi-detached, terrace or townhouses, and |6 per cent were in units or apartments
(ABS 2009c¢). Households with children overwhelmingly occupied separate housing, (82 per
cent of family households in Sydney and 90 per cent of family households with children
in Melbourne), amounting to about 426,000 dwellings in Sydney and 407,000 dwellings in
Melbourne. Conversely, a large proportion of apartment-dwellers were either unrelated group
households or lone-person households (Figure 5.11).
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Figure 5.11 Proportion of population and household types by dwelling type,
Sydney and Melbourne, 2006
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The importance of designing higher-density residential development to accommodate a greater
diversity of households has been highlighted in recent research for the Victorian Department
of Health into the experiences of 40 children growing up in high-rise housing in Melbourne

(Whitzman and Mizrachi 2009). This research found that children who lived wit

hin an

800 metre radius from their school or within 300 metres of local green space were more likely
to access those spaces independently than children who had to travel further Accessibility
and proximity to home, amenity and the range of play and socialisation opportunities are

important influences on children’s environmental experience.
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Strata and community title

Multi-unit residential dwellings in Australian cities generally fall under strata or community title.
Existing apartment buildings range in age from 930s-style walk-up flats,to 1960s mid- to high-
rise apartment blocks, to townhouse and high-rise blocks from the 1970s and [980s. Newer
apartment buildings are generally aimed at mid- to high-income households, while the more
affordable options are available in older apartment buildings.

As these buildings age, the costs of maintenance and operations are of increasing concern
to owner-occupiers and landlords. Sinking-fund and administrative costs are increasing, and
many are hit with special levies to cover unexpected large costs such as concrete cancer, lift
replacements or major structural repairs. Repairs and maintenance can increase the cost of
housing for both owners and renters.

It is argued that no satisfactory process has yet been devised to deal with blocks that are at
the end of their physical or economic life (Sherry, 2006).

Tenure

As the average household size decreases, the number of households in Australia is growing
at a faster rate than the population, resulting in greater demand for housing. Many Australians
change housing at different life stages and move for education or employment, when they
become partnered, when they have children and for lifestyle reasons.

Some households are compelled to move because of the cost of housing. The security of
tenure of private renters is also influenced by the decisions of their landlords. In 2007-08,
56 per cent of private renters had a fixed period lease of six or |2 months and a further
20 per cent had either a month by month or other fixed period lease arrangement.

Renters from State or Territory housing authorities on the other hand were more likely to
have an indefinite tenure arrangement (78 per cent).

Housing tenure is strongly associated with dwelling structure and other buitt forms. Data from the
2006 Census shows a substantially larger proportion of renters in attached dwellings (including
both medium density dwellings like townhouses and villas and higher density flats, units and
apartments) and a larger proportion of owner-occupiers live in detached dwellings (houses).

In Sydney and Melbourne there was also a large proportion of low income families who were
renters in flats or high-density dwellings. Low-income households were defined as having a
gross household weekly income of less than $ 1,200, approximately the median income based
on the 2006 Census. A larger proportion of Sydney renters are in high density dwellings
(61 per cent) than Melbourne renters (48 per cent).
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Sydney dwelling tenure: Low income mobile households
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Figure 5.13 Melbourne dwelling tenure: Low income mobile households
and total households
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Low income households with children

The 2006 Census data analysed by BITRE in Figure 5.12 and Figure 5.13 shows that a substantial
proportion of the low income households had moved within the previous year. These ‘low
income, mobile households’ with children, that is low-income families with children who had
a different address in Australia a year prior to the 2006 Census, comprise about seven per
cent of total households in Sydney (184,000 households) and || per cent in Melbourne
(160,800 households). Whether these moves were voluntary or involuntary, the implications
for these families’ wellbeing could be substantial.
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Homelessness

State of Australian Cities 2010 reported rates of homelessness based on the 2006 Census.

A new data collection, the Specialist Homelessness Services collection, is being developed by
the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) to provide better information about
people who are homeless, the pathways people take in and out of homelessness, and the types
of work that homelessness agencies undertake. Information collected will include whether a
client has a diagnosed mental illness or was undergoing treatment for mental health issues, and
previous episodes of homelessness. People turned away from homelessness agencies will also
be recorded and, for the first time, children will be counted as individual clients.

The Specialist Homelessness Services collection, jointly funded by Federal, State and Territory
governments, is expected to be published in 2012 to provide more information for the
Australian Government's homelessness strategy.

Living affordability

While housing comprises the largest proportion of household expenditure, there are other
costs of living which influence the affordability of cities. The ABS Household Expenditure Survey,
conducted every five years, collects information on household expenditure on housing,
transport, energy, water and a range of consumer goods and services. This is an important
source of information about the cost of living.

Data from the 2009—10 survey shows that Canberra households spend the most on goods
and services in Australia, the average expenditure per household totalling $1,536 28 a week.
Adelaide and Hobart had the lowest expenditure (Figure 5.14) (ABS 201 Ib).
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Figure 5.14 Total household expenditure on goods and services, 1998-99
and 2009-10, Capital Cities
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Source:  ABS (201 Ib)

Moreover, between 1998 and 2010 the household expenditure in Canberra has increased by
a relatively greater amount than other capitals. Household expenditure in Brisbane and Perth
is now equivalent to that of Sydney and Melbourne.

Cost of living — global comparisons

A number of indices consider cost of living on an international basis. Relative international costs
of living are calculated using the United States dollar as the reference currency because the
main purpose of such surveys is to advise expatriates on the relative cost of living in foreign
cities. Figure 5.15 shows that the Australian dollar has increased significantly in value against
the US dollar since early 2009 and the performance of the Trade Weighted Index indicates
that this currency appreciation was general. This means that the cost of living in Australia as
measured in US dollars will rise irrespective of other changes. However; it does not necessarily
mean that the cost of living in Australian cities for those earning Australian dollars has risen.
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Figure 5.15 Australian Exchange Rates January 2000 to September 201 |
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Both The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) and the Mercer Corporation have noted this
increase in the cost of living, relative to other countries. According to the EIU, Sydney
and Melbourne are the sixth and seventh most expensive cities respectively, followed by
Perth and Brisbane in 13th and [4th places out of 40 cities in the ranking (Figure 5.16).
|0 years ago Sydney was ranked 7lst, Melbourne 80th, Perth 9Ist and Brisbane 93rd
(EIU 201 1b).
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Figure 5.16 The Economist’s relative cost of living index
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Mercer Corporation’s annual cost of living survey of 250 cities (201 1) shows that the cost of
living in Australian cities compared with cities in other countries has been rising over the past
decade (Table 5.7 and Figure 5.17).The 201 | Mercer survey shows that since 2010, Sydney has
jumped 10 places to be the 14th most expensive place to live. Melbourne moved from 33 to
21 and Perth jumped 30 places to be ranked 30th. Adelaide made the biggest jump to 46th, up
44 places. This recent movement corresponds to the recent strength of the Australian dollar,
which appreciated by almost |4 per cent against the US dollar over the previous |2 months. In
considering the cost of living it should be noted that the value of Australian wages, being paid
in Australian dollars, has also increased.

The Mercer survey evaluates a range of goods and services, including housing, transport, food,
clothing, household goods and entertainment. The main factors determining a city's ranking
are the relative strength or weakness of the national currency against the US dollar and price
movements over the previous |2 months compared with those in New York City. As noted
earlier in this section, Mercer's analysis was developed primarily to advise on remuneration
adjustments for United States expatriates.
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Table 5.7 Mercer Cost of Living rankings 2010 and 201 |
Change in rank
City 2010 rank 2011 rank 2010-2011
Sydney 24 14 +10
Me bourne 33 21 +12
Perth 60 30 +30
Brisbane 55 Ell +24
Canberra 74 34 +40
Adelaide 90 46 +44

Source: Mercer 2011

Change in Mercer cost of living rank, selected capital cities
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Figure 5.18 Relative cost of one litre of unleaded 95 octane petrol,
selected cities 201 |
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Source: Mercer 2010

Fuel as a commodity is less influenced by differences of local production and consumption,
compared with other items included on the Mercer cost of living index like milk, coffee or
a takeaway burger: As shown in Figure 5.18, the relative cost of fuel in Sydney is among the
middle-ranked cities and notably less than the European cities apart from Moscow where there
are national oil reserves. A large part of this difference is that as at September 2010, the tax
component of the petrol price in Australia was the fourth lowest in the OECD (ACCC 201 1).

* 170«



Chapter 5 Liveability © State of Australian Cities 201 |

Health

Where people live, the lifestyles they lead and the types of housing and environments they
inhabit, can affect their physical and mental health. Good health confers many benefits for
individuals and their communities including better productivity, reduced health care costs, good
social relations and increased life expectancy.

Urban living has both risks and benefits for human health. As noted in State of Australian Cities
2010 urban environments have a strong effect on public health concerns, with contributing factors
being water and air quality, noise, temperature, access to open and green space, opportunities
to exercise, and opportunities for social interaction. A higher proportion of people in the lowest
socioeconomic groups suffer poor health, including obesity and mental illness.

Life expectancy is a standard measure of population health. In 2008, average life expectancy at
birth in Australia was 81.5 years, more than two years higher than the OECD average (OECD
201 1a). The life expectancy of Indigenous Australians is about |0 years less than those for
non-Indigenous Australians (Figure 5.19).

Figure 5.19 Life expectancy for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples
and non-Indigenous peoples, 2005-2007
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Chronic non-communicable diseases including cancer, cardiovascular disease, chronic respiratory
conditions and diabetes are the main cause of death in OECD countries, accounting for three-
quarters of all deaths in 2008 (OECD 201 1a). It is a similar story in Australia with heart disease
and stroke being the first and second most common causes of death (ABS 201 I c).
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Many chronic diseases are strongly associated with modifiable lifestyles and behaviour. People
who are physically active, drink moderately, do not smoke, eat plenty of fruit and vegetables, and
have a normal weight have a much lower risk of early death than those with less healthy lifestyles.

These preventable diseases not only reduce overall life expectancy; they also lead to reduced
productivity and ‘quality of life’ years and add a significant health burden to the economy.

The geographical distribution of risk behaviours and the incidence of chronic diseases within
urban communities can be highly uneven, and greater detail on rates of incidence of chronic
disease can be found in the Social Health Atlas of Australia 201 | published by the Public Health
Information Development Unit (PHIDU) at the University of Adelaide.

Social Health Atlas of Australia

The Social Health Atlas of Australia was first published in 1999 and uses data from the ABS
National Health and related surveys. The website also hosts publications, interactive mapping
and data sets on a broad range of health determinants across the life course. A major emphasis
is on the development and publication of small area statistics for monitoring inequality in
health and wellbeing. The Social Health Atlas of Australia adds to the body of evidence in
Australia on the disparities in health that exist between groups in the population. People of low
socioeconomic status (those who are relatively socially or economically deprived) experience
worse health than those of higher socioeconomic status for almost every major cause of
mortality and morbidity.

In a comprehensive review of literature concerned with the relationship between population
health and built environments, Kent et al (201 1) identify three domains of the built environment
that support human health, namely;

*  Physical activity — getting people active for travel and recreation

¢ Social interaction — connecting and strengthening communities through incidental
interaction, planning and building community spaces and designing for crime prevention

*  Nutrition — better access to healthy food and promoting responsible food advertising.

Where built environments do not support human health the outcomes are evident in the rates
of the three major risk factors for chronic disease: physical inactivity, obesity and social isolation.
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Obesity

Obesity rates are high in Australia relative to most OECD countries and have been increasing
faster than in any other OECD country over the past two decades (Figure 5.20). More than
60 per cent of adults and 25 per cent of children are overweight or obese in Australia. The
proportion of overweight people is projected by the OECD to rise a further |5 per cent over
the next decade (OECD 201 1b).

Figure 5.20 Past and projected overweight rates 1970 to 2020 for selected
OECD countries
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There is little difference between capital cities in the proportion of obese women but Darwin,
Sydney and Melbourne stand out as having higher than average proportions of men who are
obese as shown in Figure 5.2 1. Australian women with low education levels are |.4 times more
likely than more educated women to be overweight but this is a smaller risk than in many
OECD countries. The gap is smaller, but not absent, in men (OECD 201 1).

Figure 5.21 Proportion of overweight and obese males and females,
over |8 years of age, for capital cities, 2007-08
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Physical Activity

State of Australian Cities 2010 noted that 33.5 per cent of the Australian population aged
over |5 years was physically inactive in 2007-08, up from 32.8 per cent in 2004-05. Physical
inactivity is estimated to cost the Australian economy about $13.8 billion a year (Medibank
Private 2008). Data from the next national health survey due to be released shortly will
provide information on whether this trend has continued.

Residents in the capital cities are generally more physically active than their counterparts in
the rest of their respective States outside the major cities (Figure 5.22), which may reflect the
difference in the age profiles of major cities which is generally younger, compared with non-
metropolitan areas, as noted in Chapter 2.

Figure 5.22 Physical inactivity — proportion of persons aged 15 years and over,
by location, 2007-08
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Note: Physical inactivity is defined as those aged |5 years and over who reported that they did not exercise in the
two weeks prior to nterview for the 2007-08 National Health Survey, through sport, recreation or fitness
(includ ng wa k ng).

Based on ABS 2009¢
Source: PHIDU 201 |
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Between the capitals, Canberra and Perth have the most physically active populations while the
major cities of Queensland are the least active (Figure 5.23).

Figure 5.23 Physical inactivity — number and proportion of persons aged |5 years
and over, capital cities, 2007-08
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Social inclusion

Social inclusion refers to the degree to which people have access to opportunities and
resources and can participate in civic life. Social inclusion is related to health because people
who are socially included are more likely to have the resources (like healthy food, adequate
housing, sufficient income) and opportunities to participate in education, employment and
social and recreational activities that help to maintain good health.

The Social Inclusion Unit's Compendium of Social Inclusion Indicators 2009 identifies poverty
as among the most relevant factors that affect social inclusion. People with a low income are
less likely to have the resources needed to participate in the activities, living conditions and
amenities that are generally available to most people in society. Examining the level of inequality
within and between cities and regions can help to understand which groups of people and
which localities are more likely to be advantaged or disadvantaged in relation to the resources
and opportunities available to them.

c 176



Chapter 5 Liveability © State of Australian Cities 201 |

Monitoring Inequality in Australia

Monitoring Inequality in Australia 2010 is an online database published by the Public Health
Information Development Unit at the University of Adelaide. It includes data on a range of
population characteristics, including demography, socioeconomic status, health status and risk
factors and use of health and welfare services. The data shows variations for each indicator by
socioeconomic status. Data are shown in five groupings of areas (quintiles) each representing
approximately one fifth (20 per cent) of the population. The quintiles range from the 20 per
cent of the population living in the highest socioeconomic status (SES) areas (Quintile | - least
disadvantaged) to the 20 per cent of the lowest SES areas (Quintile 5 - most disadvantaged).

Comparing areas within cities and non-metropolitan regions based on relative advantage
or disadvantage in Figure 524 illustrates that, while the influence of inequality on health is
apparent in Australia for both urban and regional communities, populations in the major cities
are generally less likely to die from a preventable cause than people in country areas. This is
regardless of socioeconomic levels.

Figure 5.24 Preventable deaths at ages 0 to 74 by socioeconomic status (SES),
major cities and country Australia, 2003 to 2007
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Mental health

Poor mental health can result from, and increases an individual's likelihood of, being socially
excluded. Mental health problems are associated with unemployment, lower income and poor
physical health. Levels of reported psychological distress in the metropolitan areas are related
to income levels. Less than |0 per cent of people in the top fifth of incomes (quintile 1) in

major cities report having high psychological distress compared with nearly 15 per cent of the
people in the lowest income bracket (Figure 5.25).

Figure 5.25 High or very high psychological distress levels for adults*
by socioeconomic status (SES), major cities, 2007-08
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Note: The data have been derived from the Kessler Psychological Distress Scale-10 items (K-10), which is a scale of
non-specific psychological distress based on |0 questions asked of respondents about negative emotional states
in the 4 weeks prior to interview for the 2007-08 National Health Survey.'High' and ‘Very high’ distress are the
two highest levels of distress categories (of a total of four categories).

Based on ABS 2009¢
Source: PHIDU 2010
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There are some variations between capital cities in terms of rates of mental health problems,
as indicated in Figure 5.26, with the larger capital cities displaying higher rates of high or very
high psychological distress than the smaller capital cities.

Figure 5.26 High or very high psychological distress levels, for adults
in capital cities, 2008
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two highest levels of distress categories (of a total of four categories).
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Urban Indigenous communities

State of Australian Cities 2010 noted that about one third of Australia’s Indigenous population
lives in the major cities. Data from the 2006 Census shows that Sydney and Brisbane have the
largest urban Indigenous populations of the capital cities with 48,640 and 33,905 Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander people respectively, representing close to |5 per cent of the total
Indigenous population. Although Melbourne has a greater total population than Brisbane or
Perth, the Indigenous population of Melbourne is less than these two capitals and closer in
numbers to that of the smaller capitals Adelaide and Darwin (Figure 5.27).
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Figure 5.27 Indigenous population in capital cities as a proportion of the total
Indigenous population, 2006.
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As noted previously, one important indicator of equality and social inclusion is employment
status. The report Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage: Key Indicators 201 | shows that the
unemployment rate for Indigenous people living in the major cities was |7 per cent in
2007, compared with the national unemployment rate of 4.2 per cent in 2007. Although a
substantial gap remains between Indigenous and non-Indigenous unemployment rates, there
has been a positive trend in the long-term unemployment rate in major cities for Indigenous
|8 to 64-year-olds, which has decreased from 57 per cent in 1994 to 25 per cent in 2008
(Productivity Commission 201 1).

Transport and social inclusion

The connections between transport and social inclusion have recently been given greater
consideration in urban research. Recent work in Victoria (Currie et al 2009; Delbosc and
Currie, 2011 and Stanley et al 201 1) has explored the spatial differences in measures of
transport disadvantage, social exclusion and wellbeing in a survey of inner metropolitan, outer
suburban, peri-urban and regional areas of Victoria. This showed very clear differences in
mobility and car reliance between geographic locations. Car reliance peaked in Melbourne’s
fringe, with regional areas showing slightly less car reliance.

Children and young people

According to the OECD, Australia provides well for children as measured by material well-
being, education and health. The child poverty rate has fallen over the past decade and is now
below the OECD average; reading scores are above the OECD average; and older children are
less likely to be out of education or employment (OECD 201 3).
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A report on child disadvantage in Australia (NATSEM 201 1) identifies the two most important
factors affecting the social inclusion level for children and young people which are growing up
in a jobless households and participation in tertiary education.

Joblessness among sole parent families is a significant problem. With just over half of sole
parents in employment in 2009, Australia compares poorly with other OECD countries and
results in above average poverty for these families. This issue is of particular concern as about
one in five children live in such households, and projections show that the number is likely to
increase by 20 per cent over the next 25 years.

For children living in households where no adult has been engaged in paid work over the past
two years there is an increased likelihood that they will also become unemployed adults.

According to ABS 2006 Census data (Figure 5.28) the percentage of Australian children aged
under |5 years in jobless families was 14.8 per cent. The proportion of children in jobless
families is lower in capital cities compared to the Australian average and compared to non-
metropolitan areas. There are notable differences between major cities. Adelaide has the
highest proportion of children in jobless families (16.2 per cent) and Canberra the lowest
(8.1 per cent).

Figure 5.28 Percentage of children 0 to |5 years in jobless households, 2006

Perentage of children under |5 years

Note: Based on ABS 2006 Census data (unpublished)
Source:  PHIDU 2011
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In terms of participation in education or employment, ABS 2006 Census data shows that fewer
young people from a low socioeconomic background and from regional and remote areas
were learning or earning than other young people aged 15 to 19 years (Figure 5 29).

Figure 5.29 Percentage of young people aged |5 to |9 years who are learning or
earning, by socioeconomic status 2006
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Older people

Elderly and frail aged people have high rates of disability and are more likely to need health
care and specialised community services.An ageing population will increase demand for these
services in most cities and regions.

Some major cities will have greater need for services than others but an emerging issue for all
cities will be the rapid increase in the number of older people who have some form of dementia.

Dementia and Alzheimer’s Disease

In 2009, dementia and Alzheimer’s disease were the third leading cause of death.The number
of deaths in Australia from these causes has increased |26 per cent from 3,655 in 2000 to
8,277 in 2009.The impacts and increased need for support services will be felt in those cities
with higher proportions of people over 65 years, especially in areas near regional cities where
older people are relocating for retirement.
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Not all people with dementia are older people, however. Newcastle and the Hunter region has
become one of the few areas in Australia to address the need for specific support for people
suffering from Younger Onset Dementia (ABC News Online 201 ). The condition affects about
800 people under the age of 65 in the Hunter, which is about 10 per cent of the total number
of people living with dementia and Alzheimer's in the Hunter region (Alzheimer's Australia 2010).

People with a disability

Public transport use by people with disabilities is a good measure of social inclusion related to
a city's transport services. When people with disabilities are restricted from using affordable
and convenient local public transport, their ability to participate fully in the community is also
significantly restricted.

State of Australian Cities 2010 reported on the steady increase in the proportion of people
with a disability over the past four decades related to the ageing of the population. According
to the results of the most recent ABS Survey of Disability, Ageing and Carers (ABS 201 1d)
four million people in Australia (18.5 per cent) reported having a disability in 2009.

Of all people with a reported disability, 82 per cent had public transport available in their local
area and the less severe a person’s disability the more likely they were to use the available
public transport. Figure 530 shows that 18 per cent of people with a profoundly limiting
disability use public transport available locally compared with 38 per cent of those with a mildly
limiting disability.

Figure 5.30 Use of locally available public transport, by disability status, 2009
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Healthy built environments

State of Australian Cities 2010 reported that people living in neighbourhoods which support
physical activity are more likely to be physically active, whether for recreational purposes or
through incidental exercise.

Active travel refers to walking and cycling for travel purposes, and may also include walking or
cycling to reach public transport. Walking and cycling are recognised as sustainable modes of
transport and involve incidental exercise that has benefits for health and wellbeing.

Mixed-use, compact development that is well connected to jobs, facilities and services makes
active travel a more viable option by keeping trip distances shorter. Shorter distances for travel
in local areas are also easier with connected street patterns.

The provision of suitable walking and cycling infrastructure enables more people to use
active travel for short journeys. Research reviewed by Kent et al (201 1) has found that well
maintained footpaths and bicycle paths encourage active travel, as does the provision of places
to rest, bicycle parking and other end of trip facilities.

Higher residential density is often considered conducive to active travel. The research reviewed
by Kent et al (2011) suggests, however, that increasing residential density alone does not
necessarily encourage physical activity. Rather; a mix of social, economic and built form elements
including mixed use and good urban design, in some combination, are more likely to influence
levels of physical activity.

Active travel

State of Australian Cities 2010 used data collected in the 2006 Census to report on the types
of transport people use to travel to work in the major cities. This Active Travel feature provides
more detail on the non-motorised modes of travel in our cities.

Distance travelled by mode

The average distance that people commute to work or study differs across our cities. Some
influencing factors include: the density and land use patterns of our cities; the attraction of the
CBD as an employment centre; and the proximity of employment to residential communities.
More than half the population in Hobart, for example, commutes less than 10 kilometres to
work or study, compared with less than one third of the population in Perth (Figure 5.31).

For larger cities like Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane there are significant differences in these
factors across neighbourhoods and activity centres.
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Figure 5.31 Proportion of all commutes that are less than 10 km by city
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There is much potential in our major cities to increase the mode share of active travel trips for
trips of under five kilometres.

Figure 532 demonstrates that the majority of trips under five kilometres are currently
undertaken by motorised transport (cars and public transport).
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Figure 5.32 Mode share of trips under 5 km and 10 km in Australia
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Walking

Almost all trips contain a walking component, so good access, safety and amenity for pedestrians
are vital to a well-functioning neighbourhood or city.

A survey undertaken by the ABS in 2009 found that across Australia about four per cent
of people walk as the primary mode of travel to get to work or study (ABS 2009d). This
proportion varies from State to State, with New South Wales having the highest mode share
of walking and Western Australia the least.

Walking is used as a primary transport mode by many for day-to-day trips other than to work
or study. Figure 5.33 shows that 49.2 per cent of people in Melbourne reported walking for
transport for day-to-day non-commute trips.
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Figure 5.33 Percent of people who reported walking for transport for day-to-day
trips other than work or full time study

I I I I I I I I

Brisbane Sydney Hobart Adelaide Perth Melbourne Australia

60

50

N
o

Per cent
w
o

54
o

)

o

M People who walk

Source:  ABS 2009d

Cycling

Cycling is becoming increasingly popular in Australia although like the United States, Canada
and the United Kingdom, it lags well behind other OECD countries such as the Netherlands,
Denmark, Switzerland and Japan.

Bicycle Ownership

The majority of households in our major cities have access to a bicycle with bicycle ownership
rates ranging from 47 per cent in Sydney to 79 per cent in Cairns (Figure 5.34).
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Figure 5.34 Percent of households that that own a bicycle, selected major cities
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Bicycles outsold cars in Australia every year between 2001 and 2010, with more than | | 5 million
bikes being sold in that period, two million more bikes than cars (National Heart Foundation 201 1).

National Cycling Participation Survey 201 |

Through the National Cycling Strategy 201 [-2016, all Australian governments have agreed to
seek to double the number of people cycling between 201 | and 201 6.

The Australian Bicycle Council commissioned a National Cycling Participation Survey of 10,000
households to establish baseline statistics for 201 I. It found more than one in 10 adults had
ridden a bicycle in the previous week and nearly a third had ridden at least once in the
previous year

Data for selected major cities shows that (Figure 5.35):
*  Darwin, Canberra and Perth have the highest cycling participation rates of the major cities
« Toowoomba has the highest participation rate of regular (weekly) bicycle users

*  Sydney has the least proportion of people who regularly ride

* Townsville has the lowest overall cycling participation of the major cities.
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Figure 5.35 Cycling participation as a proportion of resident population
of selected major cities
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Source:  Munro 201 | adapted from data collected for the National Cycl ng Partic pation Survey.

Cycling for transport

There is also evidence that more people are riding to work. Of the people who regularly
ride their bicycles, 38 per cent of people living in capital cities do so for transport purposes,
compared with 29 per cent in regional areas (Figure 5.36).

Data from Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Perth and Adelaide showed annual increases of up
to 8.3 per cent on main cycle route use between 2005 and 2009. In Perth almost three
million bicycle movements were recorded commuting to and from the CBD during 2010,
three times more than in 1998 (Western Australia Department of Transport 201 |). Despite
this, a comparison between the 200! and 2006 Census shows that while the number of
people commuting to work increased, cycling's mode share of the national commute to work
actually declined from 1.4 to I.3 per cent. This was accompanied by growth in public transport
patronage. It should be noted that the five-yearly Australian Census is held in August when
weather can be inclement in some cities and therefore less conducive to active travel.
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Figure 5.36 Proportion of regular bicycle riders who ride for transport purposes
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Safety

A perception that a city is safe for people and their property was the most highly rated
attribute of liveability in the survey of Australian residents referred to earlier in this chapter
(PCA 201 1). Two main factors that contribute to people's sense of safety are their perceived
risk of injury and their perceived risk of being a victim of crime. In Australia the incidence of
crime is lower than the OECD average (OECD 201 1).

Road Safety

On average, four people are killed and 90 are seriously injured every day on Australia’s roads.

The major cities have much lower rates of road deaths than regional and remote areas with
four deaths per 100,000 people in major cities compared with |6 deaths and nearly 25 deaths
per 100,000 for regional and remote areas respectively (Australian Transport Council (ATC)
201 1).
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Nevertheless, the numbers of road injuries and deaths in cities contributes to the fear of
injury that influences people’s travel and choice of transport mode, particularly for cyclists and
pedestrians. A national survey conducted by the Cycling Promotion Fund and the National
Heart Foundation found that more than 62 per cent of Australians cite road safety as the main
reason for not riding a bicycle, or for riding less frequently. Fear is strongest among people
who identify as infrequent bicycle riders (Taverner Research 2009).This fear was confirmed by
81 per cent of regular cyclists of whom only 19 per cent said they felt unsafe riding in traffic
despite 76 per cent of respondents claiming they felt confident in their ability to ride in traffic
(Taverner Research 2009).

The National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020 reports that between 1980 and 2010, the
nation's annual road fatality rate declined from 22.3 to 6.1 deaths per 100,000 people (ATC
201 1).This is further illustrated by Figure 5.37 which shows that for transport modes, with the
exception of motorcycling, the 2006 fatality rate is between one half and one quarter of the
1984 rate (Austroads 2010).

Figure 5.37 Fatality rates (per 10 million km travelled) 1984 and 2006
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Factors that have helped to improve urban road safety over the past decade include:

¢ 50km/h urban default speed limits, linked to a 20 per cent reduction in casualty crashes
* Introduction of 40km/h and lower in high-risk pedestrian and school areas
*  Greater enforcement of speed limits, particularly in urban areas to address low-range speeding

*  Greater acceptance among the community of reduced speeds in built-up areas.

The current National Road Safety Strategy 201 1-2020 aims to reduce the number of serious
road crash injuries and fatalities by at least 30 per cent by 2020. It prioritises the improvement
of road safety for pedestrians, bicycle riders, motorcyclists and young drivers in particular.
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Figure 5.38 Fatality and serious injury rates for cyclists and pedestrians
(per 10 million km travelled) by age 2002-2006
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Cycling fatalities
Perceptions of increased risk are not consistent with the data. In proportion to total road
fatalities and in light of increasing cycling participation rates, cycling fatality rates have remained

low and fairly static over the past decade and there has only been mild growth in the numbers
of injuries (Austroads 2010).

Pedestrian fatalities

In 2010 pedestrian fatalities as a proportion of total road fatalities averaged between 24 and
30 per cent for Australia’s five largest cities, and this reflects the national average over the past
decade (Austroads 2010). Serious injury rates for male pedestrians are highest for the 21 to
25-year-old group and decline with age until 65 and over (Austroads 2010). Serious injury
rates for female pedestrians are highest for the 26 to 29-year-old group and then also decline
with age until 65 and over (Austroads 2010) (Figure 5.38).

In the Melbourne metropolitan area in the period from 2006 to 2010 alcohol was a factor in
90 of 177 (50.8 per cent) of pedestrian fatalities, and 4| per cent of all pedestrians killed and
injured (Vicroads 201 1).
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Safety using public transport

In contrast to the risk of personal injury which is the main safety concern for road users, fear
of crime is frequently referred to as a safety concern for public transport users. International
research has shown that fear of crime is now widely recognised as a barrier to public
transport use (Booz and Company 2008; Crime Concern 2002). However; Australian studies
have shown that very few men or women cited concerns about personal safety as a reason
for not using public transport for their usual journey to work or study (ABS 2008; Transport
Data Centre 2009).

Surveys of customer satisfaction in Sydney and Perth suggest that more than 90 per cent
of bus and train passengers are satisfied with their level of safety (Transport Data Centre
2009; Transperth 2010). Transperth states that while 98 per cent of train passengers indicate
they feel safe during the day, there are still reasonably high figures for nights with 75 per cent
saying they felt safe on board a train at night while 70 per cent said they felt safe at stations
at night. Similar figures applied to buses (Western Australia Public Transport Authority 2010).
In Melbourne a recent report focusing on concerns for personal safety for people using
public transport suggested that media coverage itself is acting to influence perceptions (Currie
et al 2010).

Accessibility

Urban accessibility refers to the ease with which people can reach employment and training
opportunities, facilities, services and social activities within cities. Good accessibility means that
a majority of people in an urban area are able to take advantage of these resources and
opportunities within a reasonable amount of time and cost.

The way our cities and neighbourhoods are planned and the extent and reliability of transport
infrastructure largely determines urban accessibility.

Access to employment

Nearly 72 per cent of the working-age population aged |5 to 64 has a paid job, considerably
higher than the OECD average of 65 per cent. Australia escaped the worst of the global
recession and, as noted in Chapter 3, the Australian unemployment rate is one of the lowest
in the OECD.

Despite the strength of the national economy, there remain specific localities and cities where
large groups of people are either unemployed or underutilised, that is, people who are working
below their skill level or for fewer hours than they would prefer. More than 60 per cent of
involuntary part-time workers have no post-school qualifications and one-third of them are
aged under 25. A challenge for cities and communities is to address spatial concentration
of under-utilised labour by improving access to better education, training and employment
opportunities and transport to link people to these opportunities.
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Access to services by public transport

Public transport systems enable access to services and facilities and provide a relatively low
cost method of travel.

According to the ABS (2008), the most commonly reported reason for not using public transport
to get to work or study was that there was no service available at a convenient time (28 per cent).
A similar proportion (27 per cent) indicated that they did not use public transport because of the
convenience, comfort and privacy offered by travel in their own vehicle.

Over recent years, the Queensland Government and Brisbane City Council have made
significant improvements to public transport networks and services within Brisbane. Public
transport has become the transport mode of choice for many people travelling to Brisbane's
central business district.

Figure 5.39 shows that it is quicker to get to the central business district by public transport than
private vehicle from many areas of Brisbane. In many more areas there is no time difference
between public and private transport.
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Figure 5.39 Public and private transport access to Brisbane’s central business district

I Public transport faster than private vehicle
I Public transport comparable to private vehicle (within 5 minutes)

B Private vehicle faster than private transport

Source:  Queensland Department of Transport and Main Roads 201 |

* 195«



Department of Infrastructure and Transport * [Vlajor Cities Unit

Access to higher education and vocational training

Australian universities are typically located in major cities and serve students from across
Australia and the world. Within cities, universities are a focal point for research and innovation,
attracting knowledge industries and generating skilled employment. Frequent and convenient
public transport services to higher education facilities can help to enable people, especially
those on low incomes, to gain skills and qualifications.

Traditionally located in the centre of cities, more recently established universities tend to be
further afield where students, staff and employees are more likely to need a car for travel. The
cost of travel in time and fuel can be a barrier to access to higher education and training for
people on low incomes, especially students. The issue of fuel price vulnerability was reported
for households in the State of Australian Cities 201 0.

Fuel vulnerability will affect accessibility for different groups of people. In the case of accessing
higher education, Figure 5.40 illustrates the distribution of travel mode to higher education
institutions across three regions in Melbourne.There is a substantial cluster of these institutions
in the inner and middle rings where access by public transport is higher than in the outer areas.
More than three quarters of trips by people in the outer metropolitan regions to tertiary
education are by private vehicle whereas the majority of trips to educational institutions
by people living in the inner area are made by public transport. There is a potential risk of
experiencing transport related social exclusion from higher education for people living in these
outer areas if fuel prices rise substantially.

Figure 5.40 Journey to higher education by travel mode, Melbourne 2009-10
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Community Wellbeing

In line with a broader global movement to redefine the meaning and measurement of the
progress of societies ‘'beyond GDP’ a number of Australian States and local governments have
developed measures of community wellbeing. Community wellbeing brings together economic,
social and environmental factors with democratic, spiritual, emotional and cultural dimensions.
[t values healthy individuals as well as healthy communities; reflects new and traditional learning;
and seeks to increase both the equity and sustainability of well-being (West et al 2010).

The Community Indicators Victoria Survey (2007) is a new data set derived from survey of
approximately 24,000 Victorians involving 300 residents in all 79 local government areas
across Victoria. Local governments in other States are drawing from the Victorian Community
Indicators framework to develop similar data sets, though there is no uniform set that is
applied nationally.

Volunteering is one of the indicators of community connectedness and wellbeing. The Victorian
Community Survey found that there was a strong correlation between the rate of volunteering
within a local government area and the degree to which people felt they were part of the
community. Figure 541 shows the rate of volunteering in the capital cities for 2006 compared
to the national average and to non-metropolitan areas. Volunteering is generally higher in
non-metropolitan areas than the capital cities. However, Canberra stands out as the city with
the highest rate of volunteering, higher than the national average and even higher than in non-
metropolitan areas.

Figure 5.41 Percentage of population aged 15 years and over who participated
in voluntary work
25

Note: Based on ABS 2006
Source: PHIDU 201 |
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Conclusion

The characteristics of liveable cities are mutually reinforcing. A city that offers good amenity
and quality urban design will also be healthier: A city that is affordable and accessible will
support social inclusion and equality. A city that is planned to support social cohesion will be
safer, with higher levels of wellbeing and quality of life for its residents. In turn, the liveability of
cities will contribute to their productive potential.
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