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The Australian Urban Observatory

The Australian Urban Observatory provides decision-
makers and everyday citizens with the best urban
liveability indicators to promote health and wellbeing
in their communities, helping to prioritise actions that
support healthy liveable cities across Australia.

How do we create liveable cities?
First, we must work out the
key ingredients

We live in an urbanising world. Cities are increasing
in prominence as major social and economic hubs.
For such cities, liveability rankings and awards can
provide welcome global recognition and marketing
tools.

The key question is: liveable for whom?

While helpful at the broadest level, these rankings
focus on the inner city, remuneration packages and
economic productivity. The rankings mask intra-city
inequities, to overcome this, our definition of
liveability considers the underlying conditions that
support health. We focus on equity and recognition
that where you live can predict health outcomes and
life expectancy.

We have created liveability indicators that are linked
to urban, transport
and infrastructure
planning policy. We
are guided by our
understanding that
health is influenced by
individual personal
factors, social and
community supports
and broader
socioeconomic,
cultural and
environmental conditions — known collectively as the
social determinants of health.

The determinants of
health and well-being
in our neighbourhoods

We need to build cities based on a clear and
consistent definition of liveability. The goal is that it
can be objectively measured and tracked over time
using indicators that provide an understanding of
each city’s strengths and challenges.

A city built well is a healthy city that provides all
residents (not just the fortunate few) with
opportunities to live in areas with all the essential
ingredients of a liveable community. It is a place that
promotes healthy and happy people and community
wellbeing — a place where people want to live.

First published in The Conversation, 7th December 2015.

auo.org.au

The Global Context - UN
Sustainable Development Goals

Globally there is a major commitment, with growing
urgency, for countries and cities to prioritise health
and wellbeing, reduce poverty, and support
environmental resilience.

Most recently, this agenda has been championed
through the UN’s 17 Sustainable Development Goals,
commonly known as the SDGs, which are embedded
within the New Urban Agenda.

These goals provide
important frameworks
for measuring and
monitoring cities’
progress across a range
of health and social
outcomes.

In parallel to the

development of the

SDGs, the aspiration of

making cities more ‘liveable’ has become a key
priority for many cities. The notion of urban liveability
has been popularised by international liveability
rankings, which can be used to guide business
investment, tourism, and employee remuneration.

In contrast to such city rankings, urban liveability
frameworks developed from a public health
perspective seek to identify the tangible aspects of
urban policy and infrastructure which shape
residents’ health and urban sustainability outcomes.

This social determinant of health-centred definition is
underpinned by the long-standing recognition that
cities are a key setting that shapes population health,
which is embodied in the WHO’s Healthy Cities
movement and Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion.
Liveability resonates with the SDGs, particularly
Goal 11, which aims to ‘make cities inclusive, safe,
resilient, and sustainable’.

The Australian Urban Observaoty enables
organisations to meet these goals through an
understanding of practical steps cities need to
take to achieve these outcomes. Our indicators
provide clear guidance about specific urban
policies and their trajectories, infrastructure, and
investments required to achieve more
sustainable outcomes, and how to prioritise of
the ambitious aspirations laid out in the SDGs
and the New Urban Agenda.

Amanda Alderton, Carl Higgs, Melanie Davern, lain Butterworth, Joana
Correia, Kornsupha Nitvimol & Hannah Badland (2020) Measuring and
monitoring liveability in a low-to-middle income country: a proof-of-concept
for Bangkok, Thailand and lessons from an international partnership, Cities
& Health, DOI: 10.1080/23748834.2020.1813537



https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2020.1813537
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Defining liveability

Our definition of liveability has been widely received
and is included in the 2015-2019 and 2020-2023
Victorian Public Health and Wellbeing Plans, Plan
Melbourne and the DELWP 20 Minute
Neighborhoods planning strategy. The definition is
based on an extensive literature review completed in
2012 with the key ingredients understood as
important influences of health.

We define a liveable place as somewhere that is:

safe, attractive, inclusive, and environmentally
sustainable; with affordable and diverse types of
housing, public open space, local shops, health
and community services, leisure and cultural
opportunities; with opportunities for employment

and education all accessible by convenient public

transport, walking and cycling

Lowe, M., Whitzman, C., Badland, H., Davern, M., Hes, D., Aye, L.,
Butterworth, I. and Giles-Corti, B. (2013), Liveable, healthy, sustainable:
What are the key indicators for Melbourne neighbourhoods? Research
Paper 1, Place, Health and Liveability Research Program, University of
Melbourne

A new digital planning tool

The Australian Urban Observatory (AUO) is an
important new digital planning tool that maps
liveability across Australia's 21 largest cities.

The AUQ’s spatial maps translate policy-based urban
research into real-world practice.
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Our liveability maps enable a deeper
understanding of how social, economic, natural
and built environments connect to support
community health and wellbeing.

Through the AUO, decision makers can create a
positive impact for people in local communities by
establishing a strong evidence base for future
infrastructure planning.

auo.org.au

Key liveability indicators

The AUO’s liveability indicators are underpinned
by years of policy-relevant urban research by
RMIT’s Healthy Liveable Cities Group. Research
that connects the built environment with public
health, social equity and the UN Sustainable
Development Goals.

Each of our detailed indicators falls into one of nine
liveability categories:

Liveability Walkability Social
Infrastructure
Transport Food Alcohol
Public Open Employment Housing
Space

The AUO provides comprehensive liveability
information across Australia’s 21 largest cities.

These 21 cities, including 8 capital cities and 13 other
major regional cities with a population of 80,000 or
more, link the AUO to the National Cities
Performance Framework.

The AUO has two levels of accessibility. All indicators
to a Local Government Level, as well as the
Liveability Index and Social Infrastructure Index to
Suburb and Neighbourhood levels, are available
without charge. All other Suburb and Neighbourhood
indicators are available through AUO Paid
Partnerships.

If you want to be part of the solution to improving
liveability in Australia, supporting healthy,
equitable and sustainable cities for all, then
become a Paid Partner with us.

You'll be leveraging the Australian Urban
Observatory’s key liveability indicators, utilising our
ground breaking policy-relevant urban research
linking the built environment and public health,
developed by our team at RMIT University's Centre
for Urban Research.


https://auo.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Lowe-et-al-Liveability-Report-2013.pdf
https://theconversation.com/how-do-we-create-liveable-cities-first-we-must-work-out-the-key-ingredients-50898
https://socialequity.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/1979574/Liveability-Indicators-report.pdf
https://socialequity.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/1979574/Liveability-Indicators-report.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/cities/national-cities-performance-framework/
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/cities/national-cities-performance-framework/
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Mapped to three levels of detail

Across Australia’s 21 largest cities our maps cover 170 Local Government Areas, 3,101 Suburbs and 39,967
Neighbourhoods (ABS SA1s). We can demonstrate liveability differences:
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Australion Bureau of Statistics Census 2016

Total Population: 600
Median Age: 38

Median weekly household income: $1485
Indigenous Population: 9 =
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Liveability

Indicator Rationale

The economic, social, environmental and health
benefits of urban liveability are now recognised by all
levels of government, both in Australia and globally.
Liveable communities are safe, socially cohesive,
inclusive and environmentally sustainable. They have
affordable housing linked via public transport, walking
and cycling infrastructure, to employment, education,
shops and services, public open space and social,
cultural and recreational facilities.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals

GOOD HEALTH QUALITY
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Methodology

The Liveability Index is a composite score based on
measures related to aspects of liveability

including Social Infrastructure, Walkability, Public
Transport, Public Open Space, Housing Affordability,
and Local Employment.

The 13 measures which comprise the liveability index
are: street connectivity; dwelling density; access to
community, culture and leisure destinations; access
to childcare services; access to public schools;
access to health services; access to sport and
recreation facilities; access to fresh food; access to
convenience stores; access to regular public
transport; access to large public open space; low
housing affordability stress; and local employment
opportunities.

The general method for calculating the liveability
index has been previously published. The current
version of the liveability index includes an expanded
set of measures, and has been calculated for the 21
Australian cities using a target year of 2018.

auo.org.au

References
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Liveability Index: developing a policy-relevant urban liveability composite
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International Journal of Health Geographics. 18(1):14

Lowe M, Arundel J, Hooper P, Rozek J, Higgs C, Roberts R, Giles-Corti B.
(2020) Liveability aspirations and realities: Implementation of urban policies
designed to create healthy cities in Australia. Social Science & Medicine. Vol
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https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/social-infrastructure-mix-index/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/access-to-public-transport/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/access-to-public-transport/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/access-to-areas-of-public-open-space/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/housing/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/employment/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/dwelling-density/
https://cur.org.au/project/national-liveability-report/
https://cur.org.au/project/national-liveability-report/
https://cur.org.au/project/national-liveability-report/
https://cur.org.au/project/national-liveability-report/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0277953614002275
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0277953614002275
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0277953614002275
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0277953614002275
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953619307087
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953619307087
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953619307087
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953619307087
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Walkability

Indicator Rationale

Walkability for transport is calculated based on three
key factors: land use mix and services of daily

living (something to walk to); streetconnectivity (a
way to get there); and dwelling density (higher
population densities are associated with increased
populations needed to supply services and different
land uses) (Giles-Corti et al., 2014).

These factors influence how people move around
their local neighbourhoods to complete everyday
activities and the importance of access to
supermarkets, convenience stores, petrol stations,
newsagents and public transport stops in community
design.

Extensive research literature has consistently shown
that local neighbourhood design is an important
influence of physical activity, health outcomes, social
connectedness and sustainability (Saelens et al.
2003).

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

The walkability index was calculated as the sum of
standardised scores of local neighbourhood attributes
including street connectivity, dwelling density and the
index of access to services of daily living.

Street connectivity was calculated as the ratio of
intersections to local walkable neighbourhood in
square kilometres.

Dwelling density was calculated as the total number
of dwellings located in Mesh Blocks intersecting each
participant’s local walkable neighbourhood divided by
the neighbourhood size in hectares.

Access to services of daily living was created using
binary indicators to access to three destinations;
supermarkets, public transport stops and
convenience stores, within 1600m of the sample

points .

auo.org.au
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http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/access-to-services-of-daily-living/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/access-to-services-of-daily-living/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/dwelling-density/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/269283465_Developing_a_research_and_practice_tool_to_measure_walkability_A_demonstration_project
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448009/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448009/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/dwelling-density/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/access-to-services-of-daily-living/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/street-connectivity/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/dwelling-density/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/access-to-services-of-daily-living/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/walkability/access-to-services-of-daily-living/
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140517300853
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140517300853
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140517300853
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140517300853
http://auo.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/How-walkable-is-Melbourne-FINAL.pdf
http://auo.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/How-walkable-is-Melbourne-FINAL.pdf
http://auo.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/How-walkable-is-Melbourne-FINAL.pdf
https://www.publish.csiro.au/he/he14050
https://www.publish.csiro.au/he/he14050
https://www.publish.csiro.au/he/he14050
https://www.publish.csiro.au/he/he14050
https://www.publish.csiro.au/he/he14050
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18562973
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18562973
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448009/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448009/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448009/
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Access to Services of
Daily Living

Indicator Rationale

Liveable neighbourhoods have a range of essential
shops and services within easy walking distance. Our
definition of essential ‘daily living destinations’
includes three types of destinations:

Supermarkets (source of fresh, healthy food)

Public transport stops (allow people to get to jobs, schools
and other important places without relying on cars)
Convenience (including convenience stores, newsagents and
petrol stations- places where people can get basics like milk
and a newspaper)

Having more of these daily living destinations close
by allows people to meet their daily needs locally.
Rather than driving, local and convenient facilities
encourage walking or cycling which reduce the each
individual’s risk of chronic diseases.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Measures

Average number of daily living destination types
present within 1600m

Methodology

To measure access to services of daily living, point
data representing the location of supermarkets,
public transport stops and convenience stores were
used with a pedestrian road network and sample

points.

The index of access to services of daily living was
created using a pedestrian road network, sample
points and three destination types:

Supermarkets
Public transport stops
Convenience stores

The location of supermarkets and greengrocers was
identified from five major supermarket chain

auo.org.au

websites; Aldi, Coles, Foodworks, IGA and
Woolworths.

Three destination types were combined to create a
‘convenience store’ category.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated
from each sample point to each type of daily living
destination class and binary indicators were created
to record the presence (=1) or absence (=0) of each
destination type. A daily living index was created by
summing the 3 binary indicators for each participant.
Consequently, a maximum score of 3 represented
the highest index of daily living with all types present.

References

Davern M, Roberts R, Higgs C. (2018). Neighbourhood Liveability in
Benalla: Using Indicators to understand and plan for liveability in the town of
Benalla. RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia

Higgs C, Badland H, Simons K, Knibbs LD, Giles-Corti B. (2019). The Urban
Liveability Index: developing a policy-relevant urban liveability composite
measure and evaluating associations with transport mode choice.
International Journal of Health Geographics. 18(1):14



http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#pedestrian-road-network
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#pedestrian-road-network
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
http://www.benalla.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/all-pdfs/document-benalla-neighbourhood-liveability-report.pdf
http://www.benalla.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/all-pdfs/document-benalla-neighbourhood-liveability-report.pdf
http://www.benalla.vic.gov.au/files/assets/public/all-pdfs/document-benalla-neighbourhood-liveability-report.pdf
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
https://ij-healthgeographics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12942-019-0178-8
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Dwelling Density

Indicator Rationale

A liveable, vibrant community requires a sufficient
density of population to support local shops, jobs,
public transport and other infrastructure. Having
these amenities locally encourages people to walk
and cycle, and discourages driving. Further, public
transport is more viable in areas with higher
population densities.

Providing destinations and services within walking
distance is less viable in sprawling suburbs with low
dwelling densities. People living in low-density
neighbourhoods with few local destinations are less
likely to walk and more likely to drive.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Measures

Dwelling density
Methodology

A dwelling is a structure which is habitable and
intended to have people live in it. Dwellings include
houses, motels, flats, caravans, prisons, tents,
humpies and houseboats. (ABS 2016). The 2016
Census dwelling counts by Mesh Block were
downloaded from the ABS and linked to the Mesh
Block digital boundaries using the Mesh Block code.
Counts include all dwellings whether occupied or
not.

Dwelling density was calculated as the total number
of dwellings located in 2016 ABS Mesh Blocks
intersecting each participants’ local walkable
neighbourhood divided by the neighbourhood size in
hectares.

References

Forsyth A, Oakes J, Schmitz K, Hearst M. (2007). Does residential density
increase walking and other physical activity? Urban Studies. 44:679-97

Giles-Corti B, Ryan K, Foster S. (2012). Increasing Density in Australia:
Maximising the Health Benefits and Minimising Harm. Perth, Western
Australia: National Heart Foundation of Australia
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A comparison of measures of walkability in relation to transportation
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https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1080/00420980601184729
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1080/00420980601184729
https://www.heartfoundation.org.au/images/uploads/publications/Increasing-density-in-Australia-Evidence-Review-2012-trevor.pdf
https://www.heartfoundation.org.au/images/uploads/publications/Increasing-density-in-Australia-Evidence-Review-2012-trevor.pdf
https://www.heartfoundation.org.au/images/uploads/publications/Increasing-density-in-Australia-Evidence-Review-2012-trevor.pdf
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0085295
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0085295
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0085295
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0085295
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Street Connectivity

Indicator Rationale

Liveable neighbourhoods have a street network
which promotes walking and cycling around the local
area. Street connectivity describes how well
connected streets are to each other and is typically
measured as the density of intersections in a given
area.

Grid-style road layouts tend to have higher street
connectivity as they provide residents with multiple
direct and short routes between places. On the other
hand, cul-de-sac and curvilinear layouts generally
have lower street connectivity. This discourages
walking and cycling because routes tend to be longer
and less direct and there are fewer routes from which
to choose.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals

GOOD HEALTH

1 REDUCED
AND WELL-BEING

INEQUALITIES
a

(=)

v

L 4

Measures
Street connectivity
Methodology

Street connectivity was calculated as the number of
intersections of three or more streets per square
kilometer in the local area, with the local area defined
as the walkable road network within 1.6km, buffered
by 50m.

To calculate this measure, two datasets were used in
the GIS analysis, a pedestrian road

networkand sample points.

Intersection points were derived from the pedestrian
road network where three or more streets
intersected.

For each sample point, a 1.6km street network buffer
was created to represent the local walkable
neighbourhood based on the pedestrian road
network. This dataset was created by selecting all
walkable roads (or parts thereof) within 1.6km
network distance of each sample point and buffering
these roads by 50m on each side. The resulting
dataset was a polygon feature for each sample point.

auo.org.au

The GIS was used to calculate the area of each
polygon in square kilometers and count the number
of intersections within each.
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Social Infrastructure

Indicator Rationale

Social infrastructure refers to community and
individual support services and resources such as
health, education, early childhood, community
support, community development, culture, sport and
recreation, parks and emergency services. The
provision of well-planned social infrastructure
supports the liveability of communities by promoting
walking and community social interaction. Similarly,
it is associated with people’s improved physical and
mental health and their increased satisfaction with
the area in which they live.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals

GOOD HEALTH QUALITY 1 REDUCED
AND WELL-BEING EDUCATION INEQUALITIES
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Methodology

Access to social infrastructure was calculated based
on six measures: Community Centres, Culture and
Leisure, Early Years, Education, Health and Social
Services and Sport and Recreation. These measures
were measured by 16 individual service types which
were used to calculate the presence of service mix
within a threshold distance as shown in the table
below.

Measure Destination Distance Threshold
Community Centres Community centres 1000
Culture & Leisure Museum/Art gallery 3200
Cinema/Theatre 3200
Libraries 1000
Early Years Childcare 800
Out of school hours 1600
care
Education Government primary 1600
schools
Government secondary 1600
schools
Health and Social Residential aged care 1000
Services facilities
Dentists 1000
General practitioners 1000
(GP)

auo.org.au
Maternal, child and 1000
family health centers
Other community 1000
health care centers
Pharmacies 1000
Sport and Recreation Public swimming pools 1200
Sports facilities 1000

Binary indicators were used to record the presence
(=1) or absence (=0) for the 16 types of social
infrastructure destinations and a social infrastructure
mix score was created by summing the 16 binary
indicators for each participant. Consequently, a
maximum score of 16 represented the highest mix of
social infrastructure with all types present.
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Transport

Indicator Rationale

Access to public transport is a key ingredient for
liveability. Efficient and accessible public transport
reduces inequities by facilitating access to services,
education and jobs for low-income earners who may
not be able to afford a car, individuals too young to
hold a drivers licence and people with restricted
mobility due to disability and/or older age.
Additionally, living close to public transport supports
community health in two significant ways: by
encouraging walking and reducing people’s
dependence on cars.

People who live within walking distance of public
transport stops, that is, 400m or approximately a 5-
minute walk, are more likely to use public transport,
and in turn achieve daily recommended exercise
targets. However, the incentive to use public
transport is also influenced but other factors including
comfort, overcrowding, cost, directness of service
and service frequency. For example, if residents have
access to a nearby public transport stop but this stop
is only serviced every 2-3 hours, then there will be
less motivation to take public transport due to the
inconvenience and cost of waiting. A public transport
stop is considered to have regular service if there is
at least one scheduled service every 30 minutes
between 7.00am and 7.00pm on a normal weekday.
Normal weekdays exclude school and public
holidays.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis: public
transport stops, a pedestrian road

network and sample points. Pedestrian road network
distances were calculated from each sample point to
the closest public transport stop. Public transport
stops with regular service were identified. Stops were
considered to be frequently serviced if the average
interval between departures was 30 minutes or less
between 7.00am and 7.00pm, Monday to Friday,
excluding school and public holidays. The reference

auo.org.au

time period used across feeds for the included public
transport indicators was 8 October 2019 to 5
December 2019.

References
Badland H, Mavoa S, Villanueva K, Roberts R, Davern M, Giles-Corti B.

(2015). The development of policy-relevant transport indicators to monitor
health outcomes and behaviours. Journal of Transport & Health, 2:103-110

Besser LM, Dannenberg AL. (2005). Walking to public transit: steps to help
meet physical activity recommendations. Am J Prev Med, 29(4): p. 273-280

Cerin E, Nathan A. (2017). The neighbourhood physical environment and
active travel in older adults: a systematic review and meta-analysis.
International Journal of Behavioural Nutrition and Physical Activity. 14(1): p.
15

Currie G, Richardson T, Smyth P, Vella-Brodrick D, Hine J, Lucas K,
Stanley J, Morris J, Kinnear R, Stanley J. (2009). Investigating links
between transport disadvantage, social exclusion and well-being in
Melbourne—Preliminary results. Transp Policy (Oxf), 16(3): p. 97-105

12


http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#public-transport
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#public-transport
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#pedestrian-road-network
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#pedestrian-road-network
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221414051400053X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221414051400053X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221414051400053X
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0471-5
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X09000092#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X09000092#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X09000092#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X09000092#!

A © Australian
Urban
Observatory

Food

Indicator Rationale

Access to fresh food provides residents with the
opportunity to purchase nutritional foods which
support healthy eating behaviours and lifestyles.
Supermarkets are a common source of fresh healthy
foods, but additionally, local retail outlets such as fruit
and vegetable retailers (greengrocers) also provide
important opportunities to purchase these types of
foods. Additionally, living within easy walking
distance of fresh food stores encourages and
enables people to walk or cycle instead of driving and
hence, reduces their risk of chronic disease. Most
people will not regularly walk distances greater than
800m — 1km to destinations such as shops and
services (Gunn, King, et al., 2017; Gunn, Mavoa, et
al., 2017) especially if bulky purchases need to be
carried.

Access to food is not always equitable throughout
communities and some areas, known as ‘food
deserts’, have limited or no access to foods. Food
deserts force residents to be reliant on motorised
transport and are of particular concern to those with
limited mobility or in low socio-economic status areas
where people may not be able to afford a private car.

Eating fast food on a regular basis may contribute to
individuals becoming overweight or obese, both of
which are linked to an increased risk of developing
chronic diseases such as type 2 diabetes, coronary
heart disease and some cancers. Close proximity to
fast food retailers, including those trading from food
courts, may influence an individual’s diet, especially
among those with walkable access.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

The measures related to access to foods were
created using point data representing the location of
supermarkets, greengrocers and fast foods,

a pedestrian road network and sample points.

The location of supermarkets and greengrocers was
identified from five major supermarket chain
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websites, Aldi, Coles, Foodworks, IGA and
Woolworths.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated
from each sample point to the closest type of food.

References

Astell-Burt T, Feng X, Mavoa S, Badland H, Giles-Corti B. (2017). Modest
ratios of fast food outlets to supermarkets and green grocers are associated
with higher body mass index: Longitudinal analysis of a sample of 15,229
Australians aged 45 years and older in the Australian National Liveability
Study

Burns C, Inglis A. (2007). Measuring food access in Melbourne: access to
healthy and fast foods by car, bus and foot in an urban municipality in
Melbourne. Health & Place, 13(4), 877-885

Feng X, Astell-Burt T, Badland H, Mavoa S, Giles-Corti B. Association
between body mass index and local food environment in a sample of 15,229
Australians aged 45 years and older: Findings from the National Liveability
Study. Health Place. Under review

Gunn L, King T, Mavoa S, Lamb K., Giles-Corti B, Kavanagh A. (2017).
Identifying destination distances that support walking trips in local
neighborhoods. Journal of Transport & Health, 5, 133-141

Gunn L, Mavoa S, Boulangé C, Hooper P, Kavanagh A, Giles-Corti B.
(2017). Designing healthy communities: creating evidence on metrics for
built environment features associated with walkable neighbourhood activity
centres. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity.

14(1):164

Hubley T. (2011). Assessing the proximity of healthy food options and food
deserts in a rural area in Maine. Applied Geography, 31(4), 1224-1231

Murphy M, Badland H, Koohsari MJ, Astell-Burt T, Trapp G, Villanueva K,
Mavoa S, Davern M, Giles-Corti B. (2017). Indicators of a health-promoting
local food environment: a conceptual framework to inform urban planning
policy and practice. Health Promot J Aust. 28(1):82-84

Murphy M, Badland H, Koohsari MJ, Giles-Corti B. (2017). Supermarket
access, transport mode and BMI: the potential for urban design and planning
policy across socioeconomic areas. Public Health Nutrition, 20:3304-3315

Murphy M, Jordan H, Badland H, Giles-Corti B. (2018). Local food
environments: A qualitative study into Australian stakeholder perspectives
on urban planning and governance to advance health and equity within
cities. Cities & Health, 15:10.1080/23748834.2018.1514802

13


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516302729
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#pedestrian-road-network
http://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/#dwellings
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829217303301
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829217303301
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829217303301
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829217303301
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829217303301
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829207000263?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829207000263?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1353829207000263?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516302729
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516302729
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214140516302729
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12966-017-0621-9
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S014362281000113X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S014362281000113X
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27376397
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27376397
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27376397
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27376397
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28879832
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28879832
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28879832

A © Australian
Urban
Observatory

Alcohol

Indicator Rationale

Long term and excessive use of alcohol can cause
extreme harm to the physical and mental health of
individuals, families and communities and is strongly
associated with liver disease, stroke, numerous types
of cancer and depression. Excessive alcohol abuse
can also lead to injury and death through accident,
suicide and violence and is often connected to family
violence, assault and homicide. These physical and
social costs increase the burden of preventable
disease on Australia’s health care system.

In Australia, alcohol can be purchased from licensed
retailers and consumed by all people 18 years old
and over. Outlets that sell alcohol which can be
purchased and taken away to consume elsewhere
are known as off-licence retailers while those who
sell alcohol which must be consumed on the
premises where is was purchased are known as on-
licence retailers. It is possible for a retailer to have
both an on and off-licence for alcohol sales.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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AND WELL-BEING INEQUALITIES

S

v (=)

v

auo.org.au

Methodology

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis:
alcohol, a pedestrian road network and sample
points. The location of alcohol retailers was collected
for each Australian state and territory from liquor
licensing regulatory bodies classified into on and off-
licence premises.

Only retailers with a permanent address were
included in the final data sets and wholesalers and
retailers who served alcohol at temporary events
were excluded.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated
from each sample point to the closest venue with an
on and off liquor licence.
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Public Open Space

Indicator Rationale

Public open spaces are areas such as parks and
recreational reserves, public gardens, nature
reserves, civic areas and promenades where
everyone has the right to visit without being excluded
due to economic or social conditions. Open spaces
are important as they provide places for people to
meet, socialise, play and connect and access to
these areas is associated with increased physical
activity and improved mental health.

Small public open spaces often have limited facilities
such as a single sporting field or a children’s
playground which may discourage use by the broader
community. Open spaces larger than 1.5 hectares
can appeal to larger sections of the community
because they are able to incorporate multiple full-
sized playing fields for diverse organised sports and
may contain amenities such as bike and walking
tracks, as well as additional facilities such as shelters
and toilets to support large social gatherings. Large
parks and public open spaces can also preserve and
promote biodiversity and are therefore extremely
important from an environmental and conservation
perspective.

Challenges in accessing open space can arise from
conflicting ideas about how these spaces should be
utilised and by whom. As such, factors including
proximity, distance to services, isolation, social
exclusion, anti-social behaviour and the management
and design of open spaces can affect the use of open
space by different individuals within society. With the
growth of cities and the loss of private open spaces
due to increased housing density, it is therefore
critical that public open spaces be managed and
maintained in order to support liveability in urban
environments.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis: public
open space, the pedestrian road network,

and sample points. Pedestrian road network
distances were calculated from each sample point to
all areas of open space within 3200 metres. Pseudo-
entry points were created along the perimeter of each
area of open space at 50 metre intervals, where this
perimeter was within 30 metres distance of an
accessible path. Areas of open space, and those
which may be considered publicly accessible.
Publication of the full method is forthcoming.
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Employment

Indicator Rationale

Commuting to work is a daily necessity for most
Australians. Long commute distances are typically
associated with lengthy commute times which can
have a significant negative impact on aspects of the
economy, the environment and the social fabric of
communities.

Long commute times are known to cause increased
levels of stress and decrease the performance and
productivity of employees. Additionally, long
commute times can negatively impact work-life
balance and time away from home, leading to
detrimental effects on family and other social
relationships. This compounds workplace stress and
may significantly impact the overall physical and
mental health of employees. By contrast, shorter
commute times are likely to be associated with a
positive work-life balance and increase the likelihood
of maintaining healthy family and social relationships
and self-care.

Dependence on cars is higher in areas with poor
public transport and especially high where individuals
have to commute long distances to get to work. Cars
and other private vehicles are not only costly to
purchase, but require ongoing expenditure in terms of
fuel, maintenance, parking and registration costs.

When employees live closer to their workplaces, the
likelihood of commuting to work using public
transport, walking or cycling, as opposed to relying
on private vehicles, is increased. The use of public
and active transport reduces traffic congestion and
emissions from private vehicles which positively
supports the built and natural environment as well as
an individual’s physical activity.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

Customised Census data provided by the ABS for
people within an SA1 who live and work in the same
SA3 was used. These counts were converted to
percentages to create this indicator.
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Housing

Indicator Rationale

Secure, safe and suitable housing is essential if the
physical and mental health of individuals is to be
maintained. Unsuitable housing due to location,
overcrowding, tenure insecurity or unaffordability can
have serious health impacts.

Unaffordable housing is an issue for many low-
income households and may lead to difficulty
affording food, healthcare and other basic
necessities. Affordable housing supports physical
and mental health and is an important social
determinant of health and wellbeing.

Relevant Sustainable Development Goals
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Methodology

The housing affordability data set, i.e., the
percentage of households in the bottom 40% of the
income distribution spending more than 30% of
household income on housing costs data, was
created using customised Census data provided by
the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Methods used to create the measure of dwelling
density can be found here.
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Indicator Metadata

The Australian Urban Observatory metadata provides
information about the data and methods used to
produce this research. Data currency, descriptions of
measures and links to supporting reference material
are also included. Metadata is provided to enable
members of the AUO to easily explore and apply this
work in their own field and to ensure transparency of
our research.

Liveability
Walkability

Social Infrastructure
Public Transport
Food

Alcohol

Public Open Space
Employment
Housing

Common indicator components

Many of the indicators are constructed from

components that are common. These include:
e Data projection

Digital boundaries

Dwellings

Sample points

Pedestrian road network

Local walkable neighbourhood

Public transport stops

Data projection

All datasets used were projected to the GDA2020
Geoscience Australia Lambert Conic Conformal
projection (GDA2020 GA LCC, EPSG 7845) using
the NTv2 transformation grid shift binary prior to
analysis.

Digital boundaries

Digital boundaries for all indicators were obtained
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics

(ABS) Australian Statistical Geography Standard
(ASGS) structures.

Capital city boundaries were defined using the ABS
Greater Capital City Statistic Areas (GCCSA) digital
boundaries and the boundaries of other cities were
defined using the ABS Significant Urban Areas (SUA)
digital boundaries.

Residential urban areas within cities were defined
using ABS Sections of State (SOS) where the SOS
classification was ‘major urban’ or ‘other urban’.
Major urban centres have a population of 100,000
people of more and other urban centres have a
population between 1,000 and 99,999.

auo.org.au

Other ABS GCCSA digital boundaries included
ABS Mesh Block, SA1, suburbs, and LGA.

Dwellings

A dwelling is a structure that is habitable and
intended to have people live in it. Dwellings include
houses, motels, flats, caravans, prisons, tents,
humpies, and houseboats (ABS 2016). Total dwelling
counts were obtained from the 2016 Census, Mesh
Block Counts. Counts include all dwellings whether
occupied or not. Indicator summaries for LGA, suburb
and Statisttical Area 1 neighbourhood regions
included in the Australian Urban Observatory are all
weighted with regard to urban dwellings.

Pedestrian road network

The pedestrian road network represents the sections
of the road network walkable by pedestrians,
meaning that it excludes freeways, highways,
proposed and private roads. It is assumed that all
remaining roads contain a footpath or are otherwise
walkable.

Local walkable neighbourhood

The local walkable neighbourhood represents the
area around a sample point that is accessible within a
20-minute walk. This was calculated by determining
for each sample point the subset of the pedestrian
road network reachable within 1600 metres.

Public transport stops

In each state and territory in Australia the
government department or authority responsible for
planning public transport typically publishes data on
public transport stops and timetables. Public
transport stops and timetables were sourced or direct
from transit agencies.

Boeing, G. (2017). OSMnx: New Methods for Acquiring, Constructing,
Analyzing, and Visualizing Complex Street Networks.” Computers
Environment and Urban Systems 65, 126-139.
doi:10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2017.05.004

Forsyth, A., Van Riper, D., Larson, N. et al. (2012). Creating a replicable
valid cross-platform buffering technigue: The sausage network buffer for
measuring food and physical activity built environments. International
Journal of Health Geographics 11, 14. https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-
11-14

19


https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/urban-liveability-index/
http://118.138.241.26/portal/metadata/walkability/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/social-infrastructure-mix-index/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/access-to-public-transport/
http://118.138.241.26/portal/metadata/access-to-food/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/alcohol/
http://118.138.241.26/portal/metadata/access-to-areas-of-public-open-space/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/employment/
https://auo.org.au/portal/metadata/housing/
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/D3310114.nsf/home/Australian+Statistical+Geography+Standard+(ASGS)
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/D3310114.nsf/home/Australian+Statistical+Geography+Standard+(ASGS)
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.001~July%202016~Main%20Features~Greater%20Capital%20City%20Statistical%20Areas%20(GCCSA)~10003
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.001~July%202016~Main%20Features~Greater%20Capital%20City%20Statistical%20Areas%20(GCCSA)~10003
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.001~July%202016~Main%20Features~Greater%20Capital%20City%20Statistical%20Areas%20(GCCSA)~10003
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/7D88D2916BF4BBE3CA257A980013999D?opendocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/7D88D2916BF4BBE3CA257A980013999D?opendocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.004~July%202016~Main%20Features~Section%20of%20State%20(SOS)%20and%20Section%20of%20State%20Range%20(SOSR)~4
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.001~July%202016~Main%20Features~Mesh%20Blocks%20(MB)~10012
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.001~July%202016~Main%20Features~Statistical%20Area%20Level%201%20(SA1)~10013
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.003~July%202016~Main%20Features~State%20Suburbs%20(SSC)~9
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/1270.0.55.003~July%202016~Main%20Features~Local%20Government%20Areas%20(LGA)~7
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2074.0Main+Features12016?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2074.0Main+Features12016?OpenDocument
http://geoffboeing.com/publications/osmnx-complex-street-networks/
http://geoffboeing.com/publications/osmnx-complex-street-networks/
http://geoffboeing.com/publications/osmnx-complex-street-networks/
https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-11-14
https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-11-14
https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-11-14

A © Australian
Urban
Observatory

AUO Score card

SAL 21005144116
Suburb: Craigieburn
LGA:  Hume (C)

Selected indicator

Liveability score card for dwellings in this urban area

Indicator Value
() Liveability (100 is average) 1033
@ Walkability (0 is average) 06
() social Infrastructure (/15) 8l
@ Regular public transport access (%) 991
© Distance to supermarket (m) 5725

@ hol off-licences within 800m (count) 24
@ | Large Public Open Space within 400m (%) ~ 865

(3 Local Employment (%) 40
@ Housing Affordability Stress (%) 29

Australian Bureau of Statistics Census 2016
7

Total Population: 332
Median Age: 35

hold i $1525
Indigenous Population: 3

weekly h

Average Household Size: 31

More about this community: ABS 2016 Census

uickStats
\‘Q

Additional Layer Selection

Base layer Boundary lines
None ©None
Satellite LGA

©Basic Suburb
Detail Ci

L ty

Within the AUO you will find a Score card which
summarises liveability data and ABS statistics for the
LGA, Suburb or SA1 in question.

Selected area

SA1/ Suburb and / or LGA name taken from the
Australian Statistical Geography Standard and used
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Selected indicator

Average: Across the SAL1 / Suburb / LGA

Percentile: Compared with the 21 cities
nationally

Range: Across the SA1/ Suburb / LGA

25" to 75" percentile (usual range):
Across the SA1 / Suburb / LGA

auo.org.au

Liveability score card for dwellings in this urban
area

Liveability (100 is average)

The Liveability Index is a composite score based on measures
related to aspects of liveability including Social Infrastructure,
Walkability, Public Transport, Public Open Space, Housing
Affordability, and Local Employment.

The 13 measures which comprise the liveability index are: street
connectivity; dwelling density; access to community, culture and
leisure destinations; access to childcare services; access to public
schools; access to health services; access to sport and recreation
facilities; access to fresh food; access to convenience stores;
access to regular public transport; access to large public open
space; low housing affordability stress; and local employment
opportunities.

The general method for calculating the liveability index has been
previously published. The current version of the liveability index

includes an expanded set of measures and has been calculated
for the 21 Australian cities using a target year of 2018.

Walkability (0 is average)

The walkability index was calculated as the sum of standardised
scores of local neighbourhood attributes including street
connectivity, dwelling density and the index of access to services
of daily living.

Street connectivity was calculated as the ratio of intersections to
local walkable neighbourhood in square kilometres.

Dwelling density was calculated as the total number of dwellings
located in Mesh Blocks intersecting each participant’s local
walkable neighbourhood divided by the neighbourhood size in
hectares.

Access to services of daily living was created using binary
indicators which record the presence (=1) or absence (=0) to
access to three destinations; supermarkets, public transport stops
and convenience stores, within 1600m of the sample points using
a pedestrian road network. A daily living index was created by
summing the 3 binary indicators for each sample point.

Social Infrastructure (/15)

Access to social infrastructure was calculated based on six
measures: Community Centres, Culture and Leisure, Early Years,
Education, Health and Social Services and Sport and Recreation.
These measures were measured by 16 individual service types
which were used to calculate the presence of service mix within a
threshold distance as shown in the table below.

Measure  Destination Distance Threshold (m)

Community Centres Community centres 1000

Culture & Leisure Museum/Art gallery 3200
Cinema/Theatre 3200
Libraries 1000

Early Years Childcare 800
Out of school hours care 1600

Education Government primary schools 1600
Government secondary schools 1600

Health and Social Services Residential aged care facilities 1000
Dentists 1000
General practitioners (GP) 1000
Maternal, child & family health 1000
Other community health care 1000
Pharmacies 1000

Sport and Recreation Public swimming pools 1200
Sports facilities 1000

Binary indicators were used to record the presence (=1) or
absence (=0) for the 16 types of social infrastructure destinations
and a social infrastructure mix score was created by summing the
16 binary indicators for each participant. Consequently, a
maximum score of 16 represented the highest mix of social
infrastructure with all types present.

Regular public transport access (%)
20



A © Australian
Urban
Observatory

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis: public transport
stops, a pedestrian road network and sample points.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated from each
sample point to the closest public transport stop.

Public transport stops with regular service were identified. Stops
were considered to be frequently serviced if the average interval
between departures was 30 minutes or less between 7.00am and
7.00pm, Monday to Friday, excluding school and public holidays.
The reference time period used across feeds for the included
public transport indicators was 8 October 2019 to 5 December
2019.

Distance to supermarket (m)

The measures related to access to foods were created using point
data representing the location of supermarkets, greengrocers and
fast foods, a pedestrian road network and sample points.

The location of supermarkets and greengrocers was identified from
five major supermarket chain websites, Aldi, Coles, Foodworks,
IGA and Woolworths.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated from each
sample point to the closest type of food.

Alcohol off-licences within 800m (count)

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis: alcohol, a
pedestrian road network and sample points. The location of
alcohol retailers was collected for each Australian state and
territory from liquor licensing regulatory bodies classified into on
and off-licence premises.

Only retailers with a permanent address were included in the final
data sets and wholesalers and retailers who served alcohol at
temporary events were excluded.

Pedestrian road network distances were calculated from each
sample point to the closest venue with an on and off liquor licence.

Large Public Open Space withing 400m (%)

Three datasets were used in the GIS analysis: public open space,
the pedestrian road network, and sample points. Pedestrian road
network distances were calculated from each sample point to all
areas of open space within 3200 metres. Pseudo-entry points were
created along the perimeter of each area of open space at 50
metre intervals, where this perimeter was within 30 metres
distance of an accessible path. Areas of open space, and those
which may be considered publicly accessible, were identified.
Publication of the full method is forthcoming.

Local Employment (%)

The Australian Bureau of Statistics Table Builder Pro was used to
create a table using 2016 Census data which contained counts of
people by SA1 who live in the same SA3. These counts were
converted to percentages to create this indicator.

Housing Affordabillity Stress (%)

The housing affordability data set, i.e., the percentage of
households in the bottom 40% of the income distribution spending
more than 30% of household income on housing costs data, was
was customised at SA1 level by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

auo.org.au

Australian Bureau of Statistics Census

Census Data for population, age, median weekly
household income, indigenous population, average
household size for SA1 / Suburb or LGA.

Additional Layer Selection

Base layer

None No map behind

Satellite B&W Satellite Image behind
Basic Simple greyscale map
Detall Detailed greyscale map

Boundary lines

None No boundary lines

LGA LGA boundaries in black
Suburb Suburb boundaries in black
City City boundaries in black
Decile Key

) This Decile Key refers to the
Decile ten percentiles of the selected indicator
High when compared with the 21 cities

- nationally.

- They range from deep pink (bottom
10%) to deep green (top 90%) as
related to health outcomes.

This means deep green generally
indicates closeness to the given
measure (public open spaces, activity
centres, supermarkets etc), but
sometimes deep green will mean a
further distance from the measure (i.e.
for access to alcohol) or a lower
percentage in the case of the 30/40
indices.

Low
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Liveability at your fingertips

We’'ve made understanding liveability so much

simpler. We’ve taken data out of the tables and put it
on the map. We’re supporting observation, that leads
to understanding and action that improves liveability.

Planners and policy makers use the AUO to:

* Understand details of liveability at a very
granular level

* ldentify liveability strengths and weaknesses
in their community

* Analyse existing liveability strategies

»  Develop new policies to support health and
wellbeing

¢ Decide where to focus future investment

* Build an evidence base to advocate for policy
change

*  Monitor the impact of liveability strategies
over time

Developers and consultants use the AUO to:

* Connect deliverables with Corporate Social
Responsibility targets

»  Develop project specific liveability strategies

* ldentify the opportunities and risks of new
places to invest

» Build business cases for future projects

* Understand liveability at national, regional
and local levels

Journalists use the AUO to:

» Access policy-based urban liveability
research

*  Measure the impact of policy agendas

* Learn how liveability changes across
different locations and cities

* ldentify issues for rural cities and how these
differ from capitals

*  Measure the major influences of liveability

auo.org.au

Our impact in Mitchell Shire

“Advocacy is just another word for nagging but
with an evidence base.

“That is what the Australian Urban Observatory helps
you to do, build the evidence base for what may
seem obvious, but to government you cannot sell
anything based on intuition.

“It has helped Mitchell Shire create a starting
point for each key town and growth area that is
specific it, assisting in developing specific
support or interventions that are not generic
across the Shire.

“The indicators have also helped with the Seymour
Revitalisation project providing the evidence that was
utilised to develop a business case for a
community/primary care hub, that was submitted to
the State for consideration. Seymour is one of the
most disadvantaged postcodes in Victoria, the
liveability indicators provide a deeper understanding.
We can now utilise the indicators (as they were at the
start of the project) and measure whether targeted
interventions have been successful in a couple of
years.

“In new neighbourhoods, setting the culture/course
early through monitoring, assessing and responding
have long term positive impacts. Monitoring
liveability at periodic checkpoints (every 2/3 years),
can help you plan, ensuring you don’t bed
entrenched issues, that can take years of retrofitting
to address.”

Mary Agostino
Acting Chief Executive Officer
Mitchell Shire Council
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Our key supporters
Healthy Liveable Cities Group research is recognised

and funded by top Australian medical and scientific
research organisations including:

Australian Government

National Health and
Medical Research Council

s X, o
&
=%/ Healthy
i« Liveable

P RMIT | Centre for

university | Urban Research

ARDC
Nectar

Research Cloud

—

The Australian Prevention
Partnership Centre

Systems and solutions for better health

Urban Landscapes

i‘ Clean Air and

National Environmental Science Programme

P RMIT

UNIVERSITY

auo.org.au

Contact us

Dr Melanie Davern

Senior Research Fellow

Director Australian Urban Observatory
Co-Director Healthy Liveable Cities Group
melanie.davern@rmit.edu.au

Katherine Murray
Partnerships & Development
Australian Urban Observatory
katherine.murray@rmit.edu.au

Australian Urban Observatory
auo.org.au

Healthy Liveable Cities Group
Centre for Urban Research
Building 8, Level 11

RMIT University City Campus
auo@rmit.edu.au
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