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Introduction 
 
Accessibility is a concept that has become central to physical planning during the last fifty 
years; improving accessibility is an aim which has now made its way into mainstream 
transport planning and policy-making throughout the world. Batty (2009) traces the origins of 
the concept back to the 1920s. It was used in location theory and regional economic 
planning, becoming important once transport planning began, mainly in North America where 
it was associated with transport networks and trip distribution patterns.  Its conceptual basis 
dates back further. Hansen (1959), in his classic and much cited expose, ‘How accessibility 
shapes land use’ rolled out our first real definition: the potential for interaction (based on the 
notion of potential traced back to the social physics school in the 19th century).  
 
Several authors have written review articles on accessibility measures, often focussing on a 
particular category of accessibility, such as location-based accessibility (Martín and 
Reggiani, 2007; Reggiani 1998), person-based accessibility (e.g., Kwan, 1998; Pirie, 1979) 
or utility-based accessibility (e.g., Koenig, 1980; Niemeier, 1997). Here we use the review of 
Geurs and Van Wee (2004), as a point of departure to look at accessibility measures from 
different perspectives (land use, transport, social as well as economic impacts). We also use 
the typology of accessibility measures developed by Halden which classified accessibility 
measures according to the ways in which they had been successfully used (Halden, 2003). 
 
In recent decades, the term accessibility has marshalled renewed interest from civil 
engineering, geography, spatial economics and other academic fields due to its potential 
when delivering policies requiring cross sector action. We have witnessed considerable 
progress in accessibility analysis and modelling. First, within the land use planning 
perspective, there is trend towards increased spatial resolution of accessibility 
measurements, using transport models with detailed transport networks and increasing use 
of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) platforms to extract and assemble data from 
multiple spatial databases at fine levels of spatial resolution (e.g., see Chen et al., 2011; 
Kwan, 2000).  
 
A second trend in the literature is towards disaggregated accessibility measures, largely 
recognizing that aggregate measures fail to account for wide variation in individual behaviour 
and population groups at different spatial scales. Person-based accessibility, analysing 
accessibility at the individual level - as opposed to a zonal levels - gains traction by further 
understanding human activities and travel possibilities in space and time (e.g., see Ashiru et 
al., 2003; Dong et al., 2006; Kwan, 2000; Neutens, 2010; Schwanen and Kwan, 2008). In a 
fast changing world, the travel behaviour responses are highly uncertain since new media, 
networks, new challenges and new ways of working mean that past trends are a poor guide 
to the future, so Halden highlights the benefits of a more disaggregate treatment to help 
manage uncertainty when making policy choices (Halden 1996).  
 
A third trend gives increasing attention to measuring the social dimension of transport linking 
accessibility concepts to social exclusion, social equity, and/or social justice (Achuthan et al., 
2010; Farrington and Farrington, 2005; Páez et al., 2010; Scott and Horner, 2008). A related 
trend is to focus on non-motorised accessibility and related individuals’ perceptions of 
residential environments (e.g., see Haugen, 2011; Iacono et al., 2010; Krizek, 2010).  
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Finally, in academic accessibility studies, increasing attention is paid to measuring the 
spatial-economic impacts accruing from accessibility changes, ranging from analysis of 
utility-based accessibility measures (de Jong et al., 2007; Geurs et al., 2010; Geurs et al., 
2006) to spatial spillover effects (e.g., see Condeço-Melhorado et al., 2011; Gutiérrez et al., 
2011; Gutiérrez et al., 2010).  
 
In this paper, we examine if the progress in accessibility analysis is matched with advances 
in the use of accessibility measures in national transport policy in the Netherlands and the 
UK, countries often cited as being leaders in the development of accessibility planning. 
Handy and Niemeier (1997) highlighted the gap between academic and practical applications 
of accessibility; asserting, “It is important that accessibility measures used in practice are 
theoretically and behaviourally sound and that innovative approaches to measuring 
accessibility are made practical” (Handy and Niemeier, 1997, page 1192). Here, we examine 
if researchers and practitioners working with these accessibility concepts in the Netherlands 
and the UK have heeded this advice.   
 
This chapter is structured as follows. Section 30.2 gives a brief review of accessibility 
measures and directions in which accessibility analysis and modelling has progressed. 
Section 30.3 reviews the accessibility measures used in Dutch Transport Policy and Planning 
from the 1970s, Section 30.4 the UK accessibility measures.  Section 30.5 presents the 
conclusions. 
 
30.3 Accessibility in Dutch Transport Policy 
 
History of transport policy concepts and goals  
Since the start of national transport policy there have been four major national transport 
policy documents. Here, we briefly describe the main policy concepts used in these 
documents for surface-based passenger transport. Table 1 summarizes the main concepts. 
 
Table 1 Transport performance based concepts (passenger transport) used in the 
main Dutch National Transport Policy documents  

Policy document Indicator 

First Transport Structure Plan 
(‘SVV1’; 1979) 

level-of-service (motorways) 

Second Transport Structure Plan 
(‘SVV2’; 1990) 

Detour factor (motorways) 
Congestion probability (motorways) 
Distance to access road (motorways) 
Capacity (motorways) 
Relative travel time (car/public transport) 
Speed (rail) 
Number of delayed trains (rail) 

Mobility Policy Document (‘Nota 
Mobiliteit’, 2004) 

Relative travel time between peak/off peak hours 
(motorways) 
Travel time reliability (motorways) 
Vehicle-hours lost (motorways) 
Punctuality (rail) 

National Policy Strategy for 
Infrastructure and Environment 
(‘SVIR’; 2012) 

Relative travel time between peak/off peak hours 
(motorways) 
Generalised transport cost  
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A brief history of Dutch accessibility goals 
Dutch national transport policy has focused on transport performance based indicators and 
targets. In each new policy document, new transport performance based accessibility 
standards were developed for the main road network. Quantitative transport performance 
targets are mainly formulated for road networks and not for public transport or freight 
networks. In the 1980s, the central concept was the transport performance indicator as 
defined in the US Highway Capacity Manual. The transport performance goal in the First 
Transport Structure Plan (MinV&W, 1979) was to achieve a C-level of service (80-90 
km/hour) for motorways in rural areas on working days and D/E level (50-70 km/hour) for 
motorways in metropolitan and urban areas. In the 1990s, a more advanced policy 
development strategy was taken based on estimations with the Dutch national transport 
model system (‘LMS’) developed in the 1980s (Bovy et al., 1992). The starting point of 
designing the future motorway network structure in Second Transport Structure Plan 
(MinV&W, 1990) was the aim to directly connect the main 40 economic centres in the 
country.  Detour factors were firstly used as a criterion (a factor of 1.2 was considered good), 
and secondly car drivers were to access the motorway network within 15 minutes travel time 
(about 10 kilometres distance) from centres of economic activities. Thirdly, the concept of 
‘congestion probability’ was introduced to indicate the probability of structural congestion on 
motorway road segments during working days. The LMS was used to estimate congestion 
probabilities for the year 2010 and also provided the inputs for a partial cost-benefit used to 
determine the ‘optimal’ congestion probability. A 2% congestion probability was set as a 
policy goal for motorways that connect Rotterdam and Schiphol airport to the hinterland, and 
5% probability for other motorways. The SVV2 was also quite unique in setting quantified 
targets for reducing car use (‘halving the growth in car traffic’) and providing transport 
performance based accessibility for other modes, for example in terms of rail speed, number 
of delayed trains, and travel time ratios between trains and cars. In the 2000s, the Mobility 
Policy Document (MinV&W, 2006) directed the policy aims towards “reliable and predictable 
door to door travel times”. Three types of transport performance based accessibility targets 
were set. Firstly, a travel time reliability target was set, based on transport model estimations. 
By 2020, travellers should reach their destination on time in 95% of cases. Secondly, a travel 
time target was set. Rush-hour travel time were not to exceed 1,5 times the off-peak journey 
time on motorways or 2 times the off-peak journey time on urban orbital roads and non-
motorway roads managed by the state. This would make the average motorway rush-hour 
journey time over a distance of 50 kilometres 45 minutes at maximum (maximum delay 15 
minutes). Thirdly, and finally, an accessibility target was defined in terms of vehicle-hours 
lost; the number of hours lost in 2020 should be reduced to the level of 1992. In addition, to a 
limited extent quantitative accessibility objectives were also formulated for other modalities; 
for example, in terms of arrival reliability of trains. The national transport model system (LMS) 
was again used for transport analysis and a number of social cost-benefit analysis were 
conducted to examine the economic efficiency of road investments combined with road 
pricing alternatives (Besseling et al., 2005).  
 
Current accessibility indicators 
The current policy document, the National Policy Strategy for Infrastructure and Environment 
(MinIenM, 2012) is the first policy document in which spatial planning and transport policy are 
integrated in one single document. This is the result of the merger of the former Ministry of 
Transport and Water Management and the Ministry of Housing and Physical Planning into 
the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment in 2011. However, this did not affect the main 
perspective on accessibility – the focus remains on infrastructure-based based accessibility 
measures. The travel time target from the Mobility Policy document is kept as a performance 
based accessibility indicator. The ‘travel time reliability’ indicator  is replaced by a qualitative 
aim to achieve ‘a robust and coherent mobility system’. In addition, a multimodal generalised 
transport cost measure was announced as a new accessibility indicator, replacing the 
‘vehicle hours lost’ indicator. The aim of the new indicator is to give a more complete picture 
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of the performance of different transport modes and transport networks (Hoogendoorn-
Lanser et al., 2011). The indicator was announced in the SVIR and a preliminary version of 
the indicator was shown in the policy document (figure 30.1). The accessibility indicator 
shows the generalised travel cost for car, public transport and road freight transport at the 
spatial scale of municipalities. This indicator expresses the transport resistance from areas to 
overcome the distance to particular destinations with different transport modes. The colour of 
the circle indicates the average accessibility of a municipality compared to all other 
municipalities in the Netherlands, while the size of the circle reveals the total number of 
journeys to this municipality. If a municipality is coloured 'red', this means that the average 
transport costs per kilometre to the municipality are high. At the moment of publication of the 
SVIR, a development and testing process was announced which is to be finished in 2014. In 
the first two years of the development process, several difficulties with operationalising the 
indicator were found. Firstly, the out of pocket travel cost variables (fuel costs, parking costs, 
ticket cost) dominated the accessibility cost index which as a result was not very sensitive to 
travel time changes. Secondly, comfort/quality aspects  proved to be difficult to monitor and 
forecast. The accessibility indicator was therefore simplified into the average straight line 
speed of all journeys to a destination area in km/h. Accessibility for a location j (expressed in 
minutes per kilometre) is computed as the inverse of ratio between average travel time and 
average travel distances, weighted by the number of trip origins.  
 

       (1) 
 
Where I is the total number of origin areas, Tij number of trips, tij travel time and dij straight 
line travel distance between origin i and destination j. A third issue with the indicator is 
average speeds are correlated with trip distances. In general, long(er) distance trips can be 
made at higher speeds than short(er) distance trips as a higher share of the distance is 
travelled at inter-urban networks and detour factors are lower. This would imply that the 
accessibility indicator is lower (negative score) in urban areas where trip distances are 
shorter than in suburban or rural areas (positive score). Land use policies aiming at 
intensifying land use in urban areas which reduce trip distances would negatively affect the 
accessibility index. This was considered an unwanted effect. To correct for this effect, 
‘expected’ travel times is used to estimate the accessibility indicator, based on a regression 
analysis using as the crow flies travel distances (Hoogendoorn-Lanser et al., 2012). The 
fourth, and final, issue was the difficulty in estimating the indicator as a single multimodal 
indicator. For example, urban regions with a high share of non-motorised transport would 
have lower average travel [speeds?] and result in a lower accessibility score. Therefore, 
when calculating the integral accessibility of an area for all modalities, the differences in 
travel speeds between modalities must be taken into account. At the moment, the new 
indicator is estimated for each mode separately (car, public transport, bicycle), and also 
different operationalisations are used for passenger and freight transport.  
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Figure 30.1: Generalised travel times as the new Dutch transport performance based 
accessibility indicator, projection for 2030, high economic growth scenario (MinIenM, 2012) 
 
Discussion of Dutch accessibility policy 
The overview of accessibility indicators used in Dutch policy documents as presented here 
shows that the development of accessibility indicators and goals have mainly been the result 
of a technical planning process. From the 1990s the development relied heavily on the 
outcomes of the projections from (different versions of) the Dutch national transport model 
system. In all policy documents accessibility targets were set at such a level that some 
structural levels of congestion and unreliability were accepted, mainly because of financial 
constraints or economic efficiency reasons. Social and/or environmental arguments did not 
play a crucial role in the accessibility policy process. Environmental arguments did however 
play an explicit role in setting the congestion probabilities in the SVV2. As noted earlier, a 
partial CBA on alternatives for the 2010 motorway network was conducted, including travel 
time losses, traffic safety, construction and maintenance costs. The smaller the accepted 
congestion probability, the higher the road capacity increase and investment costs. The 
‘optimal’ congestion probability was found to lie between 1% and 3% (Rijkswaterstaat, 1987). 
To account for environmental impacts, not included in the CBA, and avoid infrastructure 
construction in natural areas, SVV2 set a 2% congestion probability as the main transport 
performance goal for the motorways that connect Rotterdam and Schiphol airport to the 
hinterland, and 5% probability for other motorways. 
 
The main change in accessibility policy was the gradual move from the transport provider 
perspective focusing on the transport performance of single motorway road segments to a 
‘transport user’ perspective focusing on travel time between origin and destination areas 
(using different transport networks and modes). The main benefit is that this approach 
provides an explicit link between strategic policy development and economic appraisal (CBA) 
at the level of infrastructure projects or programmes, in which travel time savings are the 
most important benefit category. Secondly, it allows for a (partial) comparison of accessibility 
levels of different transport modes. 
 
However, the transport-performance based perspective lacks attention for individual and 
land-use components of accessibility which are relevant for accessibility planning. Firstly, it 
does not distinguish between different types of users with different accessibility needs, such 
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as young people, elderly, low or high income groups. In the next decade, differentiating 
between the accessibility needs of different population groups will become more and more 
important, with an ageing population and population decline in several regions in the 
Netherlands. Keeping the current level of access to social and economic opportunities will be 
a major task in regions with ageing and declining populations. The social dimension has, in a 
sharp contract to the UK, not received much attention, if any, in the development of 
accessibility concepts in Dutch national transport policy making.  
 
Secondly, a transport performance indicator such as generalised travel cost is quite 
problematic within the context of integration of transport and land use policies and 
sustainability. This was already illustrated by Linneker and Spence (1992) who illustrated that 
inner London has the highest access costs (in terms of time and vehicle operation costs) in 
the UK, but also the highest level of potential accessibility to jobs, despite the high travel 
cost. In addition, potential accessibility measures are also better able to compare the 
performance of transport modes as they explicitly include the spatial distribution of activities. 
Access to jobs for car drivers is for example much higher than for public transport users not 
only due the higher door to door travel times but also because many jobs are located in 
places not well accessible by public transport. Only 16% of jobs in the Netherlands are 
located within close proximity of public transport stops (PBL, 2012). As a result, the number 
of jobs which can be accessed within 60 minutes by public transport is on average a factor of 
9 lower than by car compared to a factor of 3 in central urban areas (Geurs and Ritsema van 
Eck, 2001).  
 
A location-based accessibility perspective did however not match the current accessibility 
paradigm of established administrative structures within the Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Environment. One fear was that the concept of ‘potential accessibility’ would not help in 
prioritizing road investments towards the most congested locations in the country. The 
current accessibility indicators, despite methodological improvements, can still form a barrier 
towards a better integration of transport and land use policies and development of more 
sustainable transport policies. In the UK, this was a major argument for adding potential 
accessibility as an objective in the appraisal toolkit in addition to transport performance goals 
(see section 30.4).  
 
30.4 Accessibility in the UK Transport Policy 

 
History of accessibility concepts used in UK Transport Policy 
The first signs of transport policy for the United Kingdom emerged in the 1950s and these 
policy statements sought to promote use of the car through provision of road investment. The 
first generation of motorways accelerated the promotion of traffic growth. The M1 was 
opened in 1959 and other motorways followed linking the country's major conurbations. 
During the 1960s there was increased emphasis on the impacts which these changes could 
have on people. The Buchanan Report identified situations where there would be a need to 
minimise the impacts of increased car use (Ministry of Transport, 1963) but this was largely 
through road design approaches rather than any assessment of travel needs. 
During the 1970s and 1980s UK research had suggested that the concept of accessibility 
could be usefully adopted in policy (Jones, 1981). However, UK government policy was still 
geared to delivering growth in traffic levels as a key part of consumerism. The principles of 
policy and transport appraisal were to deliver economic growth and increased taxation 
revenue through fuel taxes. This was founded in the belief that improved accessibility could 
best be delivered through greater personal mobility. However by the 1990s, concerns were 
growing about the adverse impacts of increasing car traffic, and it became widely recognised 
in transport policy statements that not all demand for travel could be met.  
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A popular starting point for new approaches to transport was the developing practice in 
securing sustainable development policy goals. Achieving sustainable development required 
an efficient relationship between transport supply and demand. This required a new transport 
planning toolkit where both supply and demand were planned. The implications of 
sustainable development policies for transport were explored in a joint Department of the 
Environment and Department for Transport Review (Ecotec 1993). This concluded that the 
concept of ‘potential accessibility’ embraced many of the required dimensions.  
Requirements to plan accessibility were subsequently adopted in land use planning policy 
with a planning guidance note on Transport and Planning (PPG13) being issued in draft in 
1995.  
 
During the 1990s the arguments developed for and against accessibility planning as a 
practical way to enhance transport planning. By the 1997 UK general election, the debate 
about the balance between potential accessibility and mobility in transport policy became 
part of election manifestos. The incoming Labour Government stated in their manifesto that 
the “rationale for future transport investment would be its accessibility benefit”. Accessibility 
policy has developed steadily since then and has become more widely integrated into the 
policies of many government departments. Four milestones can be distinguished. Firstly, 
within transport appraisal, an explicit accessibility objective was formally introduced in 1998 
within the “new approach to appraisal” (NATA). This recognised that travel time changes due 
to congestion reduction represented only some aspects of accessibility change, so a more 
systematic treatment of spatial and social factors was required. Secondly, in 2003 , a new 
cross governmental co-ordinating role on accessibility was allocated to the Department for 
Transport (DfT). Thirdly, from 2004 local authorities were required to set objectives to include 
accessibility within their local transport plans. Fourthly, in 2012, NATA (now published as 
WebTAG) was updated to require accessibility changes for people and places to be reported 
explicitly when making transport investment decisions. The 2012 guidance (DfT, 2012) gives 
increasing weight to economic sub-objectives such as regeneration, personal affordability, 
and option value requiring analysis using accessibility measures to be reported for access to 
jobs, shops, leisure facilities, healthcare, education and other destinations. 
 
Implementing accessibility planning in UK transport appraisal 
Investment priorities in UK transport are largely established through transport appraisal 
requirements. The accessibility criterion was added to national transport policy objectives in 
1997 as discussed above, and since then the importance of accessibility measures within 
appraisal has been growing under successive governments. Transport appraisal has taken a 
long time to change for a number of reasons. Firstly, appraisal remains focused at growing 
the transport economy, rather than growing the wider economy and society, and there can be 
tensions between transport and non-transport policy goals. Social issues are often 
considered as problems to be mitigated rather than opportunities to be delivered through 
transport investment. Secondly, in NATA, the travel time based accessibility assessments 
mean that mode shift from car to walking has been regarded as a negative effect from slower 
travel.  Adding the value of access by walking radically changes transport investment 
priorities so inherited commitments could appear relatively poor value if assessed differently 
so time has been needed for the transition in appraisal. Thirdly, transport efficiency 
measures in the economic appraisal can sometimes be in conflict with accessibility 
measures. Sometimes reducing transport efficiency is needed to improve network coverage 
to deliver a wider social or economic goal outside transport. When prioritising the transport 
budget, one view is that transport efficiency should dominate priorities since other 
government departments could invest in the wider social and economic goals through 
partnerships on transport projects. This is discussed further below under the policy 
challenges.  
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As noted above, in 2012 there have been very substantial changes made to the appraisal 
rules so these are only now working through in practice. However the Scottish Executive 
developed accessibility policy and appraisal earlier than some other parts of the UK, and in 
1992 launched a new transport policy document stating that “It is not the government’s policy 
to meet all travel demand but rather to ensure that the accessibility needs of all people and 
businesses, including for tourism, can be served” (Scottish Office 1992). By 2003 this had 
worked through into appraisal and Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (2003), required 
accessibility appraisal that described the extent to which the social needs are being served 
by the transport systems. The success of the Scottish approaches in delivering new types of 
transport investment focused at improving access to work and access to major cities, were 
cited by UK Ministers e.g. re-opening of the Airdrie to Bathgate and Alloa railway lines which 
were both prioritised and promoted using accessibility analysis methods. (LTT 2010) 
 
Has UK Accessibility Planning Policy Worked? - Current Policy Challenges 
Although in 2003 the Social Exclusion Unit (2003) recognised that accessibility was a cross 
sector objective and one department needed to be responsible for delivery, in practice 
accountability must always be spread across many sectors due to separate legislation 
governing each sector.   In practice few UK transport practitioners have perceived their role 
as critical in checking that health departments did not inadvertently make accessibility worse 
when they re-organised service delivery, or education authorities did not inadvertently build 
new schools in inaccessible locations, or that land use planning authorities avoided 
permitting developments which would lead to the closure of local accessible services and 
facilities. The pressures on accessibility have continued to increase since 2003, and the 
transport sector has only partially checked the impacts of the changes, or organised 
solutions to identified problems. A senior authority staff member summed up the 
accountability challenge, by noting that “nobody loses their job because accessibility gets 
worse, but if the potholes are not filled then there is trouble” (DHC 2000). 
 
Lucas (2012) asserts that the focus on accessibility planning as a methodology for achieving 
greater social inclusion within the system of local public transport provision came about 
largely in absence of any prior recognition of the academic discourse in this area. Whether 
there was actually an absence of interest, or just a lack of structure to the debate, is open to 
argument, but it is clear that the practice of accessibility planning was based more on 
experience of successful practice, than in any of the theoretical indicators that had been 
described in the academic research. Some noted (e.g. Farrington et al 2004) that 
accessibility was a slippery concept with the abundance of models, mapping tools and 
indices often creating greater confusion than clarity, but it was the application of the theory 
that demonstrated the usefulness of the toolkit.  
 
In an attempt to bring structure to the analysis, the UK Department for Transport (DfT), 
invested in a range of new analytical tools to help standardise analytical approaches. 
Recommendations to DfT in 2004 (DHC and UoW 2004) about how to implement 
accessibility planning noted that one of the main barriers to progress would be the culture 
and skills in the transport profession. The profession was known for its strong analytical skills 
and interests in specific transport modes, rather than its interest in people and their needs. 
Staff with people skills would be more likely to choose professions other than transport. 
However transport was not unique in having a better track record of operational delivery than 
people focus and the introduction of accessibility planning was considered to add pressure 
for a much needed focus on people. However managing such culture change was a 
substantial undertaking, that was underestimated.  
 
There was widespread confusion about what accessibility planning involved. The high profile 
given to the new policy requirements combined with the lack of training through government 
funded programmes, created a gap between top down policy pressure and bottom up 
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delivery support. Commercial marketing of software filled this gap in the need for more 
training and support. Although accessibility planning is an evidence based approach, and 
modelling can be part of that, within a few years many professionals confused accessibility 
planning with modelling. This was also comfortable for the transport profession, re-
interpreting the new requirements in terms of existing analytical skills, rather than the new 
people and partnership focus which had been intended. Nevertheless, some authorities, 
particularly in rural areas where travel demand and accessibility goals can be dealt with 
separately more easily, have delivered highly successful programmes using multi-level, 
multi-faceted solutions which include the participation and involvement of affected individuals 
and communities (DHC and TAS 2010). 
 
Lucas (2012) has highlighted the difficulties authorities faced with cross sector working. Even 
amongst highly supportive organisations, cross-sector working through accessibility planning 
can be perceived as threatening to established administrative structures, or simply a lower 
priority. However the UK experience has shown that clear public accountability for all sectors 
can be assisted when transport authorities prepare, publish and negotiate change using 
evidence of accessibility change. 
 
The lack of funding has been a problem since much of the funding for accessibility 
improvements tends to come from non-transport departments. Most public service providers 
have statutory responsibilities for ensuring that all people can access their services with 
budgets to help them deliver. However most departments discharge their responsibilities by 
concentrating on their core values in health, social services, education, leisure services, 
employment services, legal services, and other provision and minimising transport spending. 
Where possible each public authority simply informs transport providers about the transport 
difficulties, or occasionally funds transport for those facing the greatest difficulties such as 
the patient transport services. Accessibility planning has sought to deliver better value joint 
approaches but turning these shared policies into funding and resources for delivery has 
been more difficult. 
 
The new approaches since 2004 for accessibility planning have sought to make it easier for 
employment, health, education, social services, environment, and planning departments to 
invest more efficiently and effectively in accessibility for staff and clients. However there is far 
more failure of these partnership schemes than success. Where joint cross sector schemes 
have been established, it has not taken long for each sector to seek to tactically withdraw 
their funding in the hope that other sectors will pick up more of the cost. This race to the 
bottom continues to slow the rate of progress with accessibility planning, but accessibility 
planning remains resilient to such pressures since if government fails then public protests 
soon return accessibility concerns to the political agenda. Citizens demand access to 
services and if government cannot organise the cross sector working to deliver then it is soon 
called to account. 
 
The decision to make transport authorities responsible continues to be questioned (e.g. 
Lucas 2012) and it is true that transport cannot ultimately be accountable if a land use 
planning, health, education, or other authority makes a decision that causes accessibility 
problems. Ultimate accountability must follow the more narrowly defined legislation. Declining 
accessibility is therefore viewed as an inevitable problem by some stakeholders, but this still 
leaves a gap between public expectations of accessibility and delivery. The lessons of the 
last 20 years in the UK are that there are few easy answers, but if mandatory annual audits 
of accessibility are published, then a more constructive dialogue with the public and between 
public authorities should deliver whatever solutions as are practical with the limitations of the 
polycentric power structures of a modern democracy (Halden 2009). 
 
UK Accessibility Statistics 
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There are real benefits to be obtained from clear and transparent measures of accessibility 
change. Practical progress has been achieved by DfT championing the cross sector agenda 
through the annual publication of accessibility statistics. These statistics show: 

 The travel time from each neighbourhood to 8 types of destination – major 
employment locations, town centres, supermarkets/grocers, hospitals, medical 
practices, primary schools, secondary schools and colleges. 

 The choice of opportunity available from each neighbourhood based on indicators 
representing the number of jobs accessible, floor space of food stores, and the 
number of hospitals, GPs, schools and colleges.  

 
The statistics are published online (DfT 2012a) and are mapped so that users can compare 
the car, walk/public transport and cycle travel times for any neighbourhood. At a national 
level, decisions by the Departments for Health, Work, Justice, and other departments have 
been influenced by accessibility statistics, and at a local level developers and local 
authorities making land use proposals can read off the accessibility statistics to assess 
compliance with policies for improved accessibility. Figure 30.2 shows the statistics for a 
selected neighbourhood (LSOA) with travel times by alternative modes and capped Hansen 
indicators of the opportunity. The reason for capping the choice indicators is that once a high 
level of choice has been achieved adding more choices does not increase the level of 
opportunity.  
 

 
Figure 30.2 – Public Transport Travel times from DfT Accessibility Statistics Mapped in North 
West England with comparative statistics for one neighbourhood in Hawksworth shown  
(data from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/accessibility-statistics-2012  and 
screen shot from http://www.loopconnections.org.uk/mapping.php) )  
 
The national analysis is based on travel time. Time is a necessary condition for access, but is 
only one of many parameters. Other dimensions of access are meant to be considered in 
more local analyses including the personal capabilities of each group of people, and the 
information, comfort, physical barriers, cost and reliability of current provision. In practice the 
readily available time data has been used and other parameters are rarely included in the 
analysis. As noted earlier, this is also current practice in the Netherlands.  
 
Accessibility is a multifaceted concept and there are many different operationalisations which 
show different perspectives on accessibility. As a result, attempts to measure such a 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/accessibility-statistics-2012
http://www.loopconnections.org.uk/mapping.php)
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complex concept with a single measure have failed. Other key points that have emerged 
from the UK practice. Firstly, well constructed accessibility indicators avoid bias towards any 
mode of travel  can include the impact of telecommunications networks as alternatives to 
travel, and can be adapted to fit a very wide range of situations. Secondly, the flexibility of 
the measures is their strength, but also a weakness if inappropriate indicators are used 
tactically to misrepresent benefits. Thirdly, policies should drive indicators not vice versa. 
Accessibility indicators have been widely abused in support of plans for transport schemes. 
SACTRA (1999), for example, found unsubstantiated claims about access to jobs to be more 
common than robust measures of accessibility. Transport investment should serve 
accessibility goals for people, not vice versa. Fourthly, and finally, relative accessibility for 
different mobility groups can usefully be used to look at inequality. 
 
Discussion of UK Accessibility Planning 
Overall, progress with the promotion of accessibility planning in the UK has been slow. 
Despite these problems, there is  no suggestion in the UK as yet that there is another easier 
way of achieving the same difficult aims of cross sector, people focused transport delivery, 
consistent with sustainability goals.  
 
Yet despite the challenges of delivering complex sustainable development approaches as 
implemented through the major policy and appraisal changes over the last 20 years, most 
transport practitioners still have little incentive to plan accessibility.  Accountability for people 
working in transport still follows much narrower structures. At the margin of transport 
delivery, transport authorities have achieved many successes securing access 
improvements and the new focus on accessibility has provided a policy framework to help 
embed the joint working needed to secure the changes. Research (DfT 2012b) has shown 
that previously roads and public transport managers had found it difficult to relate their job 
description to wider goals, but accessibility planning has helped to overcome these joint 
working problems.   
 
30.5 Conclusions and Discussion  
 
This chapter shows that accessibility planning research and practice in the Netherlands and 
the UK remain ambiguous about indicators and measurement.  The choice of an accessibility 
measure (and the manner it is operationalized) strongly affects related results and, 
consequently, the forecast effects of accessibility changes on the spatial economy and social 
inequalities. Although accessibility measurement is ambiguous, the use of accessibility 
concepts to frame a cross sector dialogue about the benefits of transport, has been at least 
as successful as any other recent policy intervention to deliver sustainable development 
principles within practical transport and land use delivery.    
 
Dutch transport policy in the past decades focused on transport performance based 
accessibility concepts. The main change in transport policy was the move from the transport 
provider perspective focusing on the transport performance of single motorway road 
segments to a ‘transport user’ perspective focusing on door to door travel time (using 
different transport networks and modes). A broader accessibility perspective so far does 
however not match established administrative structures within the Ministry of Infrastructure 
and Environment. This presents a barrier to developing cross-sector policy strategies 
necessary for sustainable land-use and transport systems.  
 
The theory of accessibility planning would suggest that it is necessary to bring together 
different dimensions of accessibility (e.g., economic, social, cognitive and psychological) and 
incorporate all transport modes, user groups and travel generating opportunities, and ensure 
that all providers and sectors work effectively together. These comprehensive approaches 
also require strong cooperation between accessibility researchers and public and private 
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planning practitioners; enabling them to test and implement innovative practices that can be 
complemented by comprehensive frameworks for economic appraisal and equity impact 
analysis. However, closing the gap between theoretical and practical applications of 
accessibility concepts in the Dutch and UK policy arenas requires a clarity of accountability 
for access that will not be achieved quickly, involving administrative and perhaps legislative 
change.  
 
The UK started to apply accessibility analysis to land use planning in 1995 and decided that 
without measuring accessibility in more tangible and trackable ways the desirable aims slip 
down the agenda to be replaced with single sector goals. Recent progress has been patchy 
and the improvements made in accessibility measurement in the UK are not yet fully 
embedded in the transport appraisal practice that underpins most investment decisions. 
From the Dutch and UK experience, it is found that cross-sector accessibility planning is very 
difficult to achieve, even amongst highly supportive organisations. In the UK, practical 
progress has been achieved by championing the cross sector agenda through the annual 
publication of accessibility statistics. However, the statistics are based on travel time. Other 
dimensions of access including the personal capabilities of each group of people, 
information, comfort, physical barriers, cost and reliability of current provision, are rarely 
included due to a lack of data. The Dutch practice is similar, where the 2012 transport policy 
document announced the development of a new accessibility cost indicator which was to 
include travel time, costs, comfort and quality aspects. The indicator, however, proved to be 
difficult to monitor and forecast and was simplified to only include only travel time.  
 
Existing successful UK and Dutch practice uses evidence of accessibility change for people. 
A first step to build on current successes would be to include the Hansen-based potential 
accessibility measure (for relevant population segments and opportunities) as an additional 
indicator in transport appraisal. These indicators can then be used to audit decision making, 
as in much of the current accessibility planning practice. This will ensure that future land use 
and transport policy strategies need to demonstrate that all modes are included and that they 
are integrated into the wider economy and society. How this information is then used by 
transport authorities, campaign groups, and others to actually work towards cross-sector 
accessibility planning is a relevant topic for further research. The UK accessibility planning 
for the Olympic Games in London in 2012 might be considered best practice in this respect. 
The needs of each group of people were systematically considered, and by working in 
partnership, ways of prioritising needs were planned and delivered through a range of 
transport and non-transport interventions. The review of the lessons learned (TfL, 2012) 
shows that success depended on: making the best possible use of existing infrastructure, 
encouragement for people to make efficient journeys, providing bespoke services for target 
groups, clear accountability for the Olympic Delivery Authority discharged by working in 
partnership with transport authorities and transport operators, and operational delivery of the 
integrated approach through a transport co-ordination centre. This and other recent 
experience shows how a time limited focus, with clear accountability, can prompt the 
necessary joint working and multi-sector fund assembly needed for accessibility 
improvements to be secured. The continued development of transport policy and planning 
since the 1960s is still work in progress, and the lessons from the first 40 years are that the 
way that accessibility is measured and understood forms an area of growing importance. .  
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