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1.0
Introduction

This paper aims to develop an understanding of the impact on fairness, of delivering transport initiatives through the localism agenda. Both localism and fairness are currently of high interest to governments, at all levels. Therefore, gaining a better understanding of the interaction between the two is of key importance. 

This report is organised as follows: Section 2 presents a review of literature, providing a definition of localism, an overview of the main critiques of localism, an example of localism in practice in France and an overview of fairness; Section 3 presents the potential impacts on fairness between communities, whether that is on a national or a regional basis, or within communities; Section 4 explores the deliverability of transport schemes through the localism agenda. The key findings and recommendations are found in Section 5 and 6. 

2.0
Literature Review

This section looks at the definition of localism while exploring the potential application of localism in the transport sector, before exploring a number of areas where localism has been critiqued by transport professionals. The section then provides a measure for fairness and explores the current levels of fairness within the UK. The section concludes by setting out transport’s potential impact on fairness.

2.1

Defining Localism

Localism is a term used to describe a range of political philosophies, which prioritise the local. The idea of strengthening local democracy so that more decisions are made by local people, rather than central government, enjoys broad political support and is by no means a new policy direction. The Coalition Government’s approach to localism is summarised in the Coalition agreement of May 2010:

“The time has come to disperse power more widely in Britain today”
Localism is founded upon the principles of the Big Society. As David Cameron describes below: 

 “Big Society is about a huge culture change where people, in their everyday lives, in their homes, in their neighbourhoods, in their workplace don’t always turn to officials, local authorities or central government for answers to the problems they face but instead feel both free and powerful enough to help themselves and their own communities. You can call it liberalism. You can call it empowerment. You can call it freedom. You can call it responsibility. I call it the Big Society
.” 

By giving people more control over decisions that affect them, it is expected that in return, people will take responsibility for local improvements
, including transport.
2.2

The Potential Application of Localism in the Transport Sector

The Department for Communities and Local Government undertook a review, in April 2011, of the statutory duties placed on lower tiered government. The review was seen as an important step towards decentralising the system of governance
. Figure 1 provides a summary of transport related statutory duties for each tier of government and also provides thoughts on how, if at all, duties could be further decentralised. This contextualises what localism could actually mean, in practice, for transport professionals. 

Figure 1: Current statutory duties for different tiers of government and the potential for devolution 

	Tier of Government 
	Transport Related Statutory Duties
	Potential for Devolution 

	National
	Strategic road network through the Highways Agency
	Potential to devolve to Local Economic Partnerships (LEPs).

	County
	Provision of school transport
	Potential to procure third sector and other transport providers to deliver school transport.

	
	Work with bus operators to provide bus information
	Potential scope for communities/local councils to provide local travel and transport information. 

	
	Duty of care for vulnerable people
	Limited opportunity to devolve to lower tiers of government.

	
	Have regard for the transport needs of older people and people with mobility issues
	Limited opportunity to devolve to lower tiers of government.

	
	Develop sustainable modes of travel strategy
	Potential for communities/local councils to develop sustainable modes of travel strategy, alongside neighbourhood plans.

	
	Undertake Equality Impact Assessment on strategies and policies
	Limited opportunity to devolve to lower tiers of government.

	
	Develop a Local Transport Plan 
	Currently centred on local priorities, which influence local scheme delivery through the Integrated Transport Block funding.

	
	Have regard for government guidance and policies on the environment
	Local councils and individuals could include this within neighbourhood plans and area action plans. However, it is likely that the strategic overview would be lost.

	
	Review and assess local air quality under the UK Air Quality Strategy
	Local councils and individuals could include this within neighbourhood plans and area action plans. However, it is likely that the strategic overview would be lost.

	
	Prepare Rights of Way Improvement Plan with Local Access Forums
	Potential for partnership work with local businesses and tourism sector.

	
	Manage their roads to secure expeditious movement of traffic
	Communities could be offered the opportunity to be given more say about what is done within their community. This might be done through neighbourhood plans.

	
	Undertake structural local road maintenance
	Very limited opportunity for structural maintenance other than to report defeats, help with prioritisation of repair.

Potential opportunities for activities like grit bin provision and snow clearing outside houses. Farmers could perhaps clear country lanes.

	
	Concessionary travel
	Potential to be administrated by local councils.

	District/City
	Local planning
	Local councils and individuals could undertake neighbourhood planning and area action plans.

	Local

	NA
	


Although a review has recently been undertaken of the statutory duties placed on tiers of government, the range of transport duties currently placed on county councils, usually the Highway Authority, is far reaching. In areas which are unitary, the authority has the responsibility for both the county and district/city levels. As shown in Figure 1, it is thought that a number of statutory duties could potentially be further devolved to lower tiers of government. 
While a tier of government has a statutory duty and, hence, legal responsibility to undertake and provide a service, it is unlikely that any responsibility and real decision-making influence will be devolved. In order to decentralise the system of governance, statutory duties need to be radically changed to allow lower tiers of government to have more responsibility for transport, and wider service provision. If statutory duties are not further devolved, as suggested above, then localism has the potential to add value to transport delivery but it will not have the ability to significantly alter it. 

2.3

Critique of Localism 

Both the ideology and the practicality of how transport is expected to be delivered through the localism agenda have been subjected to a number of criticisms from transport professionals. 

2.3.1
Lack of strategic planning 

The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) has voiced concerns that if transport is to be planned and delivered through the localism agenda, the current strategic overview will be lost. Given the long time-scales needed to plan and deliver transport infrastructure investment and maintenance, a strategic overview is needed
. A laissez-faire approach has the potential to do long term economic damage to the country if there is no form of national or even regional overview
.

2.3.2
Risk of NIMBYISM

If local people are to make decisions on transport delivery, decisions are likely to be made by looking at the impacts on their community and not by looking at the bigger picture. Nimbyism, a term coined to describe someone who opposes anything built in close proximity to where they live, has the potential to halt transport infrastructure delivery, which is likely to cause considerable harm to the wider growth agenda. 

An example of Nimbyism can be found in Norwich, Norfolk. A local community group Stop Norwich Urbanisation (SNUB), are opposing Norfolk County Council’s plans to deliver a distributor road in their local community. The distributor road is said to be essential to facilitate growth and development and to relieve the traffic pressure on the wider highway network. If Nimbyism does halt this piece of key infrastructure from being delivered, it will severely limit inward investment, which would be facilitated by the distributor road. 

2.3.3
A cover for funding cuts 

Many commentators, including Nick Raynsford, Chair of The Centre for Public Scrutiny advisory board, have expressed concern that Ministers are using the localism bill to "shield themselves from the responsibility of [funding] cuts”
. The funding cuts amount to 28% of the overall Local Authority transport grant. The Coalition’s rhetoric of endorsing localism by giving more power to communities and at the same time reducing the funding available simply does not align.  

2.3.4
Expectation and ability to deliver localism

There is a gap between communities’ expectations and the Local Authorities’ ability to deliver transport initiatives through localism. The heightened publicity of localism has resulted in communities and individuals expecting transport schemes/services to be delivered simply by request. However, the ability to deliver localism is limited due to both funding cuts, as mentioned in 2.3.3, and the way funding is ring-fenced. 

Local funding is currently ring-fenced to fIVE funding pots: Local Transport Major (previously known as RFA); Integrated Transport (IT); Block Grant through the Local Transport Plan; Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) and the Maintenance Block. The Council’s own money, which is not ring-fenced, is also available for transport if the local authority wishes. In Norfolk during LTP 2, £7m was redistributed towards transport delivery. However, due to overall funding cuts it is not likely that a significant amount of funding, if any, will be redirected towards transport. 
Once funding has been allocated to a scheme or package of schemes through a funding pot, if local thinking or support changes, the money can not be used to fund other projects. The funding will be reallocated at a national level. Therefore the influence and decision making power that community groups have is simply to deliver or not to deliver, at best. The rules around funding do limit how and where funding can be delivered. This will adversely affect an authority’s flexibility and, hence, ability to deliver localism. 

2.4

Localism in Practice

Looking at localism in practice elsewhere will help contextualise the current arrangement in the United Kingdom. This section looks at the current government structure in France, which is often cited as the most decentralised state in the European Union. 

2.4.1
France

France has a long history of centralisation, however, over the past 20 years there have been some radical changes. France is one of a few countries in Europe which has four tiers of government - the state, region, department and commune. 

A key characteristic of France’s decentralisation legislation from the 1980s, was giving greater autonomy of decision making, by sharing administrative and budgetary tasks between central and local authorities. Responsibilities, called ‘competences’, were transferred to the appropriate level along with relevant revenue-raising powers and block grants
. Since the 1980s, the capacity of Local Authorities to generate revenue and exercise autonomy has grown
. 
The process of decentralisation has radically changed local government in France. The new system is indisputably more costly than the previous system and has led to some fragmentation of tasks and objectives, as Local Authorities act primarily in their own, rather than the national, interest. However, decentralisation is helping to ensure that tasks are carried out at the most appropriate level of responsibility in all sectors of public life, bringing greater democracy to the country's administration and management.

The following figure provides information on the transport responsibilities for each government level. 

Figure 2: France’s Government Structure and Transport Responsibilities

	Level of Government
	No of Government units
	Represent x ppl
	Transport responsibilities

	State
	1
	65,821,885
	· Formulates national transport directives

· Regulates transport activities and associated regulatory controls

· Responsible for a policy of contractual agreements with the various transport organising authorities, so that decentralised measures can be co-ordinated

· Responsible for public transport services of national interest

	Region
	22
	2,991,903
	· Formulates transport policy at regional level

· Organises road and rail transport structures of regional interest. Regions decide, for their entire territorial area, on the level of regional passenger transport, with particular emphasis on the locations served, fare levels, service quality and passenger information, taking into account national multimodal public transport and regional transport plans.

All regional policies are set up taking into account département, commune and commune-grouping powers and responsibilities, as well as the coherency and uniqueness of the rail system, for which the State acts as guarantor.

	Department
	96
	685,644
	· Formulates transport policy

· Modes of organisation for public transport (defining service characteristics, fare levels, information structures, operating modes and the operators themselves)

· Manages transport infrastructure and equipment

· Responsible for national motorways

· Responsible for public road transport of a non-urban nature, including school transport.

	Commune-grouping structures
	
	
	In conurbations of over 100,000 inhabitants the formulation of Plans de Déplacements Urbains – PDUs (urban mobility plans) is obligatory. PDUs set out objectives and targets for traffic levels, parking and the organisation of the transportation of people and goods. The reduction in use of the private car, priorities afforded public transport, the development of intermodal networks and increased use of cycling and walking as means of transport are all PDU objectives set down by law. PDUs, therefore, allow a global approach to be adopted, taking into account fundamental matters such as the environment and road safety.

	La commune
	36,793
	1,788
	Urban public transport is organised


2.5

Fairness 

This paper looks at whether a fairer society will be the result of transport being delivered through the localism agenda. Eric Pickles, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, states: 
“…by getting out of the way and letting council and communities run their own affairs we can restore civic pride, democratic accountability and encourage growth - and build a stronger, fairer Britain”
.

The Coalition expects that once individuals and communities engage and take responsibility for their neighbourhood, society will become fairer. Fairness is the second of the three principles of the Coalition Government; freedom, fairness and responsibility. This paper will use one metric, inequality, as a determining factor of ‘fairness’. Inequality is inextricably linked to the concept of fairness in numerous academic papers, and hence it is deemed an appropriate measure for the scope of this paper.

2.5.1
Current ‘Fairness’ in the UK

Levels of income inequality have remained relatively stable in the UK since 2005, however the gap between the rich and the poor is still greater in the UK than in three quarters of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries
, as shown in Figure 3. Waters states inequalities are likely to continue into the foreseeable future
. 

Within the UK there is a historic and constantly growing divide between regions. This is the north-south divide, with a prosperous south east including London and in opposition to an increasingly impoverished north. Inequalities across UK regions can be found for Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita, average earnings, unemployment, educational attainments, and even mortality
. 

Even on a smaller level inequalities can be found within counties, cities and villages. Inequality within these local areas is rising and gaps between affluent and less affluent communities are becoming more pronounced
. 

Figure 3: Inequality in OECD developed countries, mid-2000s
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2.6

Link between Level of Decentralisation and Inequality 

France has devolved more powers than the UK while enjoying a lower measure of inequality than the UK, as shown in Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Relationship between number of the lowest tier of government and inequality in France and the UK 
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The evidence from France and the UK would support the Coalition’s thought that delivering transport schemes through the localism agenda will create a fairer society. However, it is important to note that there are many other factors which may lead to France having lesser measures of inequality, including higher skills levels, levels of industry and associated employment structure.

2.7

Transport’s impact on fairness

Transport has long been recognised as a service that can impact on every individual’s daily life and on a country’s economic performance, for better or worse. The shortcomings of transport can make it challenging for people to access essential facilities and services, especially employment, education, health care and food shops
; and can be the main factor in areas of high Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). On a national scale, transport has the ability to impact GDP and reduce welfare spending. 

The Coalition government has recognised this and has aligned its transport policy’s primary objective accordingly, to contribute to economic growth and economic rebalancing
.

3.0
Reality of Localism in UK

The reality of how localism will play out on the ground could be very different to the rhetoric discussed in section 2. This section looks at the potential impacts on inequality brought about by delivering transport through the localism agenda. The first part will look at the potential impacts between communities, whether on a regional or village level. The later part looks at the potential impacts on inequality within a community, whether in a city or village. 

3.1

Localism’s Impact on fairness between communities

There are three main elements that need to be taken into account before conclusions can be drawn about what the overall impact might be. These include community capacity, methods of engagement and the current transport policy.

3.1.1
Community capacity 

The localism agenda places the responsibility on communities and individuals to get involved and emphasises that they are ultimately responsible for their local area. But not all communities are equally ready to take on this responsibility and this is linked to community capacity. Community capacity is described as the combined influence of a community’s commitment, resources, and skills that can be deployed to build on community strengths and address community problems. It is generally true that economically deprived communities have fewer of the necessary resources and skills to draw upon, in order to sustain and build community capacity
. Although there is an overall trend between community capacity and deprivation, there are disparities to this. There are some economically deprived communities which do have strong and vibrant voluntary organisations and strong and successful community leaders
. However, it is argued that communities with more capacity will become more involved and ultimately achieve more for their communities. 

A number of examples from county councils are used below, which can be used to demonstrate how local impacts will be felt across the UK.

Norfolk County Council launched an initiative in October 2011. Essentially, town and parish councils were offered match-funding for small highway improvements in their area. Councils were asked to submit a proposal with details of match-funding. Analysis of those communities which applied, and are actively taking responsibility for their local area, have lower levels of deprivation, as measured by the percentage of all households who are deprived in four dimensions, than the county and national average. It follows that those communities with a higher capacity and, hence, affluence, are engaging with processes to deliver improvements for their local area.

Figure 5: Deprivation in four dimensions for the communities which applied for the highway improvement grant.

	
	All households: % deprived in 4 dimensions

	Average of the communities which applied
	0.61

	Norfolk
	0.76

	England
	1.10


Source: Norfolk Insight

A second example of a local scheme which provides an insight into the impact of delivering transport initiatives through the localism agenda is “Gloucestershire’s Highways – your way initiative”, as detailed below. 

Highways - your way

Gloucestershire County Council has launched an initiative to give local people more control over highway maintenance in their areas. Highways - your way is a new scheme to give more power back to community groups and parish and town councils. 

Gloucestershire County Council will continue to provide basic, essential services like serious road repairs, gully cleaning, winter maintenance and street lighting. However, community groups like parish and town councils and residents associations can work with the council to get extra services if they need them.

Highways - Your Way has three elements:

     *Community Action – we give community groups the support and tools to 

       carry out work themselves within their community. 

     *Community Match - if there's a scheme a community thinks it badly 

      needs, we will match-fund the cost to enable this to happen. 

     *Community Top-up - we provide groups with a product list of services     

      and items that they can buy directly from us. For example extra gully 

      cleaning or traffic monitoring services.

The move will allow communities to have more freedom with the services they need locally and it will help the council save money
. 

Gloucestershire’s initiative has the potential to increase inequality within the county. Although a basis level of service will be provided, communities can choose to purchase additional services. This will lead to communities with more capacity, paying and enjoying higher levels of service than those communities with lower levels of capacity. Deprived communities may not be able to influence what is delivered within the basic package, whilst the most affluent will be able to have more influence and procure additional services.

Inequality of community capacity will result in inequality of delivery of services. Transport schemes will be delivered in the most affluent areas and not in the areas of most need, widening the gap between affluent and deprived communities. 
3.1.2
 Methods of Engagement 

As a response to the Coalition’s announcement of localism and Big Society, a number of Local Authorities have developed and published online transport toolkits and frameworks, including Suffolk County Council. 
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Figure 6: Suffolk County Council Transport Toolkit
The toolkits take a similar format and are useful to direct and support communities and individuals who are engaging with transport. It is relevant to question how communities with limited capacity will have the resource and skills to access and use the transport frameworks. 

3.1.3
Transport Policy

Under the Coalition Government, the transport policy focuses on the economy and carbon emissions. The economic policies look at how transport can help facilitate high value jobs growth and improve business Gross Value Added (GVA). Therefore, the policy focuses predominately on persons with high skills levels, who are well educated and most likely to be earning a higher than average salary. 

A recent research paper was released by the Department for Transport (DfT), Climate Change and Transport Choices-Segmentation Analysis, which makes recommendations as to which sectors of the population has the most potential for change and reduction in CO2. The report recommends placing highest priority on the educated suburban families and the affluent empty nesters and not the urban low income without cars or the less affluent urban young families. Current transport policy focuses funding and delivery at affluent middle classes to the detriment of lower income populations. This is likely to have a negative impact on inequality. 
3.1.4
Overall impact 

To conclude, more affluent communities will engage more readily than more deprived communities due to the methods of engagement, such as online toolkits being skewed towards those communities which have most capacity. This may result in transport initiatives being delivered into the regions/counties of most capacity and, hence, affluence, where people will take ‘responsibility’ for their local area. 

Localism, when no meaningful engagement or community empowerment is undertaken, has the deep implication of having variations in service provision between different areas, essentially, in what could be described as a post code lottery. The most affluent areas such as the southeast, including London, are most likely to see improvements made to their local transport system. The most deprived areas, including the north, will not necessarily see a worsening of their local transport system, but the inequality between the most affluent and most deprived is expected to increase.

3.2

Localism’s Impact on fairness within a community

In order to assess the likely implications on inequality within a community there are two main elements that need to be taken into account before conclusions can be made about the likely impact. These include the levels of representation within community groups and the type of people who do engage with consultation processes. The term community will be used to portray a settlement below county level. 
3.2.1
Lack of representation within community groups

Communities are likely to be engaged through their local structures, whether these are local councils or community groups. These groups, including parish councils, are often self-selected and self-representing where elections are not held. It has to be questioned, how representative parish councils and community groups are of their community? A community is not a group of homogeneous individuals with the same transport needs and challenges. A community could consist of second home owners, commuters, the elderly, stay at home parents, unemployed persons and/or young people. If local groups decide what projects are funded and which groups of people get access to services, who is going to make sure that the most vulnerable members of society are protected and that the voices of the underrepresented are not drowned out by the most vocal members in that community? One could argue that minorities are not adequately represented even now, when local and central government adhere to strict equality and diversity policies
.

If community groups do not contain a cross-section of their community, then there are risks that pockets of deprivation within affluent communities will be missed and as a result, transport initiatives will not be designed to suit those in most need but rather, those who are most vocal in a community.

3.2.2
Types and numbers of people who do engage 

The wide ranging impacts that transport has on individuals and communities is often not apparent to the average individual. This can result in only a small number of people engaging with and responding to transport consultations. Comments and views heard in consultations are most often from middle aged males with a medium to high income
. If a single mother does not see how transport impacts upon her and her family then, irrespective of affluence, she is not likely to engage with transport consultations. 

A Norfolk-wide consultation was undertaken in autumn 2010. The purpose was to gain views on the role that Norfolk County Council should play, and on the principles for planning services for the following three years, in order to meet the challenges set by the reduction in public spending. The consultation received 9,000 responses from individuals representing 1.067% of residents. How representative of the whole county the comments received are, could be questioned. However, as the whole ethos of localism is about listening to people who engage and take responsibility for their local area, it is likely that those who speak up will be listened to. 

3.2.3 Overall impact
To conclude, a strong community voice does not necessarily mean an inclusive community voice. There is risk that communities may unintentionally marginalise some groups. 

If transport initiatives are designed and delivered to suit the needs of the most vocal members of a community, schemes are likely to be designed to advantage those of most affluence. Similarly, as in the conclusion drawn in 3.1.4, localism may not worsen the transport system in a community for the most deprived but the inequality between the most affluent and most deprived within a community is expected to increase. This is due to service delivery being focused on those whom are most engaged and vocal within a society. 

4.0
Deliverability of transport through localism 

This section of the paper looks at the deliverability of transport through the localism agenda. This includes what types of projects can be delivered through the localism agenda, where the funding will come from to deliver projects and who will deliver the projects. 

4.1

Does Localism enable delivery of projects?

It has to be questioned what localism can actually deliver in terms of transport? During a consultation held by Norfolk County Council, in relation to budget pressures and Big Society, a number of responses were received from local councils expressing an interest in how they could take on the delivery of some services. Including: 

· Installation and maintenance of waymarkers on Public Rights of Way

· Acting as wardens for Public Rights of Way

· Grass cutting

· Weed spraying

· Gritting of footways in winter

The type of work local councils showed an appetite to deliver, were localized, small projects relating to maintenance, as opposed to delivering new schemes or services. The type of work listed above has the ability to add value to transport delivery, by improving the appearance of areas, but it is not likely to fundamentally change the hard-hitting transport problems that society faces e.g. access to employment. 

Many initiatives have already been and are still being delivered by community groups and were in place long before localism became the new political focus. Community transport operators have been in operation since the early 1990’s. The community transport operators deliver accessibility improvements to the local area, which make a real difference to individuals’ quality of life. However, community transport operators tend to work within relatively small locations and have not, to date, had the appetite to expand their operations.  

Localism does enable delivery of projects but it is questionable whether large-scale projects could be delivered. Transport professionals need to ensure that the bigger picture is not missed; communities will need some level of strategic thinking beyond the local level. Otherwise, many of the improvements they want, such as transport links or even transport hubs which they use in other communities, will not be delivered. 
4.2

Who will fund localism? 

The Coalition Government has not been explicit as to how localism will be funded. However, at this stage there are two different streams communities can follow in order to access funding; through the Local Authority or through national funding, as shown in Figure 7. A Local Authority’s current funding stream includes the IT Block (capital funding only) and the Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF). In the near future it is likely that communities could also access the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or business rates retention. 
Figure 7: Different streams of funding 
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Whether a community is able to attract funding through national pots may be determined by a community’s capacity. For national pots of money to be accessed, communities will first need to know they exist in order to apply for them, which will require a level of expertise. 

The development of a ‘Total Place’ approach, or ‘Community Budgets’ as Eric Pickles has been referring to them, could provide the resources to implement localism. The Total Place approach aims to collate budgets from local agencies including the NHS, education, police and local government. It aims to set local priorities, including transport; and then find the most cost effective way to deliver them. Buckingham County Council is in the process of replacing transport and other individual service area managers with multi-service managers, for a new ‘place’ service which aims to secure £1m of efficiency savings
. This is likely to provide the most holistic approach to funding geographical areas, but problems are likely to be found in applying boundaries to communities.  

Funding will remain a problem for the transport sector and localism is not a cost-cutting method of delivery. While some savings should be achievable if local decision makers prioritise services and investments to meet the needs specific to their communities, there is a real danger that local delivery and more engagement with communities could mean higher costs. The future pots of money, including CIL and the retention of business rates, may help councils’ abilities to borrow in order to invest in transport. However, raising revenue to engage and empower communities will remain the biggest challenge. The government’s current review of local government finance needs to look at new ways of raising revenue, which could include a rise in local taxation. 

4.3

Who will deliver transport initiatives through the localism agenda?

The Coalition’s approach to the delivery of localism is predominately centred on the Big Society, volunteerism and individual activism rather than income generation for local groups and social enterprises. The Coalition Government is keen for community organisations (the third sector) to start delivering services. However, if there is no funding allocated to the delivery of services then social enterprises and local organisations will be unable to set themselves up in a financially sustainable manner. Research by the Institute for Public Policy Review (IPPR) North found significant issues in the funding make-up and capacity of many community/social enterprises and their heavy reliance on grants
. Since the funding cuts, a significant number of grants and support for the third sector has been removed. For the third sector to flourish and deliver localism it is essential that business support is available for these groups. If not, it is unlikely that they will play a major role in delivering the Coalition’s vision of localism. 

There is a clear dissonance between both localism and funding, and economies of scale and supporting sustainable local community groups/social enterprises
. Previous outsourcing has driven authorities to consider large-scaleable organisations, for their greater resilience and presence in the supply chain, as opposed to smaller local organisations. Under the localism agenda, communities have the right to challenge Local Authorities and are encouraged to put their ideas forward for delivery of services. Provided their proposals meet the right standards, a tendering process will be triggered. This, theoretically, allows community groups to compete for contracts to deliver services. However, in practice small community-led organisations are unlikely to be able to compete against the larger companies who have economies of scale and are financially more resilient. This new power will not support local enterprise or stimulate competition, as initially thought. 

Lambeth council are leading the way in terms of procurement of services. They are seeking to deliver many of their services through mutuals or cooperatives
. This fully follows the ethos of localism by putting local people at the centre of delivery. But it does have financial implications regarding cost, which not all Local Authorities can currently sustain.  

5.0
key findings
This paper has explored how delivering transport schemes through the localism agenda will impact upon fairness. The rhetoric of localism creating a fairer society has proven correct when looking at the present situation in France. However, when looking at the potential reality of delivering transport initiatives through localism in the United Kingdom, evidence would suggest that service delivery will vary in areas and inequality will increase. 
Three key findings can be drawn from this research paper.

5.1

KEY FINDING 1: There is a risk that localism will not deliver transport projects equitably between communities, whether these communities are at national or county level.
It is expected that localism will increase inequality as the communities with most capacity, capacity being heavily related to affluence, are expected to readily engage with the localism agenda. In contrast, communities without the capacity, often deprived areas, are not as likely to engage with the localism agenda and hence will miss out on transport schemes being delivered. Communities with least capacity will not necessarily see a worsening of their local transport system, but the inequality between the most affluent and most deprived is expected to increase.
5.2

KEY FINDING 2: There is a risk that localism will not deliver transport projects which meet the needs of the most vulnerable in a community.
Localism is likely to increase inequality between the most affluent and most deprived within a community. Often community groups do not contain a representative cross section of their community. There is a risk that pockets of deprivation, within communities, will not be fully represented within community groups and hence transport initiatives will not be designed to suit those in most need but those who are most engaged and vocal within a society.
5.3

KEY FINDING 3: The overall deliverability of transport through the localism agenda is at best questionable.
The types of schemes likely to be delivered through this agenda are more likely to be small scale maintenance jobs. This could result in the most affluent communities having extra value added to transport delivery; for example having pleasantly trimmed hedgerows and signs cleaned while the most deprived areas have overgrown vegetation and poorly maintained highways.  

Funding to deliver localism will be a major problem for the transport sector. It is expected that delivering transport initiatives through the localism agenda will be more costly than current practices. If Big Society starts delivering services, it will still cost money to train and manage its volunteers. Raising revenue to allow Local Authorities to engage and empower communities will remain the biggest challenge. Owing to current funding levels, delivering transport through the localism agenda is likely to result in variations of service delivery between communities, deepening current inequalities. 

6.0
Recommendations for the delivery of transport through a localism agenda whilst reducing inequalities 

If transport is to be delivered through the localism agenda, there are a number of recommendations, which are suggested to limit inequality growing on both a national and local level.
6.1

Funding 

The first recommendation focuses on increasing public participation and engagement by reforming the financial situation. Instead of Local Authorities receiving a set amount for transport from central government, a single grant undifferentiated by service could be introduced, similar to the Total Place budgets. The single grant would then be divided up into service areas, by locally elected members of government. This approach has been successful in other European countries, by encouraging more people to participate and serve on local councils
. It is hoped that this would encourage and inspire all communities to engage with local decisions. If local people have a more visible and active part in local decision making they will also be aware of the limited resources available, which will help manage local expectations. 

6.2

Engagement 

The methods Local Authorities use to engage communities are paramount, to ensure a cross-spectrum of society engages. Local Authorities need to inspire local people to give up their time in order to become active residents and participate in their community. This will require Local Authorities to undergo a degree of workforce development and evolution, as this will utilise different skills to those currently held within Local Authorities. It is essential to recognise that different communities will require different levels of resourcing and input if social enterprises, mutuals, are to deliver services, especially in communities with limited capacity. 
6.3
 
Strategic overview 

Due to the long timeframes and the interconnectedness of transport it will be essential to ensure that there is a long-term strategic vision for transport. It is suggested that central government should give minimum standards for transport delivery. This will ensure that the disparities between transport deliveries will not drop below a certain level. 

6.4

Procurement of services
The procurement process should be a route to greater sustainability for many social and community enterprises. The current barriers, which limit small organisations tendering for contracts, should be reduced in order to achieve the long term vision of localism; to allow local people to deliver local improvements. Local people will only deliver local services with any certainty and longevity if a financially sustainable business can be set up. Significant barriers to small organisations include: restrictive specifications that set out how delivery should occur, rather than focusing on the outcomes sought; overly complex processes; tight timescales; large contracts that are beyond the reach of smaller organisations
. It is recommended that Local Authorities review public sector procurement and commissioning and aim for something similar to Lambeth Council’s standards.
In advance of procurement and commissioning practices changing, smaller organisations should be encouraged to collaborate, in order to compete against larger companies. 
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