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1 Introduction 
1. The issue of bus provision is at a critical juncture. Bus ridership has been in decline since 
the 1950s and the deregulated regime introduced under the Transport Act 1985 has failed 
to reverse that decline. In fact, in the English regions, it seems to have exacerbated the 
decline. Although there have been successes in some areas of the country, there is a 
particular problem in larger metropolitan areas where the Passenger Transport Authorities 
are finding it difficult to provide what they consider to be an adequate and attractive 
service within the current regulatory framework. There is a particular concern that the 
large metropolitan areas do not have the tools to improve bus provision and reverse 
passenger decline, as has been done under a regulated regime in London. The bus 
strategies that local authorities are compelled to develop as part of the Local Transport Plan 
(LTP) process are, it is argued, unlikely to be successful without some reform of how bus 
services are managed and delivered. 

2. It is in this context that the Committee determined to look at the particular problems 
local authorities face in developing and implementing effective bus strategies. In this 
Report we aim to set up a vision for the future of the bus, one where this vital form of 
transportation is given the priority it deserves. It will require hard work from all involved 
to ensure that buses are clean, safe, reliable, and comfortable for all their passengers, long 
into the 21st Century.  

3. Since we finished taking evidence, the Secretary of State for Transport, Douglas 
Alexander, has made clear his commitment to the bus as the key mode of public transport 
for most people.1 In contrast to this, the situation in one of the country’s main 
metropolitan areas – Greater Manchester – has deteriorated. Reports indicate that 
warnings from the Greater Manchester PTA that the main bus stands in the city centre are 
stretched to capacity have been ignored by competing companies UK North and 
Stagecoach who are running, between them, 30 buses an hour on key routes.2 The Traffic 
Commissioner for the North West will hold a public inquiry into the situation in January 
2007.3 

4. The terms of reference for this inquiry were as follows:  

• Has deregulation worked? Are bus services meeting passenger need? Are they 
sufficiently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport? Are buses clean, 
safe, and efficient?  

• Is the provision of high quality bus services compromised by the Competition Act? 

• Are priority measures having a beneficial effect? What is best practice? 

• Is financing and funding for local community services sufficient and targeted in the 
right way?  

 
1 Speech to the Labour Party Conference, 27 September 2006 

2 “Public inquiry over bus war?”, Local Transport Today, 22 September 2006 

3 “Minister’s pledge on bus wars”, Manchester Evening News, 28 September 2006 
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• What are the problems with the current approach to concessionary fares? Does the 
Government’s proposal to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled 
people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?  

• Why are there no Quality Contracts? 

• Are the powers of the Traffic Commissioners relevant; are they adequately 
deploying the powers and resources that they currently have? Do they have enough 
support from Government and local authorities? 

• Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK? 

• What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able 
to develop their own form of regulated competition?  

5. The Committee extends its thanks to the Minister, Gillian Merron MP, and the other 
witnesses who shared their time and expertise with us. We also thank our specialist adviser, 
Malcolm Wren, and Flo Ashley and her colleagues at the National Audit Office for their 
contribution. 



5 

 

2 The current situation 

6. The Transport Act 2000 requires a local transport authority to develop as part of its 
Local Transport Plan (LTP) and after consultation, a bus strategy that will secure the 
provision of appropriate bus services in their area. In formulating those policies they must 
have regard in particular to the needs of the elderly and people with mobility problems. 
Local authorities, through their LTPs, have the opportunity to take a more strategic view of 
public transport provision in their area and related expenditure. These cover both capital 
and revenue funding for five-year periods. Local authorities are encouraged to set 
objectives and targets for such factors as tackling congestion, delivering accessibility, safer 
roads and improving air quality. There is also a requirement to secure value for money in 
providing bus services and to ensure a smooth integration between bus strategies and 
LTPs. 

Regulatory structure 

7. The bus industry outside London was deregulated by the Transport Act 1985. Road 
service licensing was abolished from October 1986.4 Any operator holding an operator's 
licence was free to operate services where and when they wished provided that the Traffic 
Commissioners were assured that the route was suitable for use by buses. As a consequence 
of the 1985 Act, local authorities are no longer permitted to provide blanket support for 
bus services in their areas. They are, however, allowed to subsidise services required to 
meet social needs that would not otherwise be met. Most bus services are now operated 
commercially, but some 16 per cent are subsidised. 

8. In London the London Regional Transport Act 1984 transferred responsibility for the 
bus network from the Greater London Council (GLC) to London Regional Transport 
(LRT). The 1984 Act placed on LRT a duty to tender activities and operation where it 
thought appropriate. This resulted in progressive competitive tendering of bus operations 
in London over the period since 1985. In London therefore there has been regulated 
competition – competition for the market rather than the ‘on the road’ competition of 
deregulation. The Greater London Authority Act 1999 transferred responsibility for 
London's bus services from LRT to Transport for London (TfL), its successor body. 

Declining passenger numbers 

9. Bus deregulation has been with us for a little over twenty years. It has failed to arrest the 
decline in bus passenger numbers since 1950 but neither has it accelerated it. Statistics 
show that since 1985 journeys outside London have fallen whilst journeys in the capital 
have increased significantly, exceeding the 1985–86 figures. Journeys in the rest of the 
country have declined,5 as the tables below demonstrate:  

 
4 While the 1985 Act privatised the English bus companies, a similar duty was not placed on the Scottish companies until 

the Transport (Scotland) Act 1989 came into force. 

5 DfT, Public Transport Statistics Bulletin 2005 
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Table 1: Bus passenger journeys, 1980–2005 
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Source: DfT statistics 

 
Table 2: Passenger use of buses and light rail, 1995–96 to 2003–04 
 

1995-96      1996-97    1997-98     1998-99    1999-00      2000-01     2001-02     2002-03    2003-04     2004-05

4500

4000

3500

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

0
Light rail

Buses in London

Buses outside London

Total bus and light rail

Passenger journeys (million)

Since 1995-96, bus use has risen in London but continued to decline elsewhere.

 
Source: National Audit Office analysis of Department for Transport statistics 
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Table 3: Reported use of buses and light rail, nationally and by region, 2000–01 to 2004–05 
 
In the five years to 2004–05, bus and light rail use has increased by nearly eight per cent in England and has 
fallen in all regions outside London 
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Source: Department for Transport 

10. The Department for Transport estimates that passenger numbers will increase by five 
per cent in Passenger Transport Authority (PTA) areas and by 14 per cent in other areas as 
a result of the concessionary fares extension that came into force on 1 April 2006. Local 
authorities’ draft LTPs forecast average growth in bus use of eight per cent between 2006 
and 2011. Expected growth is shown in the table below: 

Table 4: The Department’s projections of passenger growth on buses and light rail 

2000-01   2001-02   2002-03   2003-04   2004-05   2005-06   2006-07   2007-08    2008-09   2009-10   2010-11
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The Department expects to meet its target for growth in bus use in London and in light rail use across England

 
Source: Department for Transport 
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11. The picture of decline is more complex than it would appear at first glance. Although 
there is an overall downward trend outside London, there are areas of the country where 
decline has been tackled and reversed. When asked for their views on the general trend, 
witnesses offered different reasons for the decline in ridership; they told us that it is likely 
that some decline in bus use was inevitable given structural changes in the economy, rising 
prosperity and increased car ownership. As Mr Stephen Joseph of Transport 2000 said: “I 
think fundamentally … in a situation where the real costs of motoring have been falling 
and bus fares have been increasing above the rate of inflation, it is very difficult in any 
context … to make bus patronage add up”.6 As did the Minister, Gillian Merron MP: 

Bus use has been declining steadily since the 1950s and the last few years have been 
no exception. We know that the background to all of this is sustained economic 
growth, with an increase in personal wealth and an understandable desire to own 
and use cars, which contributes, of course, to a corresponding decline in bus use.7 

12. Other reasons given were population changes and poor planning. 8 For example, Arriva 
told us: 

There have been significant population changes in major urban areas over the last 10 
years; all the metropolitan conurbations outside London saw reductions in 
population in the 10 years up to the 2001 census, some by up to nine per cent 
(Manchester). Each metropolitan area now has a large regional shopping centres 
situated away from traditional shopping areas; there are similar trends in leisure and 
employment.9 

13. Decline is not universal, however. There are places where ridership has increased. 
These include examples in a regulated10 and deregulated11 environment, but tend to be in 
small historic towns or in areas with municipal bus companies. While some have required 
a big increase in subsidy, others have been achieved without significant public money. 
Witnesses from these successful areas, such as Brighton and Hove, cited partnership as the 
key to success,12 as did the Association of Transport Co-ordinating Officers (ATCO).13 

14. This, it is argued, demonstrates that it is not really the regulatory regime that is the 
problem, what is needed to reverse passenger decline is more research into what potential 
users want; improved services; better promotion; and a pro-active attitude by local 
government towards traffic constraint. Mr John Waugh, Uni-Link, told us that it was as 
simple as ‘giving the people what they want’:  

 
6 Q406; Stagecoach made a similar assessment, see Q202 

7 Q427; Our predecessor Committee made the same point four years ago in its report into the bus industry (HC 828) 

8 Q427 

9 Ev 93. The ONS mid-year population estimates for 1990–91 and 2000–01 state that there was decline in every 
metropolitan area outside London with the exception of West Yorkshire. 

10 e.g. Belfast, London 

11 e.g. Oxford, Cambridge, York, Brighton and Hove 

12 Qq 2–3 

13Q5 
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Can I quote from a report from the British Psychological Society, quoted in Local 
Transport Today? They said, "Our participants [in the survey] did not feel 'valued' or 
listened to by transport operators and so felt unable to bring about improvements in 
services". That lay behind all our efforts at the university to introduce a service over 
which we had better control and which we felt would offer much better service to our 
people. Having done so, we have achieved amazing results.14 

15. Those successful local authorities who gave evidence to the Committee were asked 
whether they believed that their achievements could be replicated in the metropolitan 
Passenger Transport Authority (PTA) areas. Mr Paul Crowther, Brighton and Hove, told 
us: “…where you have a dense urban network of population, these models have got the 
potential for working very, very well”.15 Mr Bill Woolley, York City Council, agreed that 
successful models could be transplanted into PTA areas, but there had to be a willingness 
to make it work:  

…when I looked at some comparative figures between ourselves and two big urban 
conurbations, where the bus operator in question was claiming that they had put in 
exactly the same approach in all three and had a graph which showed our growth 
was certainly well ahead of the other two, their view was that it was the local 
authority's willingness to be partners in a way that gave them what they were book 
looking for, recognising that any partnership to be successful both parties have got to 
get something out of it.16 

16. Nonetheless PTA areas appear united in the belief that they cannot achieve their 
objectives and turn around decline within the present framework. 

17. Bus patronage figures have been in decline since the 1950s. Nationally, that decline 
has not been reversed since the introduction of deregulation in 1985, although journeys 
in London have increased. We welcome the Government’s commitment to look at this 
problem from first principles and to put into place any new arrangements that may be 
required. Modal shift from car to bus is vital if the United Kingdom is to properly 
tackle congestion and reduce carbon emissions. 

 
14Q195 

15Q45 

16Q45; there were indications that PTAs and operators want to work together, for example Mr Huntley of the Go Ahead 
Group told us that “if over a period of time I cannot reverse the decline in patronage on our buses in Tyne and 
Wear I will apologise to the people of Tyne and Wear and I will resign”. (Q215) 
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3 Making Quality Contracts Work 
Problems in Passenger Transport Authority areas 

18. The Transport Act 2000 gave powers, from February 2001, to local authorities to enter 
into Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts for bus services:  

• Quality Partnerships are partnerships between the bus operator and the local 
authority. When introduced, the Government considered them to be the key to 
improvements in bus use. Bus operators invest in higher-quality services, including 
new vehicles (often environmentally friendly ones) and staff training, while local 
authorities invest in traffic management schemes that give buses priority, or in 
better bus stations, shelters and other facilities for passengers. Often too there are 
concerted efforts to improve passenger information, covering both timetables – 
how the buses ought to run – and information on how they actually are running. 
Quality Partnerships do, however, have an inherent unfairness in that bus 
operators not party to the partnership may still use the new facilities in which the 
local authority has invested. 

• Quality Contracts would replace open competition with a licensed regime.17 
Operators bid for exclusive rights to run bus services on a route or group of routes, 
on the basis of a local authority service specification and performance targets. Local 
authorities are able to introduce Quality Contracts for all or part of its services 
subject to prior ministerial approval. The onus will be on the local authority to 
demonstrate that the benefits could not be met by other means and that any extra 
costs involved would be offset by other benefits.  

19. The ideal for PTAs is the ‘integrated network’. Common features are:  

• integrated fares and ticketing;  

• a comprehensive network providing, where possible, 24 hour, 7 day a week 
services;  

• easy to access information;  

• easy interchange between individual services and modes; and 

• full accessibility.  

20. Although not impossible within the basic deregulated framework, a fully integrated 
network would be difficult to achieve in practice without some form of agreement between 
authorities and operators which would guarantee routes, investment etc. One such means 
would be a Quality Contract.  

21. Though the current system of Quality Contracts is not without its difficulties, as the 
legislation is already in place this would be a simpler solution than the introduction of 
completely new bus contracts. The main hurdle to the introduction of contracts is the high 

 
17 There are no Quality Contracts in place (See paragraphs 37 ff) 
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threshold currently required. The legislation states that a Quality Contract scheme must be 
‘the only practicable way’ of implementing the policies set out in an authority’s bus 
strategy.18 The Department’s guidance admits that setting up a Contract scheme is likely to 
involve “a considerable amount of time and resources and should not be pursued if there 
are practicable alternatives that could produce comparable outcomes”. Authorities would 
also have to provide evidence that they have considered other options carefully and have 
sufficiently good reasons for rejecting them.19 There are further problems which would 
need to be overcome, not least of which is that PTAs do not have the highway powers 
which would allow them to implement bus priority and traffic constraint. Indeed, the 
structure for bus service delivery in the metropolitan areas outside London is highly 
complex: 

 
18 Transport Act 2000, s124(1) 

19 Quality Contract Schemes for bus services: Guidance to English local authorities, paras 9–12 
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Table 5: The delivery chains for bus services in London and outside London 
 

Department for 
Transport

Department for 
Transport  

Transport for 
London

Bus 
operators

London 
Boroughs

Transport 
Authorities 

and 
Passenger 
Transport 
Authorities

Bus 
operators

District 
Councils and 
Metropolitan 

Districts

Traffic 
Commissioners

The Department for Transport
-sets national strategy and target;
- provides funding to Transport for London; 

and
- provides funding to operators through the 

Bus Service Operators Grant  

Transport for London
delivers the Mayor’s Transport Strategy through

- contracts with operators to provide bus services; 
- investment in bus priority and other measures on 

its roads and Borough roads; and
- performance monitoring, including monitoring the 

performance of operators.

London Boroughs
- Fund the London wide concessionary fares 

scheme;
- provide funding for TfL through the precept; 
- invest in and enforce bus priority on borough 

roads; and 
- set local policy for parking, land use and 

planning. 

Bus operators
- Provide bus services paid for by TfL under 

contracts and report on their performance to 
TfL; and

- collect fares on behalf of TfL

The Department for Transport
- sets national strategy and target;
- provides capital funding to Transport 
Authorities;
- influences the amount of highways 
revenue funding provided by ODPM to all 
local authorities in the Revenue Support 
Grant; and 
- provides Bus Service Operators Grant to 
operators

Transport Authorities (County Councils 
and Unitary Authorities)
- Set Local Transport Plans in agreement 
with Districts;
- contract for operators to provide socially 
necessary bus services to complement 
commercial services; and 
- invest in bus priority measures.

District Councils
- negotiate and fund concessionary fares 
schemes;
- set local policy for parking, land use and 
planning;
- contract for operators to provide socially 
necessary bus services to complement 
commercial services; and
- invest in bus infrastructure. 

Metropolitan District Councils
- invest in bus priority measures; and 
- set local policy on parking, land use and 
planning.

Passenger Transport Authorities
- set Local Transport Plan in agreement with 
Districts;
- negotiate and fund concessionary fares; 
and
- contract for operators to provide socially 
necessary bus services to complement 
commercial services 

Traffic Commissioners
- Licence operators, register routes 
- Monitor operator compliance.

Bus operators 
- Provide services commercially (some 
80 per cent of routes in 2003-04)
- Provide services under contracts with 
local authorities

Bus users Bus users
Bus users
- Pay fares to the bus operators
- Pay reduced fares while travelling using  
concessionary fares pass

Bus users
- Pay fares to the bus operators
- Travel free using concessionary fares pass 

In London Outside  London

 
Source: Joint National Audit Office and Audit Commission bus industry work shops 

22. Local authorities in PTA areas would have to be party to any solution, or highway 
powers would have to transfer to PTAs. It is also the case that PTAs lack the degree of 
democratic accountability enjoyed by local authorities. 

The PTA view 

23. Mr Geoff Inskip, Greater Manchester PTA, argued that metropolitan Authorities need 
the power to “take positive control over the networks and over the quality standards that 
people want” if they are to bring passengers back onto buses. It was clear from the written 
and oral evidence we received from all of the PTAs and the umbrella Passenger Transport 
Executives’ Group that they feel that they are not able to work effectively within the 
currently voluntary arrangements. Mr Inskip went on to say that: 
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We have been knocking on Government's door, we have been asking for a form of 
re-regulation and have been told that we have got to work within the existing 
confines of the marketplace … we need to find a way through this with Government 
to find a way which will bring us the control over the market that we want.20 

24. The PTAs are particularly concerned because patronage in their areas is in decline and 
that, compared with London, journeys per head of population are low, as the table below 
demonstrates: 

Table 6: Annual journeys per head of population by PTE in 2004 
 

PTE Number / Head of population 

Transport for London 241 

West Midlands 122 

Tyne and Wear 121 

Merseyside 120 

West Yorkshire 93 

South Yorkshire 87 

Greater Manchester 86 

  

Source: NAO analysis of BVPI performance data and Office for National Statistics population data 2004 

25. We asked for reasons for these figures. Mr Roy Wicks, South Yorkshire PTA, gave us 
an overview of the problems in his area, common he believes across most of the PTAs: 

… we have done work to look at why passengers are no longer using the public 
transport service and they cite four or five reasons as to why the bus is no longer 
their chosen mode of travel: reliability, whether the bus turns up or not; the coverage 
and the stability of services. We are seeing a concentration … of bus services on the 
core routes but that is not necessarily where people want to go to and from, … and 
we have got to take people to new destinations, and bus services often are not there 
to do that. Affordability is a big issue. We have seen fares rise in South Yorkshire by 
over 30 per cent in the last year…21 

26. Network change or instability is a particular concern. While networks do have to 
change from time to time, the problem with the current system is that there is no perceived 
accountability for such changes or reason given for them. In the passengers’ mind network 
‘flexibility’ is often rightly seen as ‘unreliability’. At least in a regulated environment there 
can be consultation on network change and adjustments made in the light of 
representations; local government can have an input into the process; and public 

 
20 Qq 127–128 

21 Q78 



14  

 

 

consultation can take place.22 Mr Mark Dowd, Merseytravel, painted a picture of extensive 
network change in his area:  

On Merseyside we have a 75 per cent change of commercial buses every year. That is 
one of the reasons why people will not travel on buses. In St Helens next month there 
will be a massive change in the bus services there … they will change the services 
wholesale...23 

27. Arriva responded that the most frequent service on Merseyside, promoted as Le Bus, 
was “introduced with a five year commitment to maintain frequencies” and, further, that 
“even if there were changes of 75 per cent of commercial bus services registrations every 
year, this would not in any sense affect 75 per cent of journeys or passenger trips or of 
passengers”.24  

PTA relations with bus operators 

28. PTAs clearly have difficulty making partnership work. We received evidence of bad 
relations and lack of good faith between transport authorities and operators. For example, 
South Yorkshire PTA told us that “the willingness of Highways Authorities to invest can be 
undermined when there is lack of confidence in the quality of bus service being 
delivered”;25 and Greater Manchester PTA reported that: 

Despite this significant investment by the Districts and the PTE/A, operators have 
been slow in bringing to the table new initiatives such as simplified ticketing, 
marketing and branding of the [Quality Bus Corridors], improved standards relating 
to vehicle quality and cleanliness and customer focused driver training.26 

29. In oral evidence, Mr Wicks, South Yorkshire PTA, expanded on some of the problems 
faced by PTAs who feel that they are “providing a lot of the things that the bus companies 
are not providing” with no reciprocal benefit.27 He cited the problem of the increasing 
number of services that had to be tendered through the PTA, reducing commercial 
operability in South Yorkshire to approximately 90 per cent, compared with 97 per cent in 
Brighton, for example.28  

30. Quality Contracts would provide Passenger Transport Authorities with the security 
and control that they require to implement efficient, desirable bus networks within 
their areas. The Committee is concerned that no Authority has felt able to apply for 
such a Contract given their evident dissatisfaction with the present arrangements. 

 
22 As happens, for instance, in London 

23 Qq 81–82 

24 Ev 120; Mr Cooper of Arriva also told us that many changes were instituted by local authorities: “Just under 50 per 
cent of the changes that Arriva has made in the last 12 months have been because of local authority instigation. 
Commercial changes account for less than 20 per cent” (Q256) 

25 Ev 20 

26 Ev 25 

27 Operators however believe that priority is not being delivered by PTAs and that this a key factor inhibiting bus service 
improvements (for example, Ms Shaw, First Group Q214) 

28 Q91 
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31. As part of any move to simplify the Quality Contract procedure and enable 
Passenger Transport Authorities to implement them in their areas it is important that 
an objective analysis is made of the difficulties Authorities and operators have in 
working with one another in Partnership. Even with enforceable contracts, it is vital 
that a détente is reached between these two groups to ensure that bad relationships do 
not persist into any new arrangements. 

The London comparison 

32. PTAs are keen to point to the successes achieved by the regulated franchising system in 
London, the implication being that only a system similar to this, with the attendant 
increase in powers and funding, will improve bus services and patronage in their own 
metropolitan areas. Some witnesses however, argued that many of the benefits achieved in 
London could be replicated in the PTA areas if only they had the political will. For 
example, Bus Users UK told us that London has several reasons for its success and that, if 
adopted in PTA areas, “the argument about regulation would be irrelevant”: 

• An effective demand management system for road space is in place, in the form of 
the congestion charge, set initially at £5 per day but now at £8 per day; 

• A level of bus revenue subsidy is applied that is almost double all the revenue 
funding in the rest of the UK put together; 

• Effective bus priority measures exist; 

• Car-parking charges in the central area are perceived as high, making public 
transport use in the central area a real alternative; and 

• Transport for London has a strategic role that also covers highways.29 

33. In evidence to the Public Accounts Committee in January 2006, the Permanent 
Secretary to the Department for Transport, Sir David Rowlands, agreed with this view. He 
said that PTA areas could put in place many of the initiatives that have made London a 
success under the current arrangements; they simply choose not to:  

“[Manchester and Birmingham] choose to put lower levels of subsidy in … they have 
not put in demand restraint on motorcars in the way that we have seen [in London]. 
Whether or not it would help if they had, effectively, franchising arrangements 
similar to London is an issue to do with whether or not any of them are going to 
pursue the issue of quality contracts”.30  

Bus operators were similarly doubtful that the ‘London system’ could work in the PTA 
areas. Mr Cooper, Arriva, was emphatic: 

Could I scotch this myth about London once and for all please? Commuting habits 
are different, cost and availability of the parking is different. There is a congestion 
charge. London is seeing population growth whereas other parts of the country have 

 
29 Ev 65 

30 HC 851, Session 2005–06, Q74 
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seen significant reductions in population. You cannot say that the two are analogous; 
I am sorry.31 

The Minister, however, told us that she did not believe that direct comparisons with 
London were helpful.32 

34. Despite, however, the assertions of Sir David, and the operators, it is clear that the PTA 
areas do perceive an unfairness in the way the Capital is allowed to manage – and fund – its 
bus services compared to the deregulated arrangements under which they have to operate. 
In terms of funding and of powers, Mr Dowd, Merseytravel, told us that London is in a 
‘different league’ to the UK’s other metropolitan areas – that Transport for London have an 
annual spend of £1.4 billion on bus contracts, with a £550 million subsidy, making 
spending on buses, per head, in London approximately £660, compared to £230 outside.33 
Without the levels of subsidy enjoyed by the capital, the PTAs argue that they are being 
held to a different, and higher, standard – being asked to achieve growth analogous to that 
in London but without the tools or the resources to achieve it. 

35. Whilst the franchising system that exists in London has been in place for many years 
and has clearly allowed TfL to increase the numbers of people using buses, it is not without 
its difficulties. In particular, TfL can appear remote from local communities when requests 
for changes to the bus network are not agreed to because they do not meet TfL’s 
investment criteria. The fact that bus use in London has increased, due in part to the 
franchising system, does not mean that London is entirely immune from some of the 
problems experienced elsewhere. It is not clear whether the London system could be 
transplanted wholesale into other metropolitan areas. While some of the measures that 
have been implemented so successfully in London are available to PTA areas, they have 
not been used. Our evidence indicates that this is because the PTAs are not confident 
that the efforts that have been put in so far are met by a reciprocal commitment by 
operators to improve services.  

36. If PTA areas are to get the bus improvements that they need, there must be a system 
available for the Authorities to use to guarantee that investment on their behalf will be 
met with improvements on the part of operators. Quality Contracts are the way to do 
this. 

 
31 Q248 

32 Q435 

33 Q96 
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4 Quality Contracts in PTA areas 
Why have there been no Quality Contracts? 

37. No Quality Contract applications have yet been made to the Secretary of State. We were 
given several reasons for this, the most frequently cited being fear of legal proceedings from 
operators, and the cost and complexity of making an application.34  

38. Local authorities told us that there were a number of hurdles that had to be jumped in 
order to get a Contract in place. Mr Brian Smith, Cambridgeshire County Council, told us 
that there was: 

…a whole series of quite challenging hurdles … to be overcome to get to the stage of 
quality contracts [involving] some quite long timescales. In many respects, all the 
odds are stacked up against getting towards a quality contract and indeed 
demonstrating that the partnership has worked.35 

The PTAs made similar points. Mr Douglas Ferguson, Strathclyde Partnership for 
Transport, told us about the situation in Scotland: 

…the wording is slightly different in Scotland, the guidance that sits behind them 
still makes it very clear that quality contracts are seen as the last resort after other 
opportunities have been taken to improve services. We do work with operators in 
terms of trying to improve services through partnership but because there are so 
many operators involved it has proved impossible to raise the general standard of 
services.36 

39. The PTAs also blamed the bus operators for the lack of Quality Contracts. Mr Inskip 
told us that operators would “resist quality contracts all the way through, if necessary 
taking this to court to prove that there is a different way”.37 

Possibility of legal challenge 

40. The Passenger Transport Executives’ Group was one of several witnesses that feared 
that any attempt to introduce a Quality Contract might end up in court for breaching 
operators’ human rights.38 This assessment appears to be based on comments made by Sir 
David Rowlands to the Public Accounts Committee in January 2006: 

Under the Human Rights Act any legal entity is entitled to the quiet enjoyment of 
their own property and you may only override that in the public interest; and 
therefore to move to quality contracts requires a strong public interest reason; it 

 
34 In January 2005, the Government issued regulations simplifying the application procedure for Quality Contracts, reducing 

the minimum period between making the approved scheme and implementing it from 21 months to six months. In 
February 2005 the Government also issued updated guidance to local authorities on how to apply for approval of a 
Quality Contract scheme.  

35 Q10 

36 Q99 

37 Q110 

38 Ev 240 
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cannot be done simply because somebody would like to have quality contracts. This 
amounts, in human rights terms, to taking away from the bus operator the business 
they are doing in a particular locality, because the Act says it needs to be a proposal 
put to my Secretary of State on the basis that this is the only way in which they can 
deliver their bus policy.39 

41. Bus operators were unable to give us a clear answer as to whether they would challenge 
a Quality Contract in court, though Stagecoach, First and Go-Ahead all agreed that they 
would “want to see what exactly the terms of [any Quality Contract] were and take legal 
advice”.40 The PTAs themselves were also confused as to what the legal position was, this 
confusion seemingly a product of the Department for Transport being unable to provide 
adequate advice. Mr Wicks told us: 

The Department's position is that they cannot help us on this matter as they have to 
remain separate from the process … were there to be an appeal or a judicial review 
against the decision [to issue a Quality Contract] it would obviously be the Secretary 
of State's decision that would be taken to appeal … I am not aware of any legal advice 
on the human rights which was presumably taken when the legislation was first 
made and subsequently being made available to any of us.41 

The Transport and General Workers’ Union recognised the problem in its evidence and 
suggested that the Department should indemnify PTAs and local authorities from such 
legal action.42 

42. Whether there would be a legal challenge or not, most of the operators were clear about 
their opposition to Quality Contracts. Mr Les Warneford, Stagecoach, called Quality 
Contracts an attempt at “confiscating our business”.43 Stagecoach expanded on this view in 
their written evidence, stating that Quality Contracts would lead to: 

…political expediency rather than good transport practice [driving] decision-
making. Without meaningful demand management, quality contracts will require 
substantially more revenue support if they are to deliver significantly more services 
and/or significantly lower fares.44 

However, Mr Peter Huntley of Go Ahead appeared less hostile to the idea. He told us that 
the company is “agnostic” and “engaged with PTEs in discussions on Quality Contracts.”45  

 
39 Evidence to the Public Accounts Committee, HC 851, Q58 

40 Q253 

41 Q121 

42 Ev 60 

43 Q236 

44 Ev 80 

45 Q252 
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The need for Quality Contracts 

43. The PTAs clearly believe they have need of the extra powers Quality Contracts would 
provide. Mr Smith, West Midlands PTA; Mr Wicks; and Mr Mike Parker, Tyne and Wear 
PTA, agreed with Mr Inskip, Greater Manchester PTA, when he told us:  

We do need more powers. We need more powers for network stability, to co-
ordinate services. We need to organise the buses through the city centres, the town 
centres and the region, and we need simplified fare systems throughout the 
conurbations as well. The only way to do that is by having greater powers over the 
bus services. I do not think we would apologise for wanting to spend more money on 
raising the standard and giving people better quality bus services.46  

44. The Department told us that it was willing to look at ‘new approaches’ to providing 
bus services. It should therefore back some trial areas in PTAs within the next year or 
two which could try different variations of the ‘London system’ and Quality Contracts – 
with no strings attached. 

45. In the longer term, Quality Contracts would enable PTAs to develop the integrated 
network they – and passengers – want. The Department must recognise the futility of 
continuing to insist that the PTAs work within a system that they do not like and 
apparently do not feel that they can trust to deliver a better bus service. To this end, the 
Department should revise the Quality Contract process with a view to making them 
easier to obtain. The wording should be changed to facilitate a Contract – if it is 
demonstrated to be the ‘best’ way of implementing a clear transport strategy aimed at 
increasing use of public transport, rather than the ‘only practicable way’ approach 
currently applied. 

46. This Committee is clear that any threat of legal action by bus operators against 
PTAs who wish to introduce a Quality Contract is tantamount to intimidation and is 
unconscionable. If Quality Contracts are to work, the Department must find a way of 
indemnifying PTAs from any such legal action or propose changes to the law which 
would make such a challenge impossible. We are concerned that the Department does 
not know itself what the legal position is in terms of the Human Rights Act 1998 and its 
implications for Quality Contracts, if indeed there are any. We would like the 
Department to issue firm guidance on this matter and also to make available any 
relevant legal advice it received at the time of the Transport Act 2000.  

47. Whilst PTAs insist that they have the ‘public interest’ at heart, it is important that 
the Contracts themselves are democratically accountable. This means that all affected 
local authorities in a PTA area must be party to any Contract. Local authorities should 
retain their highway powers and become partners with the PTAs, with a duty to provide 
priority measures and traffic constraint. Contracts will also have to be enforced. This 
will be a key responsibility of the ‘beefed up’ Traffic Commissioners.  

 
46 Qq 100–103 
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5  ‘Beefed up’ Traffic Commissioners 
48. The Traffic Commissioners are appointed by the Secretary of State. Their powers 
include the ability to attach conditions to an operator's licence and if an operator is not 
running the service it said it would, the Traffic Commissioners could become involved. 
They cannot, however, tell the operator to run a particular service or stop in a particular 
place. The Commissioners have the power to fine bus operators for failure to operate 
services in accordance with registered details. Operators continue to have a right to appeal 
to the transport tribunal, as previously. Any changes to bus services must be reported to 
the relevant Commissioner and the local authority with at least 56 days notice.47 

49. The Commissioners gained other responsibilities under the Transport Act 2000. They 
are responsible for compliance of the bus operators with quality partnerships; compliance 
with the agreements between the operators and the local authorities on through ticketing; 
and the dissemination of information. In addition, Commissioners are able to use traffic 
regulation powers for the purpose of reducing or limiting noise or air pollution.  

50. An overwhelming number of the submissions we received indicated not only support 
for the Commissioners but also concern that they presently do not have the funding or 
staff needed to do their job properly. Greater Manchester PTA was typical, it told us that 
the Commissioners were “severely under-resourced” and relied on the PTA for support. 
There was only one Commissioner with three monitoring officers for the entire region.48 
The bus operator Arriva agreed, telling us that it would support arrangements that would 
allow the Traffic Commissioners to take prompt and stringent action against operators 
who failed in their responsibility for the running of their services and, in particular, would 
welcome a closer link with highway authorities.49  

51. The Senior Traffic Commissioner, Philip Brown, agreed with this assessment. He told 
us that in order to do a thorough job, the Commissioners need enhanced powers, as what 
they currently possess is “a little bit of a halfway house”50 which depends on operators to 
provide the information upon which the Commissioners can act. They also require more 
money51 and more staff, constituting “at least a doubling, probably a tripling” of staff in 
England and Wales52 and similar in Scotland, increasing the total number of bus 
compliance officers to between 25 and 30.53 We were, then, discouraged to hear the 
Minister tell us not only that the Commissioners were a matter for the Vehicle and 
Operator Services Agency, and not the Department, but also that the Commissioners 
would have to be self-financing: 

 
47 Commons written question, 8 March 2005, c1627W 

48 Ev 25; Qq 18–25  

49 Ev 93; as did Go Ahead (Ev 97)  

50 Q339 

51 Q395 

52 Q365 

53 Qq 366–370 
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I am aware there is a view, and I suspect a very strongly presented view to the 
Committee, that there are questions raised about the resourcing but of course the 
Traffic Commissioners are run by VOSA. I know it has been suggested they should 
have an increase in resources but it does have to be self-financing, so clearly that 
would require an increase in terms of the fees charged.54  

52. More funding and better resources will be even more vital if the Commissioners are to 
play the enhanced role the Committee envisages in enforcing and monitoring Quality 
Contracts. Mr Brown made some suggestions as to what an enhanced Commissioner role 
might look like and emphasised that part of the job should be as a facilitator – ensuring 
that PTAs and operators work together; and having the ability to penalise when 
relationships run into difficulties or one partner does not deliver as promised; and reward 
when the opposite is the case. For example, the Commissioners proposed that their role 
could be enhanced by “Making provision for [the Commissioners] to enquire of local 
transport authorities (and possibly central government) the reasons for an apparent lack of 
support for local PSV operators in the provision of an effective bus service”.55 Modification 
of the registration process should also be considered so that the Commissioners do not 
have to blindly accept every registration but could apply conditions or even refuse to allow 
a change to go ahead in exceptional circumstances, if that is what the public interest 
demanded. 

53. The Committee commends the important work done by the Traffic Commissioners, 
despite their limited numbers and resources.  

54. It is critical that the Commissioners are retained as an independent entity. In our 
view, the Commissioners need a much higher profile and more resources – both in 
terms of money and people. This is an important investment for the future of the bus 
industry, and one the Department must make. The advantage of the independence of 
the Commissioners cannot be understated if they are to take a stronger enforcement 
role, and we believe that they should. 

55. The powers of the Commissioners should be strengthened to allow them to enforce 
Quality Contracts in PTA areas and partnerships elsewhere in the country and to 
penalise both operators and local authorities/PTAs when they do not meet their 
obligations. The Commissioners must have the powers to allow them to guarantee a 
certain quality of service. 

56. There should be a duty on bus operators to provide information to the Commissioners, 
allowing them to anticipate problems and act earlier to address them. Greater Manchester 
PTE argued that this would “…go some way to making operators more accountable to the 
passenger”.56 While Mr Warneford, Stagecoach, stated that the company does “not have a 
problem. Whenever [the Commissioners] ask for information they are always supplied 

 
54 Q463; Ms Merron also declined to agree that the Commissioners were, in fact, under-resourced (Q465) 

55 Ev 130; Bus Users UK made a similar suggestion (Q184) 

56 Ev 25 
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with it”,57 the Senior Traffic Commissioner told us that without a statutory obligation 
operators were able to avoid providing usable information: 

…reasons I have had given at a public inquiry by one the large groups here today 
was, "We undertake to give you the statistics provided you do not take any action 
against us on the statistics which we have provided." 58 

57. While we welcome the apparent willingness of some bus operators to share journey 
information with the Commissioners, the present arrangements are inadequate. It is 
vital that the Commissioners have the information they need to do their job properly. 
To this end, we recommend that the Commissioners should have an automatic right to 
any journey information held by the bus operators. If there are commercial sensitivities 
in any such information, the Commissioners will have a duty to keep it confidential.  

 
57 Qq 283–288 

58 Q341 
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6 Securing socially necessary services 
outside the PTAs 
Rising costs and operator profit 

58. Local authorities (outside London) have a duty to secure socially necessary bus services 
not provided commercially. Services are tendered and let to commercial operators in 
return for payment from the council. Councils outside London spend more than £200 
million a year supporting bus services from their resources. Local authorities are no longer 
permitted to provide blanket support for bus services in their areas as a consequence of the 
Transport Act 1985. Some 16 per cent of all bus services are subsidised. The table below 
shows the growth of subsidised bus routes over the past decade:59 

Table 7: Local authority subsidy of bus services in England 1994–95 to 2004–05 
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59. Bus operating costs are now rising above inflation and may rise further. While this 
clearly affects operators, there is also the knock-on effect for tendered services. The real 
question is where the money will come from to meet the higher costs of running a bus 
service. The money has to come from somewhere and it may be difficult to avoid increased 
fares; increased subsidy; or reduced profits. The ideal of low fares, comprehensive high 
quality bus services and well paid staff can probably only be achieved with extra subsidy, 
and that means higher local taxes or alternative sources of finance such as congestion 
charging. Mr Woolley, York City Council, gave a stark picture of the costs of an integrated, 
effective bus service: 

We are probably spending something of the order of about 30 to 40 per cent of our 
local transport plan funding, which has been around £6 million a year, on improved 

 
59 Taken from: Public Accounts Committee, HC 851, Session 2005–06 
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public transport, so that gives you a figure, because that is what you are looking for, 
of something of the order of £2 million or £3 million, depending on any particular 
year.60 

60. Linked to this is the issue of operator profit. Many local authorities, and particularly 
PTAs, argue that operators are earning excessive profits from their bus operations while 
they shrink services, raise fares and fail to improve infrastructure, vehicles and working 
standards.61 The companies themselves put their return on capital at between six and 18 
per cent for 2005–06.62 Mr Denis Wormwell, National Express Group, argued that these 
profits do not mean that the operators are ignoring social need: “We do provide a lot of 
services which are cross-subsidised by more profitable routes. So where there is a network 
in place we are able to provide a socially inclusive service.” 63 

61. Some PTAs clearly see an opportunity with some form of re-regulation to increase 
cross-subsidy. This depends on the profits on the ‘profitable bits’ being big enough to fund 
the ‘unprofitable bits’. The other option that regulation could give is to redistribute 
resources away from the main corridors (perceived as being ‘over-bussed’) to other routes. 
This strategy has been used before and might work. It is clearly important, particularly 
for PTAs who often lack trust in their relationships with operators, to establish the 
minimum profit bus operators (of all stripes) need to stay afloat and fund investment 
and to what extent this is being achieved or exceeded. We recommend that the 
Government commission a study on this aspect of the bus industry.  

Operator withdrawal from non-core routes 

62. We had evidence that, under the current system, operators are abandoning 
unprofitable routes which are nevertheless used and are necessary links for communities to 
work, social and leisure facilities. This forces local authorities to take the routes over and to 
issue a tender for their operation. Often, an operator who cannot make a commercial 
success of such a route will apply for the subsidised, tendered route. This practice can be 
particularly frustrating for a local authority when routes are being abandoned when they 
are simply less profitable, rather than unprofitable. Services are withdrawn in order to 
maximise profits for the operator by shrinking their network and concentrating on the 
highest revenue-raising routes, at the expense of the travelling public. On occasion, this can 
mean that, as a transport authority implements bus priority schemes or introduces a 
quality bus corridor, it finds the result is a shrinkage of the bus network. South Yorkshire 
PTA explains how bad the problem is in its area: 

…the cost to the public sector of buying back services which commercial operators 
seek to abandon is not sustainable. The cost of tender renewals are rising by 14–15 
per cent each year – above annual RPI increases … In the medium to longer-term it 
is becoming harder to find the efficiency savings to meet these rising costs. In short, 

 
60 Q41 

61 Qq 151–153 

62 Qq 203–211 and 216–227; see also Ev 119, 120 and 127 

63 Q282 
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to deliver the high quality public transport network necessary to achieve local and 
national objectives, the total funding needs to be increased.64 

63. A linked problem is that of concentration on core routes to the detriment of the rest of 
the network. Many of the PTAs raised this problem in the metropolitan areas;65 they were 
echoed by some of the local authorities that gave evidence to us. Mr Smith, Cambridgeshire 
County Council, explained that “one of the things we have struggled with over ten or 15 
years is a withdrawal of services outside those core routes”.66 

64. The Traffic Commissioners currently decide whether to approve route changes. Under 
the plans outlined above, the ‘beefed up’ Commissioners would have powers of 
enforcement over Quality Contracts in PTA areas. They should have the same powers over 
a form of ‘social’ Quality Contract. A local authority would make representation to the 
Commissioner, after a certain proportion of all routes in their area become tendered, for a 
Contract. The Commissioner would scrutinise the proposal and approve or reject it. If 
approved, the local authority would be able to enter into a Contract with bus operators, 
community groups etc to run a bus network. Local authorities would be able to make joint 
bids where they believe it to be beneficial.  

65. ‘Competition’ is clearly failing many non-core routes and the communities that 
depend on them. The current situation cannot go on. Local authorities’ budgets are 
stretched. We see no reason why a different kind of Quality Contract could not be 
employed by local authorities, outside of the PTAs, to secure socially necessary services. 
In some areas, where partnership is working well, there will be neither the desire nor 
the need for change. Change should not be forced upon them. However, for those areas 
where there is a problem, there should be a better solution available. The Department 
should look seriously at this and any other suggestions for tackling the problems 
outside PTAs and report back to the Committee on its conclusions before July 2007. 

Community transport 

66. Some voluntary operators of minibuses and, in a few cases, larger buses, are free from 
Public Service Vehicle (PSV) operator licensing if they use their vehicle under special 
permits. These permits let the holder carry fare-paying passengers in fairly restricted 
circumstances. There are two permit schemes: 

• minibus permits: these were introduced in 1977; since 1987 have been granted 
under the terms of section 19 of the Transport Act 1985; and  

• community bus permits: issued under section 22 of the Transport Act 1985 
replacing the community bus road service licences issued from 1978 to 1986.67 

67. Community transport performs a vital function, by providing accessible and affordable 
transport solutions to meet the travel and social needs of elderly, disabled and vulnerable 

 
64 Ev 20; this was typical of other PTA areas  

65 Ev 20 and Ev 25 

66 Q42; Mr Helling, Oxfordshire County Council, agreed with this assessment 

67 For further information on the permits, see: 
http://www.vosa.gov.uk/vosa/hgvpsvdrivers/voluntarycommunitytransportpermits.htm  
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people.68 The Community Transport Association (CTA) told us that the Government 
promised a review of the section 19 and section 22 permit regime for minibuses in 2004. It 
has yet to produce this.69 Evidence indicates that a review is urgently needed. We had 
examples from PTA areas of innovative community schemes foundering because revenues 
cannot be secured to continue operations. The burden then falls on the local authority 
secured service,70 Merseytravel told us about an innovative ‘Joblink’ scheme that is 
threatened by under-usage.71  

68. The CTA told us that they are presently engaged with the Department on “a project … 
to map out initially in England community transport operations and to look more at 
community transport usage”.72 This is welcome. However, in the two years since the CTA 
submitted its paper on reform of community transport to the Department, which they tell 
us was to be the basis of a consultation going forward, nothing has happened. Community 
transport helps the most disadvantaged in our society and relieves local authority 
resources. The Government must hold a consultation on reform of the community 
transport system, offering options of modifying the current permit scheme or a 
complete overhaul and a unified permit scheme, as it promised two years ago. 

 
68 Mr Halstead, Community Transport Association, Q414 

69 Ev 136 

70 Tyne & Wear PTA, Ev 36 

71 Ev 40 

72 Q415 
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7 Competition Act 
69. Ever since the 1985 Act introduced ‘competition’ into the bus industry, there has been a 
debate as to whether the Competition Act 1988 should fully apply to it. Critics argue that 
the Act prevents the development of joint ticketing arrangements and is detrimental to 
passenger interests. When our predecessor committee looked at this issue in its 2002 report 
on the bus industry73 its main concerns about how the Office of Fair Trading applied the 
Act were: 

• It was applying the Competition Act to the bus industry “with little practical 
evidence of its impacts on current and potential public transport users”;  

• Its position of investigating and approving any form of co-ordination of bus routes 
was “a case of theory running riot over common sense. It is disproportionate for 
the Office to have to make a ruling on whether the number 12 and 13 buses can 
agree to run every 10 minutes, yet be able to ignore mergers between companies 
that are under £70 million in value”; 

• Its concerns about a loss of consumer benefit that co-ordinated timetables, fares 
and frequencies will bring are “largely unfounded. If local authorities (rather than 
bus companies) wish to oversee the co-ordination of the services of two competing 
operators it will be to benefit bus travellers in their area”.74 

70. Four years later little has changed. Mr Joseph, Transport 2000, told us that the Act is 
“wholly unfit for purpose”;75 the Association of Transport Co-ordinating Officers 
explained the problem in more detail and offered a popular solution:  

Despite improvements in recent years, we are still concerned at the OFT’s position 
about bus companies working together where such co-ordination would provide 
better services for the public and meet the objectives of an authority’s adopted Bus 
Strategy. We believe that local authorities are well placed to represent consumer 
interest in this area and should be given the power to broker co-ordinated services 
between competing operators.76 

Others pointed to the fact, which the Minister acknowledged, that buses are really in 
competition with the car, not with one another. Failure to recognise this fact is what has 
made competition policy unworkable for the bus industry.77  

71. It is ridiculous that bus operators are forbidden from providing through-ticketing 
and co-ordinating scheduled services. There must be a thorough review of how the 
Competition Act applies to bus services. The Office of Fair Trading states clearly that it 

 
73 Transport, Local Government and the Regions Committee, The Bus Industry (17th report of session 2001–02), HC 828, 

17 July 2002 

74 Ibid, paras 37 to 39 

75 Q411 

76 Ev 5; Cambridgeshire County Council agreed with this in oral evidence (Qq75–76), as did Mr Huntley of Go-Ahead (Qq 
309–310) 

77 Q456 
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does not view the bus as being in competition with the car. This is wrong. It must look 
again at the reality of competition ‘on the road’. If necessary, the legislation should be 
amended to reflect this. 
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8 Congestion and bus priority 
72. Witnesses told us that the bus does not generally have the dedicated ‘road space’ it 
needs to provide a decent service. As well as delays simply extending journey times, the 
unpredictability of delays makes it difficult to produce a credible timetable. It is not just 
traffic volume that causes the problem, illegal parking and road works also cause 
difficulties.  

Impact of congestion 

73. Bus Users UK states that urban bus operators require a fleet that is ten per cent larger 
than would otherwise be needed, simply to deal with the effects of congestion: 

There is no incentive or reason for the car driver to transfer to using the bus merely 
to sit in the same traffic jam. This can be a vicious circle – the bus service gets slower 
– the bus passenger buys a car – congestion worsens – the bus slows down – the next 
bus passenger buys a car… There is a need therefore for a legal obligation to be put 
on transport authorities to measure current bus speeds at congested areas and then 
to set out an action plan, perhaps through the Local Transport Plan Bus Strategy, as 
to how this speed will be improved…78 

Operators are unanimous in agreeing about the problem of congestion. Their views were 
most pungently stated by Stagecoach, that “congestion is progressively destroying bus 
services”.79 Local authorities agreed that where bus priority was not available, this 
presented a limit to bus growth and in some cases meant that services had to be reduced;80 
this was contrasted with, for example, York or Swansea where the bus has its own road 
space and is therefore far more reliable.81 

74. The Government appears to be out of step with operators, local authorities and other 
stakeholders as to how much bus delays and cancelled services are a consequence of 
congestion or of operator negligence or failure.82 The Department has stated in 2004 that, 
for example, in the third quarter of that year the percentage losses of mileage for English 
bus services were 0.4% from traffic congestion; 0.4% from mechanical problems; and 0.4 % 
from staffing problems.83 Mr Dick Helling, Oxfordshire County Council, however, was 
confident that most of the delays in his area were due to congestion rather than the 
operators.84 Congestion is acknowledged by all those involved in the provision of bus 
services to be a major contributor to the unreliability of bus services. This is 
particularly worrying because passengers who are driven away from buses because of 
unreliability are likely to switch to the car, thereby exacerbating the problem. We are 

 
78 Ev 65 

79 Ev 80; operators are not alone, in evidence most of our witnesses agreed about the problem of congestion including 
Belfast-based Translink, the Transport & General Workers’ Union; and the Transport Salaried Staff’s Association 
(Q168) 

80 Q9 

81 Q8; ‘Planning for the future of the ftr’, Local Transport Today, 24 August 2006 

82 Q50 

83 Commons written answer, 8 November 2004, c489W 

84 Qq 50–51 
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concerned that the Government has not acknowledged the role that congestion plays in 
undermining the provision of bus services and we urge the Government to give a high 
priority to tackling congestion, in partnership with local authorities, as a central part of 
the provision of integrated transport services. 

Enforcing bus priority 

75. There is a strong impression that highway authorities are not enforcing those priority 
measures that do exist. As Stagecoach told us: “[PTA] areas are often dominated by 
councillors in favour of re-regulation and, at a local level, they are prepared to oppose a bus 
lane because of local traders’ representations”.85 The PTAs agreed that there is a problem at 
local level, particularly as regards consistency of provision, as Mr Parker, Tyne & Wear 
PTA, told us:  

…it is a real problem when you have got five local authorities in Tyne & Wear who 
all have different rules for bus lanes. Trying to get them all to agree to have the same 
rules, the result is the police are more reluctant to enforce bus lanes because they 
claim that drivers can always use the excuse that they are confused and they are not 
quite sure whether they are in Gateshead or Newcastle.86 

76. Highway authorities must recognise that priority measures are in the interests of 
the entire community. Where possible, and particularly in metropolitan areas, bus 
lanes should be co-ordinated across local authority boundaries. Bus lanes must also be 
rigorously enforced by the police or safety cameras in order to actively discourage car 
drivers from flouting the law. Priority measures, such as bus lanes, should also be open 
to community transport as a matter of course. It is an anomaly that these vital services 
do not receive priority on the roads. 

 
85 Ev 80 

86 Q106; there have also been examples in Birmingham and London of councils removing bus lanes 
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9 Concessionary fares  
77. The Transport Act 2000 amended the legislation covering concessionary fares in 
England and Wales from 1 June 2001 outside London and 1 April 2001 in London. Local 
authorities must provide pensioners87 and disabled persons with at least a half-fare 
concession on local bus travel. Free off-peak local area bus travel was introduced in 
England from April 2006 for those over 60 and the disabled. In his 2006 Budget speech on 
22 March the Chancellor announced that, from April 2008, 11 million over 60s and 
disabled people in England would be entitled to free off-peak local bus travel in every area 
of the country.  

78. The legislation provided a minimum concession but did not preclude local authorities 
from being more generous. Local authorities have discretion to offer further concessions 
on bus and other public passenger transport services if they wish under the Transport Act 
1985 and the Greater London Authority Act 1999. As a result the nature and extent of such 
concessions vary from region to region depending on the local authority.  

79. The Department estimates that the complexity of the arrangements in England brings 
authorities’ total costs for administering the scheme to some £16 million (equivalent to 
around five per cent of spending on concessionary fares), compared with an estimated cost 
of £0.5 million in 2004 for the national administration of the Bus Service Operators Grant 
(equivalent to less than 0.2 per cent of expenditure on these grants). Operators will also 
bear considerable costs from separately negotiating reimbursement reflecting their fare 
levels and passenger numbers with the authorities in each area in which they operate.88 

Target groups: pensioners and children/students 

80. There was consensus amongst witnesses that concessionary fares had encouraged more 
pensioners to use the bus and had increased ridership, by between 20 and 100 percent on 
some routes.89 Mr Joe Lynch, Bus Users UK, told us of the benefits: 

My colleague in Wales, who obviously had the scheme two or three years before 
England, said this happened [there] at an early stage and there is evidence that is 
happening but there are social benefits from that as well. It is not just filling up buses, 
it is getting older people out and about, possibly putting fewer demands on the 
health service, on social services.90  

81. This clear success prompted many of our witnesses to put the case for extending 
concessionary fares to children under 16 and under 18s in full time education, particularly 
in light of the possible benefits in terms of reducing congestion and car usage during the 

 
87 The Travel Concessions (Eligibility) Act 2002 equalised the age of eligibility for travel concessions for men and women 

at 60 from April 2003. The age for entitlement will increase for both sexes between 2010 and 2020 with the phased 
increase in women's state pension age 

88 National Audit Office, Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England, HC 677, Session 2005–06, para 27 

89 Mr Warneford, Stagecoach, Q240 

90 Q192 
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‘school run’.91 Bus Users UK made a typical case for extending concessions to the young to 
‘catch them early’: 

How will we encourage young people to continue travelling by bus if we continue to 
enable them to get a driving licence at 17, but then charge them a full adult fare on 
the bus? The message is clear – buy a car. If we lose this end of the market, the age of 
the bus travelling population will inevitably increase and the volume diminish, 
contrary to the stated government objective to grow bus use.92 

The PTAs told us that they would welcome the ability to extend concessions to children 
and students, as well as other groups – such as the unemployed – to promote social 
inclusion at their discretion.93 The proposal also received support from Transport 2000 and 
the Community Transport Association. Mr Tom Wylie, National Youth Agency, told us:  

…the case is essentially a case of social cohesion, economic development, social 
stability, because this is enabling groups to travel and to use leisure, education and 
employment; everybody wins. It seems to us just a touch unfair that it should be 
applied to older people and not be applied to younger people.94 

Reimbursement system for operators 

82. Bus operators and PTAs disagreed about whether the reimbursement system for 
operators from the concessionary scheme financially benefits them or not. The Passenger 
Transport Executive Group told us that the ‘no better off, no worse off’ principle for 
operator reimbursement “has become meaningless in practice”:  

We do not know what fares and ticketing offers operators would choose to introduce 
in the absence of a statutory scheme, but we would strongly contest the assumption 
… that [operators] would charge full adult single fares for this highly price-sensitive 
group of passengers.95  

83. The operators are insistent that they do not make money from concessions. For 
example, Mr Huntley, Go Ahead, insisted that “the local authority absolutely discounts the 
amount it gives us … They are already reclaiming from us more than half of the fare to 
allow for the growth in pensioners, so that is not a subsidy”.96 National Express told us that 
in the West Midlands: 

…the concessionary fare payment made by Centro is a subsidy to the passenger and 
not to the operator. The operator receives payment for the fare the OAP would have 
made less a discount factor. Thus [Travel West Midlands] actually receive 

 
91 The Public Accounts Committee came to a similar conclusion in its May 2006 report, para 3 

92 Ev 65; similar comments made by ATCO and others 

93 Qq129–134 

94 Q420 

95 Ev 240 
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approximately 66p for every £1.20 ticket that would have been sold to a 
concessionary fare passenger.97 

84. The concessionary fares system in England is a mess. The Government requires 
local authorities to provide a minimum concession without providing, in the view of 
many authorities, sufficient funds to do so. The Government plans to put concessions 
for the over 60s and disabled people on a national footing in 2008. This does not 
however mean that concessionary national travel will be permitted, just that there will 
be a uniform minimum standard for all local schemes. It is not clear how this will be 
administered or even if the amount of funding the Government has announced for the 
scheme will be adequate. We seek reassurance from the Department that they have 
begun work on determining how this important policy will be introduced and 
administered. 

85. There is clearly a problem with the way concessionary fare monies are distributed to 
local authorities. Neighbouring authorities can be at the opposite end of the spectrum – 
one having plentiful resources to provide a full concessionary service; the other having 
to cut back other services to pay for concessions. This needs to be fixed, perhaps by the 
Department or the Treasury administering the proposed national scheme from 2008.  

86. Concessions for pensioners clearly promote bus use. Indeed, ridership in many 
areas may have increased by the end of 2006 thanks to the extension of this scheme. 

87. It is right that minimum statutory concessions are currently targeted at disabled 
persons and the over 60s. There is however a case, made by many witnesses, for an 
extension of the mandatory concession scheme to the under-16s and others in full-time 
education. Concessions for children to use buses to and from school would cut down on 
the school run and for those in full-time education might cut the numbers of 17–25 
year olds who learn to drive and buy a car as soon as possible. A good experience using 
buses when young could also influence travel choices later in life. Local Authorities 
must always have discretion to provide higher than minimum standards. 
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10 The Image of the bus 
88. The bus does not enjoy a particularly positive public image. This was memorably 
captured in a remark attributed to former Prime Minister Baroness Thatcher, that: “A man 
who, beyond the age of 26, finds himself on a bus can count himself as a failure”.98 It is not 
clear whether this perception is derived from the vehicles themselves – in terms of 
cleanliness, reliability, the politeness of drivers99 – or from the experience of travelling by 
bus – crime, anti-social behaviour, litter – or another, more impalpable, source.  

89. When asked for their views as to why the bus has a bad image, witnesses offered several 
suggestions, all of them a variation on the theme that buses simply do not provide people 
with the kind of service they want. As Uni-Link put it: 

The industry is out of touch with its customers. Asked to supply a picture to be 
projected at an awards ceremony recently, it was sadly predictable that every picture 
was of a BUS – shiny they might have been but with people around they were not. 
The trade press is all about new models, technology, Best Impressions. It is far less 
about people choosing to travel by bus and the real customer care issues that are 
ignored; and that regulation will do little to address.100 

Crime and anti-social behaviour 

90. There are also the issues of crime and anti-social behaviour on buses. The Department’s 
2005 Public Transport Statistics Bulletin indicates that crime on buses is low but that there 
was a fear by bus users of travelling at certain times – a quarter of bus users questioned said 
they would change travel habits for this reason. Only a small proportion of regular bus 
users had been a victim of a crime or incident on a bus in the previous 12 months: just 
under one per cent of all regular bus users had been insulted or pestered and only half of 
one per cent had been harassed or threatened.101  

91. In evidence, operators told us that anti-social behaviour was a problem but only on 
certain routes and at certain times and that they worked closely with local police to tackle 
these problems as quickly as possible.102 CCTV use is widespread and continues to grow.103 
Although operators were keen to emphasise what they were doing to reduce problems, 
they also pointed to the factors causing low level crime, vandalism and littering. Arriva told 
us that the interior cleaning of buses is “a major challenge, particularly after journeys from 

 
98 http://en.wikiquote.org/wiki/Margaret_Thatcher; also attributed to her in the House of Commons 2 July 2003, c407; 

and by the Transport Secretary in his speech to the Labour Party Conference, 27 September 2006  

99 Suggested by Mr Smith, Cambridgeshire County Council (Q84); Mr Wicks, South Yorkshire PTA (Q157); and by Mr 
Huntley, Go-Ahead, based on customer surveys (Q230) 

100 Ev 102 

101 DfT, Public Transport Statistics Bulletin 2005  

102 Qq 271–279 

103 The figures for percentage of the five major operators’ fleets fitted with CCTV are: Arriva – 49 per cent (Ev 120); 
Stagecoach – 36 per cent (Ev 120); Go-Ahead – approximately 60per cent average for its 8 UK companies (Ev 126); 
National Express Group – approximately 86 per cent average for its 3 UK companies (Ev 119); and First – 32 per cent 
(Ev 299). These figures are all much higher in London than elsewhere. 
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schools” and indicated the view that “sadly, some aspects of the appearance of buses are a 
reflection of a more widespread approach to litter across society”.104 

Role of the Department 

92. The Government has a somewhat contradictory attitude to local transport, on the one 
hand dictating on major road and public transport projects, while adopting a hands-off 
approach to buses. The Department also puts duties on local authorities – for example to 
grow bus patronage – over which they presently have no control.105 If the bus is to 
overcome its negative public image, local authorities and operators will need the active 
support of the Department.106 Many of our witnesses agreed that the Department was not 
doing all that it could – or should – to help local authorities and operators tackle the 
problems in the bus industry.107 The Minister accepted that there was more to be done and 
that the Department should play a role in that, but ultimately that it must “allow local 
responses which will best serve local people”: 

We already have a framework in place but what we also know is it is not delivering 
quite as we would all like, which is why we are here in this inquiry and why, as I say, 
myself and the Secretary of State will be continuing to look at what we can do, what 
the framework is we can come up with…108 

93. There persists a perception that bus services are generally unreliable and of a poor 
quality; that vehicles are old and inaccessible; that drivers are rude; and that passengers 
are unsafe and uncomfortable. This image must be countered, not ignored. Although 
local authorities and operators can clearly be effective, particularly when they work in 
partnership to ‘brand’ and promote local services, the Department must realise that it, 
too, has a role to play. The Department should be prominent in promoting bus use not 
only to the public but through public policy and guidance. It could do more to monitor 
the industry or at least give the Traffic Commissioners the tools they need to do it. 

94. The public must play its part too. By anti-social behaviour, vandalism, and littering, 
buses can be made unpleasant and hostile places in which to travel. Sadly, it appears 
that this type of behaviour is often shown by young people. Schools, particularly those 
that use a regular bus service, must play a part in tackling this behaviour and educating 
pupils to respect both the vehicle and fellow passengers. It would be unfortunate if this 
kind of careless behaviour forced operators to take steps – such as banning food and 
drink from vehicles – which they should feel entitled to do if things do not improve. We 
recommend that the Department for Transport work with the Department for 
Education and Skills to develop policies for encouraging responsible behaviour by 

 
104 Ev 93; Commentator Dr Theodore Dalrymple postulated in an article in May 2006 that littering “represents a loss of 

self-control on a mass scale”, see: http://www.socialaffairsunit.org.uk/blog/archives/000930.php  

105 Sir David Rowlands told the Public Accounts Committee that: “the Department for Transport is not in a position to 
make [a judgement about how well spent revenue support grant monies are in terms of transport], even though the 
Department for Transport is the owner of the target to increase bus use” (HC 851, Q12 and Q17) 

106 The Public Accounts Committee made a similar observation in its May 2006 report: “a firmer steer and a more active 
interest in achievement .. by the Department would encourage others in the delivery chain to make the 
commitment necessary to improve bus usage” (HC 851, para 3) 

107 See, for example, Mr Wicks, South Yorkshire PTA (Qq 135–137); Mr Lynch, Bus Users UK (Q159); and Mr Docherty, 
Transport and Salaried Staff Association (Q160) 
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students travelling to and from school by bus. None of this, however, should relieve 
operators of the responsibility for providing a safe, clean environment for passengers 
by investing in CCTV and other security technology, or by providing security personnel 
on particularly difficult routes. 
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11 Conclusion 
95. Buses are a key local service, but patronage figures have continued to decline for half a 
century, despite successes in some, isolated, local areas. We commend those cities and 
counties that have made the deregulated bus system work for them, we rather suspect 
that they have done so in spite of the arrangements they work within, not because of 
them. It is clear, however, that for many areas, including all of our major metropolitan 
areas outside London, the current regime is not working. It has been over twenty years 
since deregulation, six years since the Transport Act 2000. This leads us to conclude 
that the current arrangements cannot be made to work. We therefore support the 
introduction of some flexibility into the system, allowing those transport authorities 
who feel they need a more structured network, to apply for a reformed Quality 
Contract. These Contracts should be enforced by the strengthened Traffic 
Commissioners and will, we hope, deliver the much needed improvements that our 
cities have long required. Traffic Commissioners should be given the resources to 
monitor the speed of travel of buses on routes in their areas and have the power to 
require local authorities to draw up traffic management plans to deal with delays where 
they require bus priority, or traffic management measures. In more rural areas, 
authorities should also have the flexibility to apply for Contracts to supply those 
socially necessary services which currently have to be supported by the public purse. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. Bus patronage figures have been in decline since the 1950s. Nationally, that decline 
has not been reversed since the introduction of deregulation in 1985, although 
journeys in London have increased. We welcome the Government’s commitment to 
look at this problem from first principles and to put into place any new 
arrangements that may be required. Modal shift from car to bus is vital if the United 
Kingdom is to properly tackle congestion and reduce carbon emissions. (Paragraph 
17) 

2. Quality Contracts would provide Passenger Transport Authorities with the security 
and control that they require to implement efficient, desirable bus networks within 
their areas. The Committee is concerned that no Authority has felt able to apply for 
such a Contract given their evident dissatisfaction with the present arrangements. 
(Paragraph 30) 

3. As part of any move to simplify the Quality Contract procedure and enable 
Passenger Transport Authorities to implement them in their areas it is important 
that an objective analysis is made of the difficulties Authorities and operators have in 
working with one another in Partnership. Even with enforceable contracts, it is vital 
that a détente is reached between these two groups to ensure that bad relationships 
do not persist into any new arrangements. (Paragraph 31) 

4.  It is not clear whether the London system could be transplanted wholesale into other 
metropolitan areas. While some of the measures that have been implemented so 
successfully in London are available to PTA areas, they have not been used. Our 
evidence indicates that this is because the PTAs are not confident that the efforts that 
have been put in so far are met by a reciprocal commitment by operators to improve 
services.  (Paragraph 35) 

5. If PTA areas are to get the bus improvements that they need, there must be a system 
available for the Authorities to use to guarantee that investment on their behalf will 
be met with improvements on the part of operators. Quality Contracts are the way to 
do this. (Paragraph 36) 

6. The Department told us that it was willing to look at ‘new approaches’ to providing 
bus services. It should therefore back some trial areas in PTAs within the next year or 
two which could try different variations of the ‘London system’ and Quality 
Contracts – with no strings attached. (Paragraph 44) 

7. In the longer term, Quality Contracts would enable PTAs to develop the integrated 
network they – and passengers – want. The Department must recognise the futility 
of continuing to insist that the PTAs work within a system that they do not like and 
apparently do not feel that they can trust to deliver a better bus service. To this end, 
the Department should revise the Quality Contract process with a view to making 
them easier to obtain. The wording should be changed to facilitate a Contract – if it is 
demonstrated to be the ‘best’ way of implementing a clear transport strategy aimed at 
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increasing use of public transport, rather than the ‘only practicable way’ approach 
currently applied. (Paragraph 45) 

8. This Committee is clear that any threat of legal action by bus operators against PTAs 
who wish to introduce a Quality Contract is tantamount to intimidation and is 
unconscionable. If Quality Contracts are to work, the Department must find a way of 
indemnifying PTAs from any such legal action or propose changes to the law which 
would make such a challenge impossible. We are concerned that the Department 
does not know itself what the legal position is in terms of the Human Rights Act 
1998 and its implications for Quality Contracts, if indeed there are any. We would 
like the Department to issue firm guidance on this matter and also to make available 
any relevant legal advice it received at the time of the Transport Act 2000.  
(Paragraph 46) 

9. Whilst PTAs insist that they have the ‘public interest’ at heart, it is important that the 
Contracts themselves are democratically accountable. This means that all affected 
local authorities in a PTA area must be party to any Contract. Local authorities 
should retain their highway powers and become partners with the PTAs, with a duty 
to provide priority measures and traffic constraint. Contracts will also have to be 
enforced.  (Paragraph 47) 

10. The Committee commends the important work done by the Traffic Commissioners, 
despite their limited numbers and resources.  (Paragraph 53) 

11. It is critical that the Commissioners are retained as an independent entity. In our 
view, the Commissioners need a much higher profile and more resources – both in 
terms of money and people. This is an important investment for the future of the bus 
industry, and one the Department must make. The advantage of the independence of 
the Commissioners cannot be understated if they are to take a stronger enforcement 
role, and we believe that they should. (Paragraph 54) 

12. The powers of the Commissioners should be strengthened to allow them to enforce 
Quality Contracts in PTA areas and partnerships elsewhere in the country and to 
penalise both operators and local authorities/PTAs when they do not meet their 
obligations. The Commissioners must have the powers to allow them to guarantee a 
certain quality of service. (Paragraph 55) 

13. While we welcome the apparent willingness of some bus operators to share journey 
information with the Commissioners, the present arrangements are inadequate. It is 
vital that the Commissioners have the information they need to do their job 
properly. To this end, we recommend that the Commissioners should have an 
automatic right to any journey information held by the bus operators. If there are 
commercial sensitivities in any such information, the Commissioners will have a 
duty to keep it confidential.  (Paragraph 57) 

14. It is clearly important, particularly for PTAs who often lack trust in their 
relationships with operators, to establish the minimum profit bus operators (of all 
stripes) need to stay afloat and fund investment and to what extent this is being 
achieved or exceeded. We recommend that the Government commission a study on 
this aspect of the bus industry. (Paragraph 61) 
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15. ‘Competition’ is clearly failing many non-core routes and the communities that 
depend on them. The current situation cannot go on. Local authorities’ budgets are 
stretched. We see no reason why a different kind of Quality Contract could not be 
employed by local authorities, outside of the PTAs, to secure socially necessary 
services. In some areas, where partnership is working well, there will be neither the 
desire nor the need for change. Change should not be forced upon them. However, 
for those areas where there is a problem, there should be a better solution available. 
The Department should look seriously at this and any other suggestions for tackling 
the problems outside PTAs and report back to the Committee on its conclusions 
before July 2007. (Paragraph 65) 

16. Community transport helps the most disadvantaged in our society and relieves local 
authority resources. The Government must hold a consultation on reform of the 
community transport system, offering options of modifying the current permit 
scheme or a complete overhaul and a unified permit scheme, as it promised two 
years ago. (Paragraph 68) 

17. It is ridiculous that bus operators are forbidden from providing through-ticketing 
and co-ordinating scheduled services. There must be a thorough review of how the 
Competition Act applies to bus services. The Office of Fair Trading states clearly that 
it does not view the bus as being in competition with the car. This is wrong. It must 
look again at the reality of competition ‘on the road’. If necessary, the legislation 
should be amended to reflect this. (Paragraph 71) 

18. Congestion is acknowledged by all those involved in the provision of bus services to 
be a major contributor to the unreliability of bus services. This is particularly 
worrying because passengers who are driven away from buses because of 
unreliability are likely to switch to the car, thereby exacerbating the problem. We are 
concerned that the Government has not acknowledged the role that congestion plays 
in undermining the provision of bus services and we urge the Government to give a 
high priority to tackling congestion, in partnership with local authorities, as a central 
part of the provision of integrated transport services. (Paragraph 74) 

19. Highway authorities must recognise that priority measures are in the interests of the 
entire community. Where possible, and particularly in metropolitan areas, bus lanes 
should be co-ordinated across local authority boundaries. Bus lanes must also be 
rigorously enforced by the police or safety cameras in order to actively discourage car 
drivers from flouting the law. Priority measures, such as bus lanes, should also be 
open to community transport as a matter of course. It is an anomaly that these vital 
services do not receive priority on the roads. (Paragraph 76) 

20. The concessionary fares system in England is a mess. The Government requires local 
authorities to provide a minimum concession without providing, in the view of 
many authorities, sufficient funds to do so. The Government plans to put 
concessions for the over 60s and disabled people on a national footing in 2008. This 
does not however mean that concessionary national travel will be permitted, just that 
there will be a uniform minimum standard for all local schemes. It is not clear how 
this will be administered or even if the amount of funding the Government has 
announced for the scheme will be adequate. We seek reassurance from the 



41 

 

Department that they have begun work on determining how this important policy 
will be introduced and administered. (Paragraph 84) 

21. There is clearly a problem with the way concessionary fare monies are distributed to 
local authorities. Neighbouring authorities can be at the opposite end of the 
spectrum – one having plentiful resources to provide a full concessionary service; the 
other having to cut back other services to pay for concessions. This needs to be fixed, 
perhaps by the Department or the Treasury administering the proposed national 
scheme from 2008.  (Paragraph 85) 

22. Concessions for pensioners clearly promote bus use. Indeed, ridership in many areas 
may have increased by the end of 2006 thanks to the extension of this scheme. 
(Paragraph 86) 

23. It is right that minimum statutory concessions are currently targeted at disabled 
persons and the over 60s. There is however a case, made by many witnesses, for an 
extension of the mandatory concession scheme to the under-16s and others in full-
time education. Concessions for children to use buses to and from school would cut 
down on the school run and for those in full-time education might cut the numbers 
of 17–25 year olds who learn to drive and buy a car as soon as possible. A good 
experience using buses when young could also influence travel choices later in life. 
Local Authorities must always have discretion to provide higher than minimum 
standards. (Paragraph 87) 

24. There persists a perception that bus services are generally unreliable and of a poor 
quality; that vehicles are old and inaccessible; that drivers are rude; and that 
passengers are unsafe and uncomfortable. This image must be countered, not 
ignored. Although local authorities and operators can clearly be effective, particularly 
when they work in partnership to ‘brand’ and promote local services, the 
Department must realise that it, too, has a role to play. The Department should be 
prominent in promoting bus use not only to the public but through public policy 
and guidance. It could do more to monitor the industry or at least give the Traffic 
Commissioners the tools they need to do it. (Paragraph 93) 

25. The public must play its part too. By anti-social behaviour, vandalism, and littering, 
buses can be made unpleasant and hostile places in which to travel. Sadly, it appears 
that this type of behaviour is often shown by young people. Schools, particularly 
those that use a regular bus service, must play a part in tackling this behaviour and 
educating pupils to respect both the vehicle and fellow passengers. It would be 
unfortunate if this kind of careless behaviour forced operators to take steps – such as 
banning food and drink from vehicles – which they should feel entitled to do if 
things do not improve. We recommend that the Department for Transport work 
with the Department for Education and Skills to develop policies for encouraging 
responsible behaviour by students travelling to and from school by bus. None of this, 
however, should relieve operators of the responsibility for providing a safe, clean 
environment for passengers by investing in CCTV and other security technology, or 
by providing security personnel on particularly difficult routes. (Paragraph 94) 
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26. We commend those cities and counties that have made the deregulated bus system 
work for them, we rather suspect that they have done so in spite of the arrangements 
they work within, not because of them. It is clear, however, that for many areas, 
including all of our major metropolitan areas outside London, the current regime is 
not working. It has been over twenty years since deregulation, six years since the 
Transport Act 2000. This leads us to conclude that the current arrangements cannot 
be made to work. We therefore support the introduction of some flexibility into the 
system, allowing those transport authorities who feel they need a more structured 
network, to apply for a reformed Quality Contract. These Contracts should be 
enforced by the strengthened Traffic Commissioners and will, we hope, deliver the 
much needed improvements that our cities have long required. Traffic 
Commissioners should be given the resources to monitor the speed of travel of buses 
on routes in their areas and have the power to require local authorities to draw up 
traffic management plans to deal with delays where they require bus priority, or 
traffic management measures. In more rural areas, authorities should also have the 
flexibility to apply for Contracts to supply those socially necessary services which 
currently have to be supported by the public purse. (Paragraph 95) 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 18 October 2006 

Members present: 

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody , in the Chair 

Mr David Clelland 
Clive Efford 
Mrs Louise Ellman 
Mr Robert Goodwill 

 Mr John Leech 
Mr Eric Martlew 
Mr Lee Scott 
Graham Stringer 

 

Draft Report (Bus Services across the UK) proposed by the Chairman, brought up and 
read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 95 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Eleventh Report from the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Appendices to the Minutes of Evidence taken before the Committee be 
reported to the House. 

Ordered, That the provisions of Standing Order No. 134 (Select Committees (Reports)) be 
applied to the Report. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 25 October at 2.30 pm. 



44  

 

 

Witnesses 

Wednesday 21 June 2006 Page 

Mr Brian Smith, Deputy Chief Executive, Cambridgeshire County Council; Mr 
Dick Helling, Public Transport Officer, Oxfordshire County Council; Mr Bill 
Woolley, Director of City Strategy, York City Council; Mr Paul Crowther, Public 
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Oral evidence

Taken before the Transport Committee

on Wednesday 21 June 2006

Members present:

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr David Clelland Mr Eric Martlew
Mr JeVrey Donaldson Mr Lee Scott
Clive EVord Graham Stringer
Mr Robert Goodwill

Memorandum submitted by Brighton & Hove City Council

Quality Bus Partnership

1. The existing Quality Bus Partnership, between Brighton & Hove City Council and the Brighton &
Hove Bus and Coach Company, was entered into following approval at the then Land Use and
Transportation Committee in July 1997. The essence of the Partnership is that it is informal; there are no
legally binding agreements, and no commitments or targets. The partnership is based on the concept of “best
endeavours”. It is this informality which has made the partnership so successful. The partnership is held
nationally to be a model of best practice. It has won several national awards, and the city council’s Public
Transport Manager has been frequently requested to speak at conferences, and to local elected members
and oYcers in a number of towns and cities around the country, where the local ambition is often stated as
wishing to “emulate the transport provision which exists in Brighton and Hove, and to achieve the level of
working relationship which exists there between the local authority and the bus company”.

2. Our Quality Bus Partnership consists of five “ingredients” from each partner.

The city council’s ingredients are:

Bus priority of road space.

Improved passenger waiting areas.

Real Time Information displays.

TraYc Regulation Enforcement.

Park and Ride.

The bus company’s five ingredients are:

Improved service frequencies.

Value for money fares and tickets.

Investment in new buses.

Enthusiastic staV.

EVective sales message.

3. The essence of the current Quality Bus Partnership is that it relates to the entire network. It is not route
specific, ward specific, nor corridor specific. On this basis the informal approach is very appropriate.

4. During its currency the outcomes of the Quality Bus Partnership have included:

— Consistent 5% year on year patronage growth—27.1 million passenger journeys in 1997–98
growing to 36.4 million passenger journeys in 2005–06.

— 10% reduction in traYc flows into the city centre over the last three years.

— Siemens “Astral” vehicle management system installed.

— 130 Real Time Bus Information signs installed.

— Automatic vehicle location system installed.

— Bus priority at traYc signals.

— Decriminalised parking enforcement.

— Launch of “Citytransport” website (www.citytransport.org.uk).

— 160 accessible bus stops installed.

— 12 additional bus lanes introduced.
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— 80% bus user satisfaction with local bus services (BVPI 104) and 74% satisfaction with local public
transport information (BVPI 103).

— Average age of bus fleet 6.6 years (will be 5.8 years in September 2006 with new acquisitions).

— 72% of bus fleet low floor/fully accessible (will become 79% in September 2006).

— 78% of bus fleet Euro 2 emission level or better (will become 85% in September 2006).

— 80% of population live within five-minute walk to a bus service with frequency of at least every
10 minutes.

— Launch of first 24-hour bus service.

— Punctuality Improvement Plan agreed and underway.

5. It is felt that the following factors have contributed to the success of the Quality Bus Partnership:

— Its informality.

— Commitment from within the Public Transport Team.

— Support from City Council’s Chief Executive downwards.

— Political support.

— Pro-public transport policies of the City Council.

— Support from other council departments: Highways, TraYc Management, Tourism etc.

— Support by business community, Local Strategic Partnership etc.

— Community involvement/participation.

— Autonomy granted to local bus company management.

— Support and appreciation of the benefits by bus company staV.

6. Future initiatives planned include:

— CCTV enforcement of bus lanes.

— Real Time Information via mobile phones.

— “Talking Bus Stop” for blind or partially sighted passengers.

— Further service frequency enhancements.

— More new buses.

— Further bus priority measures, including “cross-boundary” bus lane.

— More RTI signs, and extension of system to Eastbourne.

16 June 2006

Memorandum submitted by Lincolnshire County Council

Introduction

1. I am Head of Transport Services at Lincolnshire County Council and lead an integrated transport unit
responsible for developing and implementing public transport policy and projects, and procuring passenger
and fleet transport for the Council as a whole. The unit was established ten years ago and was the second
of its kind to be introduced in the country.

2. I am also Immediate Past Chairman of the Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers, and am
a co-author of its policy on strengthened partnership working through Quality Network Agreements which
ATCO has put forward as an alternative to the current regulatory framework.

3. Over the past eight years, Lincolnshire County Council has established itself as one of the leading rural
local authorities through its pioneering “InterConnect” bus project and other rural transport initiatives.
InterConnect, in particular, has achieved impressive patronage growth in partnership with local operators
and succeeded in its primary objective of enabling people living in the deeper rural areas to readily access
employment and essential services.

4. On the face of it, Lincolnshire’s experience would suggest that voluntary partnerships between
operators and local authorities can on their own deliver the changes desired by Government without the
need for regulatory reform. However, despite the success of InterConnect, the Council has, in some cases,
been unable to persuade some operators to work in partnership with it and, in others, is seeing its strategy
being undermined by competition.
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Lincolnshire Context and Trends

5. Lincolnshire has a population of 673,000 with a settlement pattern based predominantly on market
towns with each acting as a strong focus for the surrounding deeper rural communities. One-third of the
population lives in settlements of less than 3,000 people. The population density is one-third of the
English average.

6. There is a high dependency on private car travel in rural Lincolnshire which is reflected in a high
household car ownership of 80% compared with the national average of 73% (2001 Census). The use of buses
to reach work is lower at 3.3% than both the region (7.0%) and nationally (7.4%). In large parts of the
county, high car ownership is seen as a necessity and not an indication of aZuence.

7. Lincolnshire is not natural bus operating territory and commercial activity is focused largely on the
larger urban areas and interurban routes. This is reflected in the proportion of mileage subsidised which
amounts to 36% of the total operated in the county.

8. Bus use amounted to 13.4 million passenger journeys in 2005–06, a small drop of 1.5% compared to
the previous year. This is a significant improvement on 2004–05 when a loss of 7% was recorded due largely
to problems in Grantham which are described later in the Memorandum. Overall, the exceptional growth,
which has been achieved on routes where major investment has been made, has helped reduce the underlying
rate of decline but has been insuYcient to stem the losses altogether.

9. The County Council’s budget on subsidising local bus services is £4.1 million in 2006–07, including
£1.955 million of Rural Bus Subsidy Grant. The Council’s own expenditure (ie excluding RBSG) has risen
by 125% in the last five years in order to keep pace with transport costs and commercial deregistrations.

“InterConnect” Rural Transport Strategy

10. In 1998, the County Council adopted a strategy aimed at addressing social exclusion in rural areas.
The essential planks of this strategy were to:

— work in partnership with bus operators to strengthen and create a strong commercial “primary”
interurban network with a minimum hourly service using low floor buses;

— channel demands from the wider rural areas into key points on the primary network where
passengers can connect through convenient and managed interchange with the interurban services;

— provide quality infrastructure at stops and interchange points to provide a high level of
accessibility and security; and

— provide access to quality information in the home and at stops.

11. Success in the first round of Rural Bus Challenge enabled the strategy to be trialled on the Lincoln-
Skegness route with additional funding secured from the Countryside Agency and the European Union.
Introduced in February 1999 and branded as “InterConnect”, ridership increased by 60% in the first year
and had doubled by the end of the second year. Seven years later, growth stands at 110% above the level
prior to its introduction. The original service was run commercially at broadly two-hourly intervals and still
performs commercially at its hourly service level on InterConnect. It was an early example of what can be
achieved through “kickstart” funding.

12. There are now eight InterConnect routes established with growth ranging from 10% to 110%. The
Council has worked with four operators of the interurban services, all of which are run commercially during
the core daytime period (broadly 7 am to 7 pm). Investment in these has been funded following success in
Rural Bus Challenge and Kickstart competitions. The increased revenue to operators has ensured the longer
term sustainability of the services and reduced the potential requirements of the Council to provide
revenue support.

13. The service improvements have been supplemented by a major programme of infrastructure
improvements funded by Rural Bus Challenge and Local Transport Plan expenditure, which has seen over
200 raised kerbs and 500 stop displays built, and architect-designed waiting facilities provided at four
interchange points fitted with cctv and information systems.

14. Fully flexible demand responsive feeder services enable people from the deeper rural areas to access
their local market town, or by guaranteed connection with an interurban service, reach larger urban centres,
or centralised facilities such as hospitals, further afield. Currently, there are 12 fully flexible and five semi-
fixed CallConnect feeder services carrying a total of 118,000 passengers per annum. Bookings for
CallConnect and 14 dial-a-ride services in the County are managed centrally making it the largest operation
of its kind in the UK. Since January 2006, bookings can be made for CallConnect on the internet using an
interactive link. The operating costs of CallConnect services and the bookings centre are funded by Rural
Bus Subsidy Grant.

15. CallConnect and dial-a-ride vehicles are fitted with GPS tracking equipment and voice and data
communication systems. Instructions are sent by text to the driver 30 minutes in advance of the pick-up time.
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16. The impact of InterConnect on accessibility to services is demonstrated by research commissioned in
2000 and 2005. This revealed that, amongst those with no car available, 67% now use a bus to go to the bank
(compared with 41% in 2000), 93% now use bus for shopping (58% in 2000) and 75% use InterConnect to
get to hospital (36% in 2000). In the areas served by CallConnect, 40% of bus trips were newly generated
emphasising the opportunities to travel that InterConnect has brought to more remote areas that did not
exist previously.

17. Although the primary objective of InterConnect was to increase social inclusion, it has also had an
impact on car use as revealed by the market research on the first project. This showed that there was a small
increase of 3% between 2000 and 2005 in the percentage of residents who used bus as their main mode. Of
those making additional journeys, 78% had switched from car to bus.

Lessons Learnt

18. Implementation of the InterConnect project has provided the following lessons:

— A major sea change in use and attitudes to bus services can be made by addressing within a
comprehensive strategy all barriers deterring bus travel.

— Co-operation with the operators of the interurban services has been vital to ensure that the
network functions in an integrated way.

— Demand responsive services can be highly eVective in reducing unmet travel needs and thereby
addressing rural social exclusion.

— Importance of strong branding, marketing and availability of quality information.

— Stable timetables giving passengers confidence that they can rely on buses.

— Investment in quality buses and infrastructure.

— Importance of Rural Bus Subsidy Grant in sustaining CallConnect services in the longer term.

19. Despite the undoubted success of InterConnect and the excellent partnership working with operators
to achieve it, the impact of the current regulatory framework can be illustrated with three examples:

(a) There are two operators on one InterConnect route on which both run an hourly service
commercially but will not accept the other’s return tickets thus denying passengers the equivalent
of a half-hourly service.

(b) Two operators run another InterConnect route jointly to provide a half-hourly service with
integrated ticketing. Recently, a third operator (one of the national groups) has started a service
in competition with the incumbent operators which have in turn registered additional services over
parts of the route to run just in front of the new operator. This has led to parts of the route having
five buses per hour but with four of these running within minutes of each other. Such competition
is not sustainable and jeopardises the future viability of the route.

(c) On another interurban route, the Council is keen to enter a partnership to introduce InterConnect
but the operator is unwilling to do so.

20. The Council has no power to influence matters in these situations despite the considerable investment
of public funds to increase the quality of service and infrastructure. As pointed out in a recent report by the
National Audit OYce and Audit Commission, although local authorities are accountable to Government
for delivering local growth in bus usage, operators are not accountable to them for the performance of
commercial services.

Grantham

21. Another example of the problems facing local transport authorities occurred in Grantham in 2004.
Until that time, a comprehensive network of town services had been run commercially by two operators.
One of these withdrew its town operations following an industrial dispute and the other was taken over by
a third operator. The performance of the new operator was exceptionally poor which resulted in bus
patronage halving. After a year, it sold its operation to another company and, despite a considerable
improvement in performance, the damage had been done and ridership has not recovered significantly.

22. The County Council had no power to intervene in what was a commercial operation but the
consequences for it were that some services now require subsidy to maintain them and, importantly, the
Council missed its LTP patronage target by a significant margin. This aVected its LTP score and financial
reward for 2006–07.

Quality Partnership Schemes and Quality Contracts

23. Statutory Quality Partnership Schemes have little application in a rural area such as Lincolnshire.
The levels of investment by local operators are modest, which is not surprising given the operating territory,
and it is unlikely that a QBP in itself would be suYcient to influence investment over and above that already
planned by a company, though it may influence where such investment is directed.
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24. In rural areas, local authority investment is directed primarily towards improving stop and
information infrastructure. Levels of service are such that there is, in reality, little choice for bus users, and
to deny any bus service from using these facilities would reduce that choice further. The absence of any
influence over service levels and fares also detracts from the attractiveness of QPSs.

25. There is little appetite for Quality Contracts outside the larger urban areas. More would be gained
from strengthening partnership working to overcome the problems illustrated above using the quality
network approach being advocated by the Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers and provided
as written evidence to the Committee.

Revenue Funding

26. As important as regulatory reform is the need for revenue funding. Outside of London and the PTE
areas, 26% of bus mileage is now subsidised and the rate is increasing. In more rural areas, such as in
Lincolnshire where 36% of the network is now subsidised and its bus revenue expenditure has risen by 125%
in five years, the burden is greater. As more commercial services are deregistered, this pressure will increase
and make it increasingly diYcult for the County Council to maintain services outside of the core network
and core times.

14 June 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers

1. Introduction

1.1 The Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers represents local authority oYcers in county,
unitary and metropolitan authorities across the UK, who deal with policies for and the promotion and
procurement of public transport services and the co-ordination of all modes of public passenger travel,
including bus and rail services and home-to-school and social services transport, within the context of the
wider transport agenda. We welcome this opportunity to share our experience and views on the provision
of local bus services and associated issues.

1.2 Bus services are a key component in the delivery of the Transport Shared Priorities, as expressed in
the recently submitted Local Transport Plans. It is recognised that better bus services are part of the solution
to tackling congestion in many of our towns and cities. Buses can significantly improve accessibility in rural,
suburban and urban areas. Improving accessibility requires a coherent approach making best use of all
available resources, including community transport and local rail as well as local bus services.

The Issues

2. The need for better bus services

2.1 Deregulation and the break up and sale of the former National Bus Company (NBC) was intended
to bring commercial freedom, enterprise, eYciencies and innovation to a declining bus market. It was seen
as a way of overcoming what some saw as the “dead hand” of public-sector monopolies. It was designed to
bring transparency to the cost of providing publicly supported services. When measured against these aims,
the 1985 Transport Act has been relatively successful.

2.2 However, passenger numbers have continued to decline. In metropolitan areas, patronage dropped
by 12.5% in the year of deregulation and by 2004–05 patronage had fallen on average by approximately 40%
in the metropolitan areas and by over 25% in the rest of England, Wales and Scotland1. In many areas, the
privatised NBC subsidiaries have merged or been taken over to create private-sector near monopolies, with
the big five operators having clear “territories” in many areas.

2.3 There were some benefits arising from the 1985 Transport Act with innovative services, improved
customer care training and, in the early years, eYciency gains. Initially costs were driven down, as evidenced
by levels of local authority support for services but there is no evidence that these economies led to lower
fares. Since 1986, fares have risen steadily (now over 30% higher in real terms) although they were stable
(slightly declining) in the years immediately before deregulation.1 It is now common for fares to increase
two or more times a year in some areas, as operators seek to recover the impact of rapidly rising operating
costs. Unlike specific rail fares, bus fares are unregulated and yet buses are predominantly relied upon by
people on fixed or low incomes.

1 Figures from Transport Statistics, Great Britain, various editions.
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2.4 The current deregulated situation outside London and Northern Ireland, does not appear directly to
compromise the provision of high quality bus services where operators choose to provide them. However,
operating standards in many areas fail to deliver the high quality, co-ordinated services, with attractive
frequencies and value-for-money fares that are necessary to attract motorists to consider using buses for
local journeys.

2.5 Whilst some urban areas generate suYcient travel demand for attractive high quality services to be
commercially viable, many other areas (both rural and suburban) have lower demand and some operators
can only sustain commercially-viable services by compromising quality and/or charging high fares. In recent
years and today, the picture is one of wasteful on the road competition in some areas and operators
consolidating their more profitable “core” routes, leaving local authorities to fill resultant gaps in service
causing continual pressure on revenue budgets.

2.6 Whilst buses are generally seen as a safe way of travelling in terms of accidents, the same cannot be
said about personal safety at bus stops and on buses. People often will not use the upper deck of buses
because of fear of unsocial behaviour or crime. This is a particular problem in urban areas, an example of
which has been press reports of one city’s buses being little more than mobile drug dealing facilities and it
is not uncommon, in that area, to see Police sniVer dogs being deployed on buses.

2.7 Cleanliness of buses has generally improved externally but there are many examples of buses that are
not regularly cleaned internally. This is a symptom of both anti-social behaviour, including litter and feet
on seats and the absence of regular cleaning regimes. However, whatever the cause, the image of dirty buses
is a deterrent to new passengers and a cause for concern amongst existing users most of whom have no
modal choice.

2.8 The limited benefits of deregulation need to be considered in today’s context of buses being at the
heart of our transport strategies. The role of local transport authorities in the 1980s and thereafter was to
react to market failures, principally by seeking to secure socially necessary services not provided
commercially. Today, our role is more focussed on meeting LTP2 targets relating to service reliability, bus
patronage growth and improved customer satisfaction, yet we still must work within the 1985 Act profit-
orientated framework. Despite measures contained in the 2000 Transport Act, we can only influence the
matters most important to passengers at the margins.

3. Co-ordination and integration

3.1 The emphasis on encouraging competition has made co-ordination and integration diYcult. On-road
competition leads to a waste of resources when viewed in the wider context of competition between travel
by bus or car. Competition for passengers may mean more buses than necessary on lucrative routes or
situations of two buses operating within minutes of each other leaving long gaps before the next two arrive.
This latter scenario causes the greatest concern both for passenger travel and their perception of bus services
generally. Co-ordination of services could deliver regular headways and release resources for use elsewhere,
providing better services for more people.

3.2 Services, frequencies and fares remain liable to change at short notice, to the detriment of passenger
confidence. Short notice service withdrawals cause diYculties for local authorities who must consider if and
how to meet people’s needs and find a value-for-money solution within a very tight timescale and with
limited budgets. Competition benefits are usually negated by the refusal of operators to accept each other’s
return tickets. Co-ordination and integration are diYcult to achieve while operators can change services
easily and disrupt arrangements. Publicity can be rendered out-of-date almost as soon as it is in the public
domain, leading to further loss of customer confidence.

3.3 There are very few examples of true integration of bus and rail ticketing with tickets bought on bus
and a convenient weather-proof interchange. “PlusBus” tickets are welcomed but most are limited to a bus
add-on to the rail ticket, whereas the majority of multi-modal journeys start with the bus to the railway
station. Even where “PlusBus” tickets do exist, many bus services do not actually call at the railway station,
leaving passengers to find their own way around the bus network with additional complications created if
some services are excluded from the integrated ticketing arrangements.

3.4 Co-ordination is often poor between diVerent local bus services and between rail and bus services
where those services are provided commercially. Local authorities can achieve bus/bus or bus/rail co-
ordination but often only by securing contracted services which, in some areas, might be seen as being in
competition with commercial services. This is especially so when the railhead is not immediately adjacent
to the main shopping centre.

3.5 Despite improvements in recent years, we are still concerned at the OFT’s position about bus
companies working together where such co-ordination would provide better services for the public and meet
the objectives of an authority’s adopted Bus Strategy. We believe that local authorities are well placed to
represent consumer interest in this area and should be given the power to broker co-ordinated services
between competing operators.
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4. Bus priority measures

4.1 Bus priority measures clearly have a beneficial eVect on bus services where they are provided,
especially when they have been developed in partnership with the operator. However, many have been
provided in locations where it is easy to introduce them in terms of not imposing significant (if any) delays
on motorists. For the greatest eVect, it is often necessary to consider their introduction in locations where
road space is limited or heavily used by other vehicles, typically on the approaches to town and city centres.

4.2 Whilst local politicians appreciate that priority measures are often an important factor in delivering
better bus services, it can be diYcult to justify imposing delays on motorists to the advantage of bus
operators if there is no certainty that this will generate extra passengers. This can be particularly critical
where service frequencies and fares are seen as more important factors in increasing passenger satisfaction
and use.

4.3 Whatever their importance, bus priority measures can only ever be part of a package. Better buses,
customer care, cleanliness, frequencies, service intervals, integrated ticketing, value-for-money fares and co-
ordination with other services are all needed before buses can deliver their full potential in terms of LTP2
targets.

4.4 We welcome the designation of highway authority TraYc Managers, charged with a duty to ensure
the expeditious movement of traYc. Consideration of the impact of roadworks on local bus services will be
especially helpful. However, we are concerned that “traYc” might be interpreted as vehicles rather than
people, which would fail to recognise buses as “high occupancy people carriers” with a vital contribution
to tackling congestion.

4.5 We were concerned about the delay allowing camera enforcement of bus lane oVences outside
London and now are concerned by delays in the type-approval process.

5. Free-market or regulated service provision

5.1 Experience shows that voluntary Quality Bus Partnerships (QBPs) work best where it is in the
operator’s interest and doesn’t involve significant additional investment. There are many examples of “good
practice” but it could be argued that the operator’s contribution of new vehicles only represents fleet renewal
that would have happened anyway. We believe that authorities have been slow to embrace statutory QBPs
mostly for the same reasons as expressed in paragraph 4.2 above.

5.2 There is virtually no enthusiasm in non-PTE authorities for Quality Bus Contracts (QBCs). As well
as the lengthy process, there is uncertainty about how existing operators might react with possible adverse
eVects on existing passengers and the probability of there being no co-operation regarding developing bus
patronage in the period between a QBC announcement and its implementation. There is also uncertainty
about the scale of the task, collecting evidence in order to be able to demonstrate conclusively that a QBC
is the only way of securing the authority’s Bus Strategy in a value-for-money way.

5.3 Since the lead-time has been reduced, the PTEs are considering QBCs. Also, at least three local (rural)
transport authorities are considering QBCs to avoid “cherry picking”.

5.4 Whilst ATCO is keen to see how QBCs work, we would also wish to have other options available,
including a form of enhanced quality partnership because we do not believe that there is any “one size fits
all” solution. What is needed is a compulsory partnership arrangement that will deliver high quality services
whilst bringing the benefits of public accountability to the market-led provision of bus services.

5.5 We believe there is great merit in developing Quality Network Agreements (QNAs), a statutory
framework for bringing the commercial and supported bus and school-bus networks together. A QNA
would combine operators’ commercial expertise with the local authorities’ duty to ensure that public money
is used in a way that brings the maximum benefits to local communities, as well as helping deliver LTP2
targets for which they are accountable.

5.6 Our Quality Network Agreement concept was published on 16 May 2006. It is available on our
website: www.atco.org.uk and is also appended to this Memorandum.

5.7 Although QNAs are commended as an important mechanism that would help local authorities ensure
that bus services are meeting local needs, ATCO believes that there is no single way of achieving targets given
the diversity of local authority areas across the UK. Local transport authorities need the freedom to be able
to use QBPs, QNAs or QBCs to suit their specific circumstances.

5.8 It is diYcult to see how the current deregulated framework can be made to work better, especially
with regard to the LTP2 targets that local authorities are obliged to achieve.
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6. Resources

6.1 Experience in London demonstrates what additional revenue resources can achieve. Quality
standards there are determined by Transport for London, as well as frequencies and fares, and there is a
rigorous monitoring regime. It does, however, come at a cost. The recent increase in patronage is set against
an increase in revenue support. Support in London is now approximately 31 pence per passenger journey,
whilst elsewhere it varies between approximately 11 pence in the PTE areas and 22 pence in Wales, although
comparable expenditure is often higher in many European cities2.

6.2 If local transport authorities outside London continue with existing levels of revenue funding, it
would be helpful to have more flexibility to enable them to maintain or enhance existing services, rather than
have to spend “new” money on “new” innovative services which have uncertain futures whilst, concurrently,
they have diYculty finding adequate resources to maintain long-established services to local facilities.

6.3 General grant funding, through Bus Service Operators Grant and Concessionary Fares
reimbursement, equates to significant sums of public money though neither delivers any direct influence on
service provision. There is a need to re-focus on the value oVered by such inputs with regard to the desired
Government and local target outcomes.

6.4 The issue of resources needs to be considered in the context of some 4,600 million journeys made by
bus annually (of which approximately 2,800 million are outside London), compared with just over 1,000
million made by train (2004–05). Simple logic might suggest a substantial increase in funding for local bus
services, to reflect their greater patronage, even more so in the context of social inclusion given that buses
are more likely to be used by people on fixed or low incomes.

7. The TraYc Commissioners and TraYc Area OYces

7.1 ATCO is pleased to have developed good relationships with TraYc Commissioners across the UK
and with the Senior TraYc Commissioner, to enable a better understanding of each other’s perspectives.
However, we recognise that there are aspects of their powers and resources that could be improved or
increased.

7.2 Their powers appear generally to be relevant and adequate in the current deregulated environment,
but they contribute little to the achievement of statutory bus patronage, reliability and customer satisfaction
targets. The TraYc Commissioners are not adequately resourced to ensure compliance with registered
operations, having only eight bus monitors for England, Scotland and Wales. Furthermore, and perhaps
understandably, their resources are only deployed reactively. Passenger complaints about unreliability or
other problems, such as driver behaviour or driving standards are usually made direct to the operator thus
problems are not immediately apparent to the TraYc Commissioner. Also, bus passengers are prone not to
complain, especially to the TraYc Commissioner, instead regrettably accepting poor quality as the “norm”.

7.3 There is a need for stronger links between local transport authorities and TraYc Area OYces to
ensure that registrations are properly made. There is not an adequate mechanism to guarantee that the
operator has fulfilled their obligation to notify the relevant local authority/ies. This is a particular issue
because of our need to provide accurate and up-to-date information for existing and potential bus users as
well as react to service changes and it is hoped that the new electronic bus service registration process will
address this. There is a perception that many “short notice” registrations are granted or refused without
adequate consideration of existing passengers’ needs.

8. Concessionary fares

8.1 The current approach in England is derived from Government determining a basic minimum
entitlement; currently free passes providing free travel after 09:30 within the area of the travel concession
authority. Whilst the free travel has generally been welcomed, the grant funding to support the additional
reimbursement to operators has not proved adequate to ensure the continuation of existing schemes that
were already more generous than the new basic entitlement. This has adversely aVected many authorities,
most notably Nexus who have a £5.4 million budget deficit requiring cuts in supported services and
reductions in other concessions. Other authorities have had similar problems; one withdrawing funding
from all of its Sunday services.

8.2 Many authorities have managed to maintain existing concessionary travel opportunities, albeit not
with free travel outside the statutory area. However, this has led to confusion and complaints, especially
where it is not possible to travel free in the same way as previously. The 09:30 start time for free travel
disadvantages people in some areas where limited travel opportunities exist after 09:30 or where oV-peak
travel is provided by Community Transport services which are excluded from the statutory scheme.

2 Figures from Transport Statistics, Great Britain, various editions.
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8.3 In London, the weekday start-time is 09:00. ATCO will commend this to the DfT in discussions about
the 2008 national scheme for improved social inclusion and accessibility especially in areas with infrequent
services. It would be desirable to have standard criteria for consistency throughout England, Wales and
Scotland.

8.4 There is a case for extending the free travel entitlement to local rail, tram and ferry services where
these form an integral part of the local transport network. In one area, a new “commercial” bus service has
been introduced on the basis of carrying concessionary permit holders in competition with the local rail
service. This has reduced the train service income and put the local authority in a position of having to
increase its support for the rail service whilst supporting the new bus service through concessionary fares
reimbursement.

8.5 Concessionary fares should be extended to Community Transport (CT) where no bus service exists
and for people who are unable through disability to use a bus. However, specific criteria need to be
developed to avoid undermining existing local bus services and for budgetary reasons. Pilot schemes are
being introduced in Wales using specific cash limited grants to CT providers.

8.6 There is a strong case for having value-for-money travel concessions for younger people, including
scholars, to help towards reducing the school journey by car and during immediate post-school or college
years to assist with aVordable accessibility to jobs as well as establishing an understanding of how bus
services work. Such initiatives should build on successful TravelWise initiatives, such as Workwise.

8.7 We believe that passes for the proposed national scheme should be issued as locally as possible,
through local authority or local benefits oYces. There are still many issues to be resolved before we can
commend reimbursement arrangements being centralised to a national agency or being delivered by local
transport authorities. Whichever system is adopted, if operators are not reimbursed properly, they are likely
to withdraw marginal commercial services, resulting in local transport authorities having to consider
additional support, competing with existing supported services secured within limted budgets.

8.8 It is vital that the new national scheme, whilst providing a minimum entitlement across the country,
allows for local variations that provide reasonable equality for all target user groups, irrespective of where
they live, with separate funding arrangements. In particular, such funding must recognise existing
concessionary fares on local rail or ferry services.

8.9 Reimbursement models based on single (or return) cash fares provide no safeguard against such fares
being increased disproportionately in comparison with other ticketing products, as already experienced in
parts of Scotland. This not only increases the levels of local authority reimbursement but also acts as a
deterrent to the occasional bus user who might, under favourable conditions, become a more regular
passenger. Reimbursement should be based on total fare income, including season tickets and other
discounted products.

9. The future of the bus

9.1 The future of the bus is dependent on continuing improvement if we are not to consign significant
proportions of our population to having limited accessibility to essential services and to other facilities that
will improve their quality of life (26% of households still do not have access to a car nationally, rising to
44% in one region and even higher in many deprived inner city areas). Without adequate bus services in rural
and suburban areas, we will fail to provide proper accessibility to key facilities for those without access to
a car. Without good local bus services in our urban areas, we are unlikely to be able to reduce congestion,
damaging the country’s economic international competitiveness.

9.2 We agree with Government that better bus services are essential to support initiatives to reduce
congestion that will emerge from current Transport Innovation Fund work. There has been a clear
Ministerial recognition of the need to have bus services that can provide the alternative to the car and that
TIF “will have a positive impact on how bus services are run”.3 We need new tools to deliver the required
better bus services and believe that ATCO’s proposal for Quality Network Agreements will contribute to
this objective.

9.3 Buses are a key factor in tackling congestion and improving accessibility through LTP2 investment
programmes. Increased patronage, through the provision, co-ordination and integration of better bus
services, will contribute to other important objectives including improved air quality and fewer road
accidents (through less car use). More people using buses means a more active population, even if it is just
the walk to and from bus stops, thereby contributing to objectives relating to improved personal health.
Whilst ATCO cannot quantify the cost/benefits ratios, it is already apparent that increased revenue support
targeted at increasing bus patronage oVers a good investment.

9.4 Finally, local bus services should be not considered in isolation. The future of the bus must be as part
of integrated transport systems alongside local and regional (heavy) rail, light rail, community and demand
responsive services and Park and Ride facilities.

3 From speech by Karen Buck to ATCO, 29 November 2005.



3452081004 Page Type [E] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 10 Transport Committee: Evidence

9.5 “We know buses provide a vital lifeline for many people without access to cars. They are the key to
tackling social exclusion”. “They’ve also got a very important role to play in the battle to reduce
congestion”. ATCO can add little to these Ministerial statements.4

23 May 2006

4From speech by Karen Buck to ATCO, 29 November 2005.

Witnesses: Mr Brian Smith, Deputy Chief Executive, Cambridgeshire County Council; Mr Dick Helling,
Public Transport OYcer, Oxfordshire County Council; Mr Bill Woolley, Director of City Strategy, York
City Council; Mr Paul Crowther, Public Transport Manager, Brighton and Hove City Council, Mr Tony
Cross, Head of Transport Services, Lincolnshire County Council; and Mr John Hodgkins, Chairman,
Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers (ATCO), gave evidence.

Chairman: Good afternoon, gentlemen. It is all
gentlemen? Yes. You are most warmly welcome. We
do, as you can imagine, have a little bit of
housekeeping to perform, if we may. Members
having an interest to declare?
Clive EVord: Member of the Transport and General
Workers’ Union.
Mr Martlew: Member of the Transport and General
Workers’ Union and General and Municipal
Workers’ Union.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, ASLEF.
Mr Goodwill: I have a large bus manufacturer,
Plaxton’s, in my constituency although it is not a
pecuniary interest.

Q1 Chairman: Thank you, it is very kind of you to
make that claim. Gentlemen, house rules: the
microphones that are in front of you record your
voices but do not project your voices so if you would
just remember that when you are answering
questions. If you agree with one another, please be
kind enough not to repeat what someone else has
said. If you disagree, if you catch the Chairman’s
eye, God willing, you might actually be called. Can
I ask you first to identify yourselves for the purposes
of the record, starting on my left and your right.
Mr Smith: Good afternoon, Chairman. I am Brian
Smith, Deputy Chief Executive of the
Cambridgeshire County Council.
Mr Helling: Good afternoon. I am Dick Helling,
Public Transport OYcer of Oxfordshire County
Council.
Mr Woolley: I am Bill Woolley, I am the Director of
City Strategy for the City of York Council.
Mr Crowther: Good afternoon. I am Paul Crowther,
Public Transport Manager for Brighton and Hove
City Council.
Mr Cross: Good afternoon. I am Tony Cross, Head
of Transport Services at Lincolnshire County
Council.
Mr Hodgkins: I am John Hodgkins, Chairman of
ATCO, the Association of Transport Co-ordinating
OYcers. I am also Transport and Accessibility
Manager for Buckinghamshire.

Q2 Chairman: Good, so you have got a number of
hats. Does anybody want to make one or two brief
remarks before we start, either collectively or singly,
or may we go straight to the questions? I am getting
some kind of combined no there. Why are bus
patronage numbers still in decline? Come on, one
of you!

Mr Crowther: Chairman, they are not in decline in
all areas. I represent Brighton and Hove City
Council and we have seen for the last eight or nine
years patronage growth. We have a very informal
quality bus partnership with our local operator.

Q3 Chairman: Is that the diVerence?
Mr Crowther: I believe that has been very
informative. The basis of partnership is that each
partner sticks at what it is good at. The City Council
is a highway authority and the bus company knows
about running buses. Between us we work together
to solve our problems.
Mr Smith: I would very much echo those comments
in the context of Cambridgeshire. In the last four
years we have seen growth county wide of about 21%
and indeed in the Cambridge area itself something
over 40%. That very much reflects working together
where we have had a bus operator investing in the
area and we have invested as the local authority.
Indeed, another angle from our point of view is the
fact of working with local businesses. One of the best
examples is working with the Addenbrooke’s Trust
where they have provided land in one of their car
parks to help us build a new bus station, which is a
very important facility.

Q4 Chairman: So they have contributed by oVering
you a completely new facility of a bus station? Do
they subsidise anything else? That is a big grant.
Mr Smith: They also from their charges on the site
put that into subsidising bus tickets for their staV,
which is very important.

Q5 Chairman: Has anyone got any other ideas as to
how we can stop this decline?
Mr Cross: Although we have had very dramatic
increases on the routes where we have had
investment in our Interconnect Network, there is an
underlying decline still and last year we lost 1.5%
ridership, for instance. I would say as much eVort as
we are putting it is only counteracting the underlying
decline. In a rural area like Lincolnshire that would
be due to rising car ownership and fares increasing
above inflation. Service levels have been maintained
generally, so it is not loss of service.
Mr Hodgkins: I think the message that is coming
across is that arresting the decline has been a product
of successful partnership working and that unless
that successful partnership working is in place then
there is still that underlying trend outside of London
that is still pointing downwards.
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Q6 Mr Goodwill: I am interested to see Mr Woolley
here from the City of York. I know you have
introduced a bus that looks like a tram. I would be
interested to know how successful that has been and
whether you think that is the way forward, breaking
away from the image of the bus being the method of
transport of last resort?
Mr Woolley: I would say that our bus services, like
colleagues’ on this table, have not been in decline but
have been growing significantly. Over the last five
years we have seen a growth of over 50%. I would
again echo the words that it is about partnership.

Q7 Chairman: 50% in ridership?
Mr Woolley: That is correct.

Q8 Mr Goodwill: How much of that is park and ride?
Mr Woolley: The growth in park and ride over that
period accounts for probably an increase of about
1.5 million bus passenger journeys compared to an
overall increase of five million bus passenger
journeys in that time, so it certainly is a factor but it
is not the only factor. Our ability to invest clearly
was increased six years ago when the local transport
plans came into being. We moved into a new sphere
of investment because previously the monies we had
had available were very small. That investment has
enabled us to enter into a partnership and both sides
can see a real benefit coming out of that. The reason
that we have been given the FTR, one of our routes
which is this new, modern, tram-like bus, by First
Group is because of the success we have shown in
our partnership with them, and we are confident that
the FTR will remove some of the stigma that buses
have and that barrier that some people feel to be able
to travel on buses. Those same people would, we are
led to believe, travel on trams. The FTR is to all
intents and purposes a bus but it is a very tram-like
bus and we have a high level of confidence that that
will move us into a diVerent paradigm in terms of
public transport travel. It is too early yet to say how
successful that is going to be. It has only been
operating for just over a month and it has had lots
of teething problems, as you would expect from any
new concept vehicle. We are working very closely
with the operators First to overcome that, but we
have got high expectations.
Mr Helling: Can I add a slightly diVerent note to that
of my colleagues. In Oxfordshire over many years we
have had an eVective partnership with bus operators
which has succeeded in growing patronage
eVectively since the late 1980s. During that time we
have been progressively finding new ways to give the
buses freedom from the eVects of growing traYc
congestion. We have rather run out of new ways to
do that.

Q9 Chairman: So what are we talking about? Are we
talking about special—?
Mr Helling: We are talking about bus priority
fundamentally. We are talking about bus lanes,
sections of road where other traYc is not permitted
so that the buses can get through and only local
traYc can access. As I say, we have not been able in

the last few years to actually provide much in the
way of further improvements in that direction. We
are starting to see a decline in usage because the bus
operators are finding that in order to maintain the
same level of service they are having to put more and
more buses and drivers in because very gradually
their journey times to get from one end of the route
to the other are getting longer. In order to provide
the same level of service, but it takes longer to get
from one end of the route to the other, you need to
provide more buses and drivers. So there has been
something of a drop in the frequency in some
services. In other services they have felt obliged to
increase the fares by perhaps more than they
otherwise would have chosen to do in order to cover
the extra costs of the extra buses and drivers to carry
the same number of passengers.

Q10 Clive EVord: Why, in your view, have there been
no quality contracts agreed? I am not sure who to
direct that question at so whoever would like to pick
it up first. Shall I start from the left and move across?
Mr Smith: I will make a start. I think everybody in
the country recognises that there is a whole series of
quite challenging hurdles that have to be overcome
to get to the stage of quality contracts, and within
those hurdles there are some quite long timescales.
In many respects, all the odds are stacked up against
getting towards a quality contract and indeed
demonstrating that the partnership has not worked.
From my own authority, and I suspect it probably
reflects most of my colleagues here, where you have
got the partnership working, informal or more
formal, you do not feel the need to go down the
quality contract route in any sense. Certainly it is not
something we would wish to entertain. We do not
need to do so. Those are some general observations
to start us oV.
Mr Helling: I would echo that comment and perhaps
add that there is a considerable fear that if you start
the process of introducing a quality contract you will
damage the partnership. Where you have an
eVective partnership with somebody and you say to
them, “I am going to take control away from you
and I am going to run it myself,” obviously they are
not going to like that and it is likely that they will
cease to give you as good a level of service during the
interim period, which potentially could be a very
long time, while the quality contract is being
introduced so unless you have a very good reason for
it there is a huge deterrent to starting down that
road.
Chairman: Is money a very good reason?

Q11 Clive EVord: What sort of reasons do you
envisage then that would set that in train to set up a
quality contract?
Mr Helling: For us it would be if there was a bus
operator who was simply sitting on his laurels, he
was refusing to make any eVort to improve his
services under his own initiative and was also not
going forward proactively in partnership with the
local authority.
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Q12 Clive EVord: So basically when you could not
break down relationships any further to make them
any worse, that would be the situation where you
would envisage starting the ball rolling?
Mr Helling: That is probably a fair summary, yes.
Mr Cross: I think there is also an issue about funding
as well. There is a concern about whether the quality
contract would be aVordable. There is a risk there.

Q13 Chairman: AVordable to the authority or to the
bus contractor?
Mr Cross: To the authority. Also I do not think my
members would want to get involved in quality
contracts. I think that they see running buses as the
business of the operators and for us to get into
detailed specification would not be appropriate.

Q14 Chairman: Does that mean that you are all
perfectly content with the level of service that you
receive throughout the entire country?
Mr Cross: Not at all. In a county like Lincolnshire
we have something like 50 operators so it is hard to
have a general rule about these things, but where we
have worked in partnership it has worked very
successfully. The thing which has held us back most
of all is the funding to be able to take it through.
There have been some problems in parts of it but I
do not think we are ready to go down to quality
contracts.

Q15 Clive EVord: Mr Cross, you have proposed with
your ATCO hat on a quality network. Can you
explain what you mean by a quality network and
what would be the benefits it would deliver against
quality partnerships or quality control contracts?
Mr Cross: It is really trying to harness the best of the
commercial side with the local authority addressing
its responsibilities in terms of social need. We would
like to have a stronger partnership where there is
more stability, where there is an agreement on what
can operate commercially on a viable basis and what
is required with public subsidy, where there is an
agreed programme of investment in the quality of
the service and the quality of the facilities, but also
some protection so that you take the worst of the
competitive elements away, so operators would not
be able to just come in and cherry-pick. They could
only come in on a planned basis, say an annual basis,
and have the opportunity to enhance what was
there.

Q16 Mr Martlew: This is addressed to those of you
that have two-tier local government in your area
really. Talking to my local bus company they get
deeply frustrated by the fact that the district council
normally runs the concessionary fare and puts the
money into the county council to do other things.
There is great confusion there. What are your views?
Is the two-tier system holding back quality contracts
and improvement in the bus services in those areas?
Mr Cross: I do not think it is holding us back. I do
think it would be better if the county councils in two-
tier areas were responsible for concessionary fares as
the local transport authorities because the district

councils are clearly trying to get the best deal they
can for the amount of money they have got. If
operators do not receive enough revenue through
that means they will seek to address that through
other ways, either raising fares or dropping services
which will then come back to the county council. It
would be better if it was in one place.

Q17 Mr Martlew: Do you get the frustration from
bus companies as well?
Mr Cross: I do not think it is the biggest issue for us.
Mr Hodgkins: I think there is a danger of treating
concessionary fares and the management of
concessionary fare schemes as another subsidy for
the public transport industry. It is not intended that
way clearly. Concessionary travel schemes are
intended to reimburse operators for revenue that
they would otherwise have taken through the fare
box, no more and no less, but undoubtedly it is the
one area of spend in support of public transport
delivery that is not in the hands of the local transport
authorities other than in the unitary authority areas.
In that sense, one can see from examples around the
country that when there was a financial pressure on
the concessionary travel authority it is very easy to
see that that can have a knock-on eVect on the
funding that is available for public transport in the
round. Where there are two-tier authorities that
immediate tension does not exist. It does not mean
to say that the operators are necessarily comfortable
with the level of reimbursement they receive but that
same tension does not exist in two-tier areas as it can
do in some unitary authorities.
Mr Donaldson: Gentlemen, can I turn your minds to
the issue of the TraYc Commissioners. Are the
Commissioners fit for purpose? Do they have
enough staV and are their powers relevant?

Q18 Chairman: Mr Smith, you are taking a breath;
are you going to risk it?
Mr Smith: I will go first. I think there would be a
general recognition that there is just not enough
funding in the whole area of TraYc Commissioners.
I think there is a debate about the scale of their
powers. I think you could argue that some of their
powers are inadequate but they just do have the
resources to discharge their powers, for instance
some of the monitoring and the number of monitors
you have nationally is quite ridiculous in terms of
what we are asking them to do. That is a key issue. A
related issue is whether we felt that they should have
stronger powers. One of the things we might wish to
explore—and I express it partly as a personal
opinion—is whether some of their responsibilities
might be linked more strongly through to some of
the local authorities and some of us wishing to
influence the regime that is in operation. The short
answer is that I think that attention needs to be given
to the TraYc Commissioner function. I think there
is scope to improve it undoubtedly to help us move
forward.
Mr Woolley: In fact, resources is a major problem
and our own TraYc Commissioner area in their
annual report say just that. They do not have the
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resources. They complain about resources being
switched from them to other priorities. I would echo
what Brian has said. I do feel that TraYc
Commissioners do have a role to play and they do
have suYcient powers in many respects, but without
resources to monitor what is going on they are never
going to be as eVective.

Q19 Chairman: We are all agreed it is money? Were
you going to tell me it is something else?
Mr Hodgkins: I think it would be fair to say that in
delivering quality of service maybe there are
technical standards that all bus operators are
required to meet in terms of the safety and
maintenance of their vehicles, but the resources that
the TraYc Commissioners are able to provide at the
present time do not go to the point of really having
a meaningful input, if you like, to customer
satisfaction. There are a great many areas of the
country where customers are repeatedly expressing
dissatisfaction with the way in which bus services are
being provided, whether it is by small operators or
large. Clearly to the customer in the majority of
cases the only response they receive to their concerns
is from the operator themselves. I think in the minds
of the customer there needs to be a wider capability
on the part of the TraYc Commissioners to respond
to concerns about quality standards. The industry,
after all, is one which has a relatively low entry
standard for a market the size that it is.
Chairman: And reputation. Mr Donaldson?

Q20 Mr Donaldson: Do any of you have views as to
where the extra funding should come from if extra
funding is needed?
Mr Cross: The County Council is now spending
125% more on subsidising bus services than it was
five years ago. We are having to spend more because
we are seeing costs going up substantially above
inflation and commercial services being
deregistered. I think the county councils and local
authorities elsewhere are putting more money in but
essentially we do need more assistance from
government. A lot of the initiatives where we have
had success have come from the major funding
streams like Challenge and Kickstart but the long-
term sustainability of services requires more revenue
funding. Of course in the local authority we are
competing with other pressures—education and
social services—and often public transport is a fairly
low priority compared to those, I am afraid.

Q21 Mr Donaldson: In eVect, you are saying the
money should come from central government rather
than local government?
Mr Cross: It has got to be both. We need more help.
I do not believe we will be able to sustain current
levels of service without finding some sort of revenue
stream to support it.

Q22 Mr Donaldson: And how do you interact with
the Commissioners? Do any of you have any
particular experiences you would like to relate? Is it
a good relationship that you have with the
Commissioners?
Mr Crowther: Our relationship is very good. It tends
not to be at Commissioner level, it is more at a staV
level on issues of registration of bus services and that
kind of thing. Back to your earlier fit for purpose
question, the benefit of the TraYc Commissioner, in
my view, is that he is independent and it is not the
local authority and it is not linked with the operator.
He is really there as the custodian of interests of the
travelling public. The information that we get from
our passengers is that reliability is the key factor.
People might have an issue over fares or frequency
or route service but reliability is what they want. It
is the key role of the Commissioner to police that. I
think that is the weakness of some of the other
quality contract-type models where it would be the
local authority who would become the policeman
and I think that would be detrimental to the
relationship; at the moment the policeman is
independent.

Q23 Mr Donaldson: Do you all feel that you have a
positive relationship with the Commissioners or are
there areas where that can be improved?
Mr Helling: Again, I think it is a resources issue. We
find that they are not always very eYcient in
processing registrations and not always very
responsive to our enquiries, and often simply seem
to agree a registration at short notice without going
through any process. The impression that we get is it
is simply because they do not have the staV in place
to enable them to carry out any very eVective checks
and any very eVective monitoring of the
registrations they are receiving, or have any very
eVective dialogue with the operators about whether
these registrations should be agreed at short notice,
with seem very often to happen without any clear
reason why.

Q24 Mr Donaldson: Is there any level of support
within local government for disbanding the
Commissioners altogether and transferring their
powers to the transport authorities?
Mr Hodgkins: I do not think I have been aware of
any desire in that direction at all.

Q25 Chairman: And your members are very widely
placed?
Mr Hodgkins: Indeed, yes.

Q26 Mr Scott: I would like to talk about security.
Can you tell me how you believe passengers are
being made to feel safer, particularly vulnerable
users and particularly late at night?
Mr Crowther: Brighton and Hove Bus and Coach
Company, which is our partner, made a decision
about three years ago to equip 100% of their fleet
with CCTV cameras.
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Q27 Chairman: Which one is that, Mr Crowther?
Mr Crowther: The Brighton and Hove Bus
Company, who are part of the Go-Ahead Group to
whom I think you are talking next week. That has
been very beneficial. Some of the more recent buses
even have a screen so that passengers can see what is
being recorded on CCTV. That has been very
beneficial. We also have a very thriving 24-hour
economy so we have a lot of night buses. The
interesting thing we find there is we have
comparatively little trouble on the night buses
because the users value it as probably the only way
they are going to get home that night and so you
have peer group pressure. If people start to
misbehave the others stay, “Stop doing that because
you are spoiling it for the rest of us.” I will not say
that there are not assaults on drivers and there are
not assaults on staV but it is not as big an issue as it
could be, and I think that is because the bus
company were prepared to be proactive and invest a
significant amount of money in equipping their
vehicles with very good CCTV cameras. The quality
of the image that comes out of it is very, very good,
enough to identify people.
Mr Scott: Is that the same in other areas?

Q28 Chairman: Little nods here but some slightly
blank looks. Mr Woolley?
Mr Woolley: I will not repeat what my colleague has
said but we also work very closely with the
community. We have had a number of incidents
where through our partnership, which is called Safer
York, we work with communities and they are, just
like the gentleman said here about people wanting to
protect their bus services, very keen to hand over
some of the culprits or act as an informant on the
people they know are causing these isolated
incidents. It is down to the community to protect
their bus services.
Mr Smith: Fortunately, we have not had problems
in our area, only very isolated incidents, and we do
not have the CCTV that has been talked about, so
just to make it clear what Brighton and a few others
have done is not general. I suspect it is one of those
things that will become almost inevitable as time
goes on and as new buses come forward.
Mr Cross: We have also put CCTV in some of our
waiting facilities, our inter-changes on our
Interconnect project. It is important that it is not just
on the vehicle; it is also on the street when waiting for
the bus.

Q29 Mr Scott: Are those monitored or just
recorded?
Mr Cross: They are recorded. We are talking about
very rural areas, Mr Scott.

Q30 Mr Scott: I understand. Can I ask what
percentage of the buses in your areas are accessible
for disabled people?

Mr Woolley: We are reporting about 70-odd% of the
vehicles are disabled friendly. The main partnership
that we had, which we entered into with the First
Group who operate about 85% of our buses, saw
them introducing a whole new fleet in about 2001.

Q31 Chairman: A little bit louder, Mr Woolley.
Mr Woolley: In 2001 the partnership with First
Group, which operates 85% of our bus network,
introduced a completely new fleet of buses which
was in partnership with us upgrading the majority of
our bus stops to disabled access friendly. Thus we
currently enjoy quite a large percentage and the
plans in our current local transport plan are to see
that increased to about 85%.

Q32 Chairman: How about somebody else with a
percentage? Mr Smith?
Mr Smith: I do not know the percentage oVhand but
we would be in exactly the same situation in terms of
a new fleet in Cambridge coming in in 2001 and
many other new vehicles coming in subsequently.

Q33 Chairman: Do you know the average age of
the fleet?
Mr Smith: I would look behind me to help on that.
No, they are useless to me!

Q34 Chairman: Let us ask you, Mr Cross, what is the
average age of the fleet?
Mr Cross: I do not know the age of the fleet, I am
afraid, but in terms of accessibility the whole of our
Interconnect network is fully accessible. That is one
of the requirements.

Q35 Chairman: All of it?
Mr Cross: Yes. Elsewhere it is patchy. The whole of
Lincoln is accessible, for instance, but we have
operators who are still using old coaches on local bus
services and that does not go down well with users.
That is a commercial decision that they have not got
the capability to invest.

Q36 Chairman: You do not put any pressure on
them because you do not have a quality contract and
you do not think that is your function?
Mr Cross: On our Interconnect network where we
have the partnerships it is requirement for all buses
to be accessible.

Q37 Chairman: That is what I am saying; where you
have a proper partnership where it is spelt out, you
have got disablement access.
Mr Cross: And we give grants because most of the
services we started with had conventional buses and
we gave a grant towards one-third of the cost of
replacing those buses with local buses.

Q38 Chairman: That is helpful.
Mr Hodgkins: I think that is an important factor
and, as we hear around the country, there are a
number of centres where there has been a great deal
of investment on the part of the commercial
operators in new, accessible fleet, but in other parts
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of the country there is not. Indeed, in my own
county, I suspect that we are still below 20%
accessibility within the fleet.

Q39 Chairman: Across the county?
Mr Hodgkins: A very high proportion of that 20% of
accessible vehicles has been brought in with at least
some degree of funding injected by the local
authority. There has been a relatively small
investment purely and simply on the part of the
commercial operators.
Chairman: Well, that is helpful. Mr Stringer?

Q40 Graham Stringer: They are very impressive
passenger figures for York, Brighton, Cambridge
and Oxford. How much extra public money is going
in to achieve those better patronage figures, both
national government money and local authority
money?
Mr Woolley: Clearly any partnership, which is what
we are talking about, relies on both parties paying
into the partnership to achieve the end result. In
York we are putting considerable sums of our local
transport plan capital monies into improving the
infrastructure to allow disabled access because, of
course, disabled access is not just about the vehicles,
it is about the bus stops as well, into improving
information availability—

Q41 Graham Stringer: I understand what kind of
investment would take place. What I am looking for
is either the total amount of extra money that has
gone in on a per annum basis or the increase on a per
capita basis into transport, looking at all heads?
Mr Woolley: We are probably spending something
of the order of about 30 to 40% of our local transport
plan funding, which has been around £6 million a
year, on improved public transport, so that gives you
a figure, because that is what you are looking for, of
something of the order of £2 million or £3 million,
depending on any particular year. Of course, with a
park and ride site which comes at about £3 million a
time (and we have five dedicated park and ride sites
in York) you can see that there has been substantial
investment over a number of years running into
many tens of millions in public transport
infrastructure.
Mr Crowther: In Brighton and Hove City Council
we have got a fortunate situation that something like
97% of the bus network is provided commercially so
the revenue contribution to buy socially necessary
services is comparatively small, but we have spent a
lot of capital investment on things like bus priority
measures. We have got the power for the
decriminalisation of parking so we took over from
the police the traYc function. Between us and the
bus company we have spent about £4 million on a
real-time information satellite tracking bus priority
system. The bulk of our expenditure has been capital
expenditure on highway improvements rather than
revenue expenditure on services.
Graham Stringer: The point I was trying to come
to—and I cannot remember which witness said that
their expenditure on supported services had gone up

125%—is we have also seen passengers going up and
it is a very odd equation, is it not, that the services
are getting better and more passengers are using
them and yet services are being withdrawn? Is that a
failure of competition or is it the bus companies
focusing on routes where they can make more profit?
How can you square that circle for me?

Q42 Chairman: Mr Smith is into squaring circles.
Mr Smith: It is happening across the country. What
we are saying is there is an increasing concentration
by the operators on key corridors, their core routes.
There is a logic to that in many respects insofar as
you get the faster journeys down those core routes,
but it tends to be oV the core routes the buses are
being withdrawn. Many of us do have non-urban
areas here and one of the things we have struggled
with over 10 or 15 years is a withdrawal of services
outside those core routes. That has been an area
where do we put additional resources into that for
our supported network? Indeed, just making a link
back to the earlier discussion, when we do go out to
tender in those rural areas often it is the old buses
which are running on a marginal cost and therefore
they are not easy access buses and the like and there
would be a cost to us in doing that. That is the sort
of scenario we have got. Perhaps, Chairman, if I may
add one other point to Mr Stringer’s question about
resourcing. I would agree with what my colleagues
say about capital but in an area like Cambridge
where we have also got significant growth, another
source of funding that we apply is actually from
section 106 contributions, contributions from
developers, and we have been very willing and
wanted to use 106 monies both to contribute to
infrastructure but in many cases also to pump-prime
new services into areas. That is one of the things we
have been doing which is fairly unusual and we have
managed to establish bus services from the outset,
particularly in new developments, which we think is
critical to establish the habit of usage.
Mr Helling: I was going to say very much the same
thing.

Q43 Chairman: Then please do not!
Mr Helling: There is one thing I would like to add to
the section 106 developer contributions. That is
something that we, too, have been able to do
because, like Cambridgeshire, we are in an area
where people are keen to develop and they are
willing to put money into things like bus services.
The problem we have found is that it is fine at the
start, we have got all this money and we introduce
the bus services, but it is a finite pot of money that we
get in that way and eventually three, four, five years
down the line the money runs out and we do not
always find that the service has become commercial
at the end of that period. So it creates a need for the
local authority to then put funding in and we would
like to be able to secure a longer term commitment
from developers wherever that is a reasonable
requirement.
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Graham Stringer: So is it fair to say that the obverse
of these impressive passenger growth figures is a
contraction of the network? Is that a fair comment?
I do not want to put words into your mouths.

Q44 Chairman: We cannot record nods, gentlemen;
someone has to say something.
Mr Smith: I am prepared to say that in terms of my
county-wide growth over the last four years of the
odd 20% that I have talked about, most of that is
driven in and around the key routes into
Cambridgeshire, and there are some other parts of
Cambridgeshire where use is stable or still declining
which has been a characteristic of the beginning of a
decline in bus use, because it is easier to focus on
these core corridors and those key areas.

Q45 Graham Stringer: Do you believe that your
experience in medium-sized, historic towns where
you have got these impressive growth figures is
replicable in the great urban conurbations of this
country, in the West Midlands, Tyne & Wear,
Greater Manchester, et cetera?
Mr Crowther: I believe so. If you have the density of
people to make it work, and obviously the rural issue
and the urban issue are almost two separate
equations, but where you have a dense urban
network of population, these models have got the
potential for working very, very well.
Mr Woolley: Certainly when I looked at some
comparative figures between ourselves and two big
urban conurbations, where the bus operator in
question was claiming that they had put in exactly
the same approach in all three and had a graph
which showed our growth was certainly well ahead
of the other two, their view was that it was the local
authority’s willingness to be partners in a way that
gave them what they were book looking for,
recognising that any partnership to be successful
both parties have got to get something out of it. I
think too many local authorities are not actually
working with the bus companies. Certainly some of
the leading ones are prepared to invest substantial
sums, which is what is needed, and without that
partnership being robust and them seeing the local
authority being prepared to do their bit with the
traYc and bus corridors and bus priorities, then they
will not be prepared to invest. So I think it is a
generic model; I do not think it is an historic towns
model.

Q46 Mr Martlew: Just following on from that—you
may just have touched on it—do you think those of
you sitting there are representative of the industry
throughout the UK or are you sitting there because
you run good authorities? If I look at the figures, bus
usage is going down and yet you all have a good
story to tell. I think Mr Hodgkins is probably the
one for that. There seems to be a contradiction there,
gentlemen.
Mr Hodgkins: If I may try and venture a fairly
independent perspective on that. I suspect in many
ways the cities that we have heard about are not
representative of the country as a whole. From my

own experience what I would say is that even in those
areas where there is not total generic growth in the
market, it is possible to stimulate growth in
individual routes or in individual parts of the
network with the strength of commitment on the
part of both the bus company and the local authority
to deliver that growth. It is not impossible in any
stretch of the word, even in a relatively small market
town of 50,000 to 60,000 population, to deliver 25 or
30% growth on an individual route by a
concentrated eVort to promote and improve the
quality of that service. That growth, if you are on top
of the game, will continue year on year at a lower
rate. It will continue at perhaps 5, 6, 7% per year
thereafter provided you contain and maintain the
impetus of the quality standards and the marketing
and promotion of that service. That can sit, as it does
in my authority, with a handful, a dozen or so routes
around a network of 100 routes which overall is still
showing signs of decline at 2 or 3% per annum, and
only in the sense of the joint commitment to
investment has that been turned round on a county-
wide basis to an overall picture of very slight growth
year on year. However, it is growth in parts and it is
decline in many of the other traditional areas which
have not received that same level of investment.

Q47 Chairman: Mind you, if, as Mr Helling says,
you are sending out the rural ones so the elderly
cannot get in and the disabled find the facilities
unusable, it is not going to be available for a lot of
people, is it?
Mr Hodgkins: Indeed.

Q48 Mr Goodwill: Mr Stringer mentioned how the
success we have had with some of the smaller
authorities does not seem to have been replicated
with some of the larger metropolitan conurbations.
Do you think maybe that is due to the fact that they
have been looking at light rail and tram systems and
putting all their money on that horse which the
Government has chosen not to back and that if they
had maybe looked at buses in a more constructive
way from the beginning rather than pin all their
hopes on these marvellous schemes they could have
replicated some of the success we have seen before
us today?
Mr Hodgkins: The equation goes far beyond solely
the economics of providing the bus service. The
equation is very much more heavily influenced by
the levels of traYc congestion and overall levels of
demand for travel within those areas, travel in its
widest sense in terms of mobility. Clearly in some
metropolitan areas bulk rapid transit, be it trams or
high-quality bus services, is essential in order to keep
the city moving. There are a whole range of diVerent
problems that beset the metropolitan areas which
maybe are not replicated even in some of the
locations that we have heard from this afternoon.

Q49 Chairman: I just want to ask you some things
about reliability. Are your services reliable?
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Mr Woolley: Well, not reliable enough, and that is a
factor of congestion that we all suVer from and
consequently we are having to work very hard to try
and give bus priority through the congestion, but
that is going to be a long-term goal to improve
reliability over probably several years, five or 10
years.

Q50 Graham Stringer: How sure are you that the
reliability is a factor of congestion? When I asked the
Department for Transport what was the major
factor in reliability they said that two-thirds of the
unreliability of buses came from the buses not
turning up and not congestion. Is that very diVerent
in your authority?
Mr Woolley: I would be very surprised if it was as
high as two-thirds but clearly we do have occasional
problems with buses not turning up. It is clearly a
matter that the TraYc Commissioners could help us
with greatly, from the earlier conversation we were
having. Reliability is certainly a factor in a
constrained historic city like York where we have a
road network which is basically the same as it was in
the 1600s and we are having to deal with modern day
traYc problems and no capacity to enlarge that.

Q51 Graham Stringer: I understand that. What I am
trying to get at is how objective is your evidence that
congestion causes unreliability as opposed to bus
companies not turning their buses out?
Mr Helling: Can I say from the Oxfordshire
perspective that we are confident that on our main
routes, the routes that are the subject of
partnerships, the bus operators are these days (it has
not always been the case in the past, it has to be said)
running the buses that they are supposed to run,
there are the right number of buses on the route, but
there are undoubtedly significant variations in
journey time. Increasingly in the case of Oxford it is
the suburbs that are the problem. I think we have the
city centre quite well under control in terms of
congestion but growing congestion in the suburbs
means that now buses are taking very variable
lengths of time to get from the suburbs to the city
centre, and that is leading to a large amount of
diVerence in the time that they arrive compared to
the time that they should arrive, depending on the
traYc that any particular bus encounters.

Q52 Chairman: Are there reasons other than
congestion, Mr Hodgkins?
Mr Hodgkins: The evidence nationally is that the
level of bus reliability and punctuality at the start of
a route is substantially higher than it is further along
the route. The evidence within my own authority’s
area would suggest that whereas maybe around
90–95% of services are starting their journey on time,
the further you go down the route, the more that
punctuality slides down to a level closer to 70%. It is
in that service gap, between the 70 and 90%, that we
as local authorities now, particularly with the
assistance of the newly appointed traYc managers in
each authority, are focusing our attention to try and
understand what the reasons are for that diVerential.

Some of it inevitably is traYc congestion, it is the
impact of roadworks, it is the impact of
indiscriminate parking in many cases, but it is also in
some cases the fact that there has not been a realistic
expectation set by the operators in determining the
timetable to which they are going to run. We are now
working together with operators to try and
understand and address those diVerentials.
Clive EVord: We hear a lot about the powers that
Transport for London has and that authorities
outside of London would like to have similar
powers. Is the London model viable for the rest of
the country to follow? Again I am not sure which one
of you wants to answer.

Q53 Chairman: You are all looking thoughtful. You
must have thought about this. Someone has thought
about it.
Mr Crowther: Chairman, it is viable, at a price.

Q54 Clive EVord: What does that mean?
Mr Crowther: I think it is a very expensive model. In
the circumstances that I have got where 97% of the
bus services in our city are provided at no cost to the
public purse if we were to take over the London
model where everything is franchised to the city
council, we would in eVect be paying for something
that we are getting at the moment commercially. In
the circumstances where I am I do not think it is an
appropriate model. It might very well be elsewhere
but at a price.

Q55 Clive EVord: Does anyone else have a view on
that or do you all agree with that?
Mr Smith: I would certainly agree with that point
because there is undoubtedly a real cost to the
London model. I think what it does, though, is to
take us back a little bit to the point you asked earlier
about thinking about a quality network, indeed
linking back to an issue that is a general view held by
local authorities of the need to shape the network.
Where you are working in a good partnership—and
I use my own area as an example of that—we do sit
down with the operators and try to work out the best
shape of the network.

Q56 Chairman: We are talking about partnerships so
do you have agreements about bus cleaning?
Mr Smith: We do on things like our park and ride
network where we have agreements there. It is part
of the partnership.

Q57 Chairman: That is only one part of what you do.
Mr Smith: Indeed, taking that further, there are
agreements with the bus operators there about
driver training, customer training, and the like, so all
of those components are in there, which is giving a
much better product to the user. We have not
touched on that but I think this is a really important
aspect in terms of encouraging people to use buses.
We touched on earlier this issue of stigma. One of the
things we have discovered in the Cambridgeshire
area where there is growth is that we are needing and
wanting to attract people who have cars not to take
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their cars in or to take their cars in and to use park
and ride. We have to make sure that the product that
is oVered by the operators is of a high quality
otherwise they are not going to be attracted.

Q58 Clive EVord: Is there anything about the
London model that you think is good and that you
would like to adopt? What about Mr Hodgkins?
Mr Hodgkins: I think there are clearly areas of the
country, and the major cities are perhaps the most
obvious ones, where there is an appeal of the
London model in terms of the ability that that would
provide to the passenger transport authority to
deliver the objectives and the outcomes that it is
seeking to deliver in terms of public transport and
mobility. I think the model is so far departed from
the reality of a good many shire counties and rural
authorities in particular, that it is not on the radar of
a very high proportion of the local authorities to
even contemplate what the delivery of a wholly
regulated franchised system would mean in terms of
financial commitment, particularly to the local
authority.

Q59 Clive EVord: Do you think the London model
is more successful in tackling social exclusion in
providing services? Is there a tension between
services provided on a commercial basis as opposed
to those that are funded and regulated by someone
like TfL?
Mr Hodgkins: I think it is very evident that it has
been successful in tackling social exclusion but I
would repeat the phrase that was used further along
the table here earlier on; it has been at a price and I
think it is a price that clearly has enabled the delivery
of the objectives of Transport for London.

Q60 Clive EVord: How do we resolve that? If there is
a barrier to tackling social exclusion through
commercially provided services, how do we
overcome that problem?
Mr Hodgkins: From the local authority perspective,
one of the greatest burdens is the burden of having to
try and build confidence in a system that is in many
respects dependent on short-term funding streams.
We have heard about Challenge funds and we have
heard about Kickstart funding and a range of other
rural transport grants in particular that have been to
a very limited timescale, and it is quite challenging to
the local authority to actually be able to go out and
deliver a project when at the back of their mind they
know there is only a three-year funding stream to
back it up.

Q61 Chairman: I am a bit worried about some of
these things we have not talked about—frequency of
cleaning buses, for instance, and late night buses. Do
your vulnerable users feel safe in your buses late at
night?
Mr Crowther: The feedback that we get is that yes
they do. Within the City Council we have a
partnership called the Safer Streets initiative which
involves the City Council, transport operators, the
police and the community, and we address what are

seen as being the major issues. I think I mentioned
earlier that Brighton is fortunate in having almost a
24-hour economy and people are quite happy to be
in the city centre quite late at night because of the
city’s own CCTV cameras, those on the buses, the
behaviour of people; it is all a package.

Q62 Chairman: What is the level of crime on your
buses, Mr Smith?
Mr Smith: To my knowledge ours is very low and I
think that is true right through to our park and ride
sites where literately we have a handful of incidents
through the year. It is very low. The buses are fully
covered by CCTV and to hear of an incident on a bus
it is unusual.

Q63 Chairman: Mr Woolley, are your buses covered
by CCTV?
Mr Woolley: They are, yes, and like Cambridge the
incidence of crime and disorder on buses is very low.
They are reported in a very high-profile way because
they are so rare.

Q64 Chairman: Are your buses generally safe and
well-maintained?
Mr Woolley: They are safe and well maintained. We
introduced park and ride over 10 years ago and we
were very prescriptive about the way buses on park
and ride were maintained in terms of cleanliness and
the way that they were washed.

Q65 Chairman: Does that tip over into the other
buses because the park and ride, as you specifically
told us, is aimed at your middle-class customers to
get them out of their cars. It is only out in the rural
areas they have the broken down ones that they
cannot get in.
Mr Woolley: I do not think we ever told you that,
Chairman.

Q66 Chairman: I did not think you said that, Mr
Woolley. I paraphrase, as they say.
Mr Woolley: I was going on to say that the example
we set to the bus companies and because we were
licensing that service, they realised that we were
specifying something they should be doing as well
because the growth in park and ride could be
replicated on the staged carriage services. In the
FTR, this new concept vehicle we talked about
earlier, we have entered into a quality partnership
specifically on that with the bus companies where
they volunteered daily washing and cleaning, deep
cleaning every fortnight, and a whole range of things
to make sure that the quality of the vehicle was
maintained, the operator recognising the
importance to his business.

Q67 Chairman: Mr Smith, a similar story?
Mr Smith: Absolutely and I was just reflecting,
having been involved in the business for some 10
years or so, so back then the position was quite
variable, shall we say. Today you rarely see a dirty
bus which is out on the streets. When you use the
buses—and I do use the buses as one of the people in
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the area—you generally find a good experience
there. That is absolutely vital. We get a lot of
feedback both on our own supported services but
also on the commercial services.

Q68 Chairman: Do you get passenger complaints
about rude drivers and bad driving?
Mr Smith: Of course we do. That goes to some extent
with the territory.

Q69 Chairman: What sort of level are we talking
about?
Mr Smith: I will quote a specific for you. On our
park and ride services, which are carrying about 1.6
million passengers per year, we get about 50
complaints a month. Interestingly, one of the most
regular complaints is that “the bus pulled away when
I was approaching the bus”. Of course, that is a
reflection of when does a bus pull away when there is
a continual stream of people wanting to get on? The
serious side is that there are odd incidents, the fact
the bus was being driven jerkily or the like. I think it
is important that we are monitoring that and it is
again part of having to care for the customer and,
rather like Mr Woolley, we have tried to work with
the bus companies to say it is really important that
we get those messages across.

Q70 Chairman: Is that normal Mr Hodgkins?
Mr Hodgkins: I think it is quite representative,
Chairman, yes. I think the level of complaint that
certainly comes to the attention of the local
authority about bus services is remarkably low given
the total number of customers there are.

Q71 Chairman: How many authorities insist on
proper formal bus driving training?
Mr Hodgkins: I cannot answer that question
precisely. I think it would be fair to say that those
authorities who have invested in public transport as
a measure to encourage modal shift have done so
with quality standards very much in mind and have
invested very heavily with their partners in the
operating sector in ensuring that the training
standards, cleanliness and so on are part of the
overall package that the customer is oVered.

Q72 Chairman: Are we agreeing that nevertheless
the ones that we are talking to today may very well
be the exceptions?
Mr Hodgkins: I think they are excellent examples.

Q73 Chairman: No, no, no, do not trade words with
me, Mr Hodgkins, that is what I do! I ask you again:
are these people that we are talking about here
exceptions?
Mr Hodgkins: No, I believe that across the country
the level of satisfaction with bus services is
improving. There is no doubt, having been in the bus
industry and local authorities for something like 35
years, that the image of the bus industry has never
been wonderful. Certainly there has been a period in
the last 20 years when the reputation of bus services

and the image of bus services has taken a hit, but I
think in general terms the overall level of customer
satisfaction is now starting to rise.

Q74 Chairman: So if we take evidence that wheels
come oV buses when they are in service and a
number of vehicle were in use despite having expired
Ministry of Transport certificates, that is not the
norm?
Mr Hodgkins: I do not see that as being the normal
standard of service that is delivered across the
country as a whole.

Q75 Chairman: I want to ask you about the
Competition Act. I do not know who would like to
give me their opinion. Should bus services be
exempted from the Competition Act?
Mr Hodgkins: May I kick oV, Chairman, with a
comment in general terms and I am sure that there
will be specific examples that others may draw on.
As a local transport authority, we are required to
produce a bus strategy which is, in eVect, our
statement of intent as to how we wish to see the
public transport service delivered across the local
authority’s area and how we intend to prioritise our
spend in support of that network. In many cases that
bus strategy will take the form of an aspiration of
what network we would like to see in place. In some
cases those services will be provided commercially
and in some cases they will not. In areas where the
commercial service falls short of our aspiration, we
may wish to enter into dialogue with more than one
company in order to secure the enhancement that is
necessary to meet our desired standard of service. In
some respects the Competition Act has proved a
barrier to that dialogue. There are examples of
where bus routes run by two competing operators
have generated additional ridership. I can quote
several examples from my local area where that is the
case. In many cases however that has been a short-
lived experience, especially when profit margins are
as tight as they are in many of the rural shire counties
that I am familiar with. One of the greatest burdens
that the customer sees, and they are being given the
answer that it is an impact of the Competition Act,
is that where there is more than one operator of
commercial services they cannot use their tickets on
the other operator’s bus, and even where quality
standards are of an even level and frequency of
service is of an even level, that one factor alone can
be a deterrent to passengers.

Q76 Chairman: Are you saying to us, Mr Hodgkins,
that the local authorities could in eVect broker a
better service if they were able to do so between bus
operators?
Mr Hodgkins: It would be fair to say that in setting
out their objectives in delivering public transport
networks, the local authorities by and large are
trying to deliver a level of service that is in the public
interest. It is very interesting to note that the view of
the OYce of Fair Trading is currently that the local
authority is not entrusted with representing the
public interest in that it has not got the power to go
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out and negotiate between operators in the way that
you suggest. In that sense, yes, there is a disparity in
view over the eVectiveness of the Competition Act.

Memorandum submitted by South Yorkshire PTA and PTE

This evidence is presented on behalf of South Yorkshire PTA and PTE. South Yorkshire PTA covers the
Metropolitan districts of Barnsley, Doncaster, SheYeld and Rotherham and represents a population of over
1.3 million. This evidence supplements and supports the evidence prepared by PTEG.

Background Context

In South Yorkshire bus patronage has continued to fall since the 1950s. This is a concern discussed in our
2nd Bus Strategy, and is reflected across all user groups. Since deregulation in 1986, annual passenger
numbers have dropped from 350 million to 130 million in 2001 and are currently 111 million. The following
graph illustrates how passenger numbers have continued to fall in recent periods by diVerent groups of
passengers:
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Over the same period, passenger satisfaction has dropped from 58% to 54%. Customer research suggests
that passengers’ and potential passengers’ greatest concerns are:

— Stability of the network of services.

— Fares.

— Punctuality/reliability.

— Customer service and staV attitude.

Indeed, 80% of our customer complaints are about one or more of these four issues. Similar concerns were
raised in SheYeld City Council’s Bus Commission held in 2005, and by Councillors at Barnsley
Metropolitan Borough Council’s Scrutiny Board. This sets the background against which the Transport
Committee’s questions are answered below. In addition, this submission should be read alongside PTEG’s.

1. Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, and eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

In the opinion of SYPTA/SYPTE the answer is no, de-regulation has not worked, as evidenced by the
passenger concerns above.

The deregulated bus market is now dominated by large groups. This in itself need not be inherently bad
but it has led to a small number of groups who have tended to concentrate investment on the best performing
routes and gradually withdraw the concept of a cross subsidised network. As a consequence, the PTE is faced
with supporting an increasing proportion of the network. Lack of competition for tendered services has
increased the cost of intervention.

Chairman: Gentlemen, you have all been very
instructive and helpful. Thank you very much
indeed, I am very grateful to you.
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Until recently, around a third of services were provided by Yorkshire Traction, the largest independently-
owned group. Their takeover by Stagecoach has improved integration with the tram but further reduced the
number of companies in the market. Elsewhere integration is almost non-existent and integrated fares are
forced too high to be popular.

In South Yorkshire the two main operators, First Group and Stagecoach, operate 95% of the services.
There are 12 other operators. At the time of deregulation there were over 60. Acquisitions and competition
have driven this reduction. The following table illustrates in more detail the eVective monopoly position of
the two dominant operators in each of the four South Yorkshire Districts. Indeed, in Barnsley it is not
unusual to only receive tender submissions from Stagecoach (ie formally from the Yorkshire Traction
Group of companies).

Barnsley Doncaster Rotherham SheYeld

First 1.4% 64.8% 64.9% 81.9%
Stagecoach 95.6% 21.3% 29.4% 16.1%
Other 3.0% 13.9% 5.6% 2.0%

Without competition, the major operators are now concentrating their services on main roads at the
expense of penetration into adjacent communities. This improves financial performance but at the expense
of a network. As the following graph illustrates, they are operating less and less miles commercially each
year.
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In turn the PTE is being asked to finance those socially necessary services to sustain a wider network.
Commercially operated miles have decreased by 20% over the last five years and even though tendered or
subsidised services have increased by 100% over five million, bus miles have been lost to passengers in the
same period. The impact on the PTE’s budget has been significant. It has increased its spend from £5,947K
to £9,232K, an increase of 55%. Our levy income rose by less than 20% over the same period. This increase
cannot be sustained and because operators’ deregistrations are accelerating the PTE is already unable to
buy back services like for like. This means there is always a reinstatement tension. The operators walk away
from commercial bus services without community consultation or feelings of obligation. The public call for
their reinstatement and the PTE has to prioritise which (if any) bus services it can aVord to buy back. This
leads to instability in the bus market. The extent of service withdrawal has created a loss of confidence by
the travelling public which, in turn, leads to an increased dependency on the car and the decline in
passengers. Market stability and improved bus quality is needed to grow bus patronage. This has been the
case in London.

In South Yorkshire, where transforming the economy is a high priority, bus services are needed into areas
of economic development from day one. Bus operators are reluctant to take a long-term view of such services
and thus it also falls to the PTE to provide financial support—often for periods of four to five years to
establish their viability. Apart from the recent improvements in integrating with the tram there has been
little integration with other public transport modes commercially.

Since 1986 service levels, frequency and coverage have declined. Patronage and satisfaction have
consequently declined. Chasing this spiral has led to real rises in fares. For example, First Group single fares
in South Yorkshire have changed as follows:

— two mile fares up 200% since 1999;

— all fares up an average by 168% since 1999; and
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— three to four mile fares up 36% in 2005 with three rises all fares up on average 30% in 2005 with
three rises.

In short, deregulation has not delivered a better bus service.

2. Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Yes, in some areas. The inability to provide co-ordinated, fully branded bus services with integrated
timetables, real-time information, with attractive and aVordable multi-modal and multi-operator ticketing
(including smartcards) is a barrier to growth. As shown above there is little competition between bus
operators. However, there is competition with the car. Yet competition legislation/rules are being used to
restrict co-operation between the dominant operators. This makes it impossible to compel operators (who
put their local business case above wider passenger benefits) to participate in area wide publicly funded
schemes.

If this was addressed, and the PTEs granted additional powers to co-ordinate services (routes and
timetables) and fares in an environment where service stability was guaranteed (ie you could be sure the
service would operate for a number of years on the same route, days, time of day and frequency) and the
ability to compel operators to participate in smartcard and real-time schemes, then we would have the
platform to move forward.

In South Yorkshire, we have little influence over service deregistrations, yet if we place a contract for a
service to meet social needs the operators are quick to argue abstraction from commercial services (they have
for the service A3 and 348/9 in SheYeld for example). This means we have to divert supported services onto
less attractive routes to minimise the risk of abstraction. This is not the best use of public funds and allows
commercial operators to dictate the network regardless of public need. Open co-operation would be likely
to lead to better use of funding.

Statutory Quality Partnership Schemes can enforce quality standards in relation to vehicles and some
aspects of their operation. To that extent, they are useful and a Statutory Quality Partnership Scheme is
being promoted in SheYeld. However, there is no guarantee that services will continue to be operated along
an SQP route nor can service levels or fares be specified. We can require participation in a ticketing scheme
but cannot specify fare levels.

3. Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Yes, priority measures can have a benefit. Across South Yorkshire we are investing significantly in
improving reliability. We liaise with other PTEs and Local Authorities to transfer best practice. However,
the willingness of Highway Authorities to invest can be undermined when there is lack of confidence in the
quality of the bus service being delivered.

Proper enforcement of car parking and bus lanes is also important. When decriminalisation of car parking
enforcement was introduced in SheYeld in April 2005, it coincided with a step-change in bus punctuality.
It rose each month from 85% of services within the TraYc Commissioners "1/!5 minute window, to 91%
by July 2005. In terms of journey time improvement and reliability, bus priority measures can have an
important role in improving bus service performance. Priority measures, along with better quality buses,
customer care measures (including bus stop upgrades) and promotion of the local network, can lead to
patronage growth. They are, however, only part of the solution. Patronage growth is not only dependant
upon journey predictability (achieved through enforcement as well as priority measures), but also on a
network designed to meet modern travel patterns.

In South Yorkshire the Wickersley-Worksop Quality Bus Corridor, which included the above package
of measures, generated a 4% patronage growth and a 5% saving in journey time in its first full year of
opening. This shows that bus priority can work. However, in North SheYeld the PTE, in partnership with
First and SheYeld City Council, devised a package of improvements, the initial phase of which was a
network change aiming to provide local people with access to key facilities. This was introduced before bus
priority works and even with the same bus resource generated a 3% patronage growth, compared to a fall
in most other parts of the City. The priority measures are currently being installed, from which we expect
further growth.

4. Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

In the opinion of SYPTA/PTE the answer is no. As has been demonstrated above, the cost to the public
sector of buying back services which commercial operators seek to abandon is not sustainable. The cost of
tender renewals are rising by 14–15% each year—above annual RPI increases. Operators claim bus costs
are increasing at 4% above inflation annually. Services are funded by local taxation which is constrained by
Government spending limits. In the medium to longer-term it is becoming harder to find the eYciency
savings to meet these rising costs. In short, to deliver the high quality public transport network necessary
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to achieve local and national objectives, the total funding needs to be increased. Voluntary Partnerships
have so far failed to deliver a basis for securing suYcient funding. Hence, the interest in Statutory Quality
Contracts and enhanced SQPs.

There has also been an added problem with three-year funding initiatives for bus services, requiring
innovation. The lessons have been learned from Urban and Rural Bus Challenge, and Kickstart was
welcomed. However, all these important funding streams which encourage market growth have been
abandoned. Government needs to replace them with a permanent funding stream for local bus services.

5. Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on
all forms of public transport?

The current approach provides a substantial statutory entitlement for elderly and disabled people. The
entitlement for children and eligible students is dependent on the concessionary travel authority and
the generosity of the schemes varies considerably. Even for elderly and disabled people, the extent of the
geographical area covered by their concessionary fare entitlement and the extent, if any, of provision over
and above the statutory minimum varies considerably. There are also other groups of people for whom, on
grounds of addressing social exclusion, there might be a stronger case for providing subsidised travel than
many people currently receiving such a benefit, but who are not covered by concessionary fares at all. The
PTEs in particular have no powers to fund concessions for groups such as those seeking employment.

The additional funding provided to introduce free concessionary fares is significant. For example,
SYPTE’s concessionary fares budget has almost doubled. Although it provides for a universal benefit for
eligible people, in practice, it tends to be targeted more on those who may need it most since take up and
the amount of travel will be greatest amongst those who do not have access to private cars. It will also
increase bus patronage. Although there are benefits to the bus industry in increasing the customer base, free
fares should be seen as an issue of social policy rather than transport policy.

South Yorkshire welcomes the Government’s intention to make the local scheme a national one but is
concerned that it will be confined to buses. Locally, we have a scheme that includes local rail and tram
journeys. Our scheme is also available from 9.00 am which is helpful to people visiting hospitals and health
centres. We would not wish the ability to fund these extensions locally to be lost. We also believe tram
schemes should be included in the national scheme.

In the event that a Quality Contract were to be introduced in the context of a national concessions scheme,
then the funding for concessions should be provided to the Transport Authority so that best value could be
provided as part of the overall contracting process.

6. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

There are a number of reasons why Quality Contracts have not been introduced. SYPTE is doing a lot
of work on this delivery option and is happy to explain in detail the barriers.

The reduction in lead timescales for Quality Contracts was helpful in reducing the risks of introducing
Quality Contracts. However, there are still considerable risks associated with progressing Quality Contracts
and the earliest one could be delivered is 2009, given the risks set out below. SYPTE is at the forefront of
understanding these risks and examining in detail how a Quality Contract might be brought forward. A key
part of this understanding was the joint “Market Consultation Exercise” undertaken with Nexus. The
lessons arising from this work will willingly be shared with the Transport Committee. Key barriers SYPTE
have encountered in progressing Quality Contracts include:

— Local operator opposition—it is notable that both Stagecoach and First (the two dominant
operators in South Yorkshire) declined to participate in the “Market Consultation Exercise”. This
makes it diYcult to predict how they might respond to a Quality Contract, but at the very least
legal challenge is expected. This continues to ignore the concerns expressed by the 2002 Inquiry
which criticised bus operators for their “negative, unhelpful and misguided” approach to Quality
Contracts. On the other hand, other operators (eg Fraser Eagle) have gone public on their support
for Quality Contracts and the work SYPTE is undertaking to explore the merits of a Quality
Contract.

— Market collapse—once a Quality Contract has been approved, there is the risk that the existing
operators (if unsuccessful) might walk away from the network and eVectively collapse the market.

— Costs—since there is no Quality Contract in existence, and the local operators refuse to provide
patronage and revenue data for local commercial services, there is uncertainty about costs. A risk
which the Local Authority/PTE promoting the Quality Contract would have to bear.
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— Pensions—Under Secretary of State approval the “closed” SY Passenger Transport Pension fund
was created through a management buy out, the guarantor is SYPTA Ltd, not First Group plc
who bought out the management run company. Six hundred First manual workers are part of the
scheme and there are significant cost risks if either First Group does not win a contract or
TUPE applies.

— Engagement—the DfT has been slow to engage in discussions on how a case for a Quality Contract
might be brought forward for the Secretary of State’s consideration. Only recently have they begun
to discuss how a case might be presented or, indeed, give clear or comprehensive guidance on its
content. For an Authority to stand any chance of making a successful bid it must know the
information the Secretary of State requires to make his decision.

— Process—the legislation still requires the legal test of “only practicable way”. It has been widely
stated that bus operators will challenge the legality of a Quality Contract proposal. This adds risk
to timescales and costs. This has been acknowledged by the Public Accounts Committee in their
May 2006 report on Bus Services. Whilst the guidance sets minimum timescales for the Secretary
of State to respond, early Quality Contracts are likely to take longer. Given this, and the reluctance
to engage, PTAs believe such powers could be delegated to them to reduce timescale uncertainty
and thus cost risks.

— Implementation—the Transport Act 2000 would not easily allow a whole South Yorkshire Quality
Contract Scheme to be approved and implemented over a reasonable timescale, ie two years. The
legislation only allows three months from making the scheme to tendering. If the case is
countywide, either tendering would have to be almost simultaneous (which raises risk and capacity
issues) or there would have to be separate applications for parts of the county.

— Contract length—the “Market Consultation Exercise” has suggested the contract length would be
more ideally placed at eight years. This would bring about cost savings linked to infrastructure
investment (especially bus depreciation costs). Eight years is in line with recent Government
changes to conventional bus tenders. The Transport Act sets a maximum of five years.

— Vehicles—There is a limited market supply and a five year contract is not cost eYcient. Significant
savings could be achieved with a longer contract period or with PTEs being able to own vehicles
themselves.

7. Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and
resources that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and Local Authorities?

Yes, the powers appear adequate and the work of the TraYc Commissioners is supported. However, there
is concern that they are under-resourced to fully carry out these roles and liaise more eVectively with public
bodies like PTEs. For example, South Yorkshire had recently to provide them with resource to carry out a
major scrutiny of bus punctuality and reliability.

8. Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London has seen growth in bus patronage. In South Yorkshire there is currently not the level of public
funding available to replicate this model but there are other transferable lessons. Their ability to specify
services levels and allow competition oV-street has been backed by other measures including powers of
highway management and significant investment in new buses. In theory (at least) the Quality Contract
model brings the rest of England closer to the London model as it oVers the ability to tackle the following
customer-led concerns:

— Stability—a Quality Contract allows a network to be guaranteed for the five year contract period,
with changes (if any) subjected to local consultation.

— Fares—fares can be set to grow custom and not maximise revenue income Rises can be restricted
to annual increases linked to actual rises in bus operating costs, and a strategy for peonage growth
rather than linked to profit targets.

— Quality—can be delivered through specifying better buses, as in London, insisting on an
appropriate customer care qualification for drivers, and specifying high quality maintenance.

— Network design—this can strike a balance between maximising passenger volume, and
accessibility for passengers.

— Confidence—this will give public authorities confidence to invest in priority measures knowing the
services will not be withdrawn from the facilities. In addition, they will have a greater incentive to
invest given the additional ownership of the risks.

The problem, as Section 6 identifies, is the transformation from the present basis to a franchised network.
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9. What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form
of regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The future for the bus should be good.

South Yorkshire’s vision for its social and economic development requires the provision of high quality
public transport to meet an increasing proportion of people’s travel needs. The congestion that would result
if increasing travel demands were to be met by an ever higher proportion of travel being made by the private
car would be unacceptable environmentally and would, in any case, ultimately tend to stifle economic
growth. Buses have to play a strong role. To achieve their full potential requires local Transport Authorities
to pursue a range of policies only some of which are under their control. As our evidence acknowledges, it
requires Local Authorities to commit to clear policies to manage demand for travel and where necessary
reallocate road-space. It also requires a stable and growing network of attractive and aVordable bus services
that passengers will choose to use. It is this combination in London which has significantly contributed to
the growth in patronage, whereas the present approach in South Yorkshire of voluntary agreements has yet
to deliver such a network. Uncertainty over the ability to deliver it could undermine the commitment to the
necessary highways, traYc and parking policies.

We believe the ability to be able to co-ordinate the services of diVerent operators, introduce simple
integrated fares and ticketing and promote the full range of public transport as a single stable network is
essential. It will enable other policies to be implemented, enabling growth and thus improving the funding
and financing position of bus services.

We recognise that and diVerent solutions will be necessary in diVerent parts of the country. That is why
we believe the Local Authority and/or PTA/PTE are best placed to judge the most appropriate policy
options and how to maximise value for money. In South Yorkshire we are in parallel developing potential
proposals to introduce Quality Contracts, also consulting on and evaluating alternative partnership
arrangements that might deliver the bus strategy outcomes. Much is being placed on the role of enhancing
and strengthening Quality Partnership Schemes by the industry. The challenge in any enhanced Quality
Partnership is binding the partners in a stronger way than present partnerships do and embracing aspects
such as ticketing, fares, frequency and service levels. Quality Contracts have the advantage that they are
already provided for by existing legislation. However, as the Public Accounts Committee recently
acknowledged, the Select Committee has also recognised in the past and as set out in this evidence, that is
a process with significant cost and timescale risks. Enhanced Quality Partnerships may be possible by
changes in the OYce of Fair Trading’s approach and by guidance. However, if it requires legislation it must
be introduced quickly before the demand for bus travel further deteriorates.

In summary, South Yorkshire supports the requirements identified in the PTEG evidence, namely:

— a more flexible and locally-determined menu of options including Quality Contracts from which
to serve passenger needs;

— significant revisions to the Quality Partnership Scheme and Quality Contract legislation to enable
cost-eVective, local solutions to be implemented;

— a wider recognition of the needs for better bus priority, stronger parking policies and, where
appropriate, road pricing solutions, with possible unification of public transport and strategic
highway responsibilities, where this is the preferred local solution; and

— a funding package which encourages and rewards all parties for adopting policies which raises the
quality of delivery and grows the market for bus travel.

23 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority

1. Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority (GMPTA) is the body established to assess the
public transport needs of the Greater Manchester City Region and make policy decisions about public
transport provision. We are pleased that the House of Commons Transport Select Committee has decided
to hold an inquiry into “Bus Services Across the UK” and welcome the opportunity to submit written
evidence. We would be happy to elaborate on the points raised orally, at any future date.

2. This evidence details our views on current bus provision in Greater Manchester. We have chosen to
look at the broad themes raised by the inquiry, and present a view on the future policy levers required to
meet both our local regeneration objectives and deliver significantly improved patronage growth.

3. GMPTA is firmly of the view on a cross party basis that the current regulatory framework for bus
service provision has failed to deliver an eYcient, eVective, and socially inclusive bus network. The
Authority is committed to the principle of local transport authorities being given greater control over the
bus network within their area and has held this view for some time. The Department for Transport (DfT)
has indicated that a new approach (in the form of “a Third way” or Enhanced Quality Partnerships) could
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deliver improvements in the operation of the bus network, although so far no proposals have been
published. In the absence of measures to streamline the process of introducing Quality Contracts, we believe
that Enhanced Quality Partnerships (EQPs) could well be the mechanism to deliver the required
improvements for the benefit of the travelling public in conurbations outside London.

4. This evidence describes the wider context in which bus services operate within Greater Manchester and
summarises the Authority’s view on the key characteristics of an EQP. We conclude by oVering a revised
policy framework in which such an approach may be delivered.

The Greater Manchester City Region

5. With a population of three million, the Greater Manchester City Region has a critical mass of
economic activity, infrastructure and physical assets unrivalled in the UK outside London. It is the key
economic driver for the region as a whole, accounting for 48% of the Gross Value Added (GVA) output for
the North West. The accelerated growth scenario based on the City Region Development Programme
(CRDP) actions assumes average growth of 2.9% per annum between 2002 and 2015, against a UK average
of 2.5%.5 This is a central objective of our approach to meeting national PSA 2, to reduce regional disparity.

6. The regional centre currently has a working population of 136,000, with an additional 60,000 students,
plus day-time shoppers and night-time leisure users. In the last three years alone the regional centre has
secured around £1.5 billion of private investment and generated around 25,000 new jobs. Manchester now
has one of the largest concentrations of higher education investment activity in Europe. An eYcient public
transport network is fundamental to achieving current and projected CRDP growth targets in Greater
Manchester. In the medium term, the Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Strategy sets out how we
will underpin the growth agenda with investment in our heavy and light rail networks. In the short term,
the bus network provides the only option for increasing public transport capacity to enable sustainable
economic growth to take place.

7. The 10 local highway authorities, GMPTE/A and the bus operators all have important roles to play
in the delivery of eVective bus services. This means a complex myriad of relationships have developed
between the public and private sector. In some areas of the UK where bus use is increasing there is one
monopolistic bus operator in partnership with a single unitary authority. In contrast, Greater Manchester
is a complex polycentric city region where the successful management of stable bus services requires a more
complex set of relationships to work eVectively.

8. Buses in Greater Manchester account for 86% of all public transport journeys. It is fundamentally
important for the future success of the City Region that the local bus network responds to the economic
ambition of authorities in Greater Manchester. Inevitably, measures to boost economic growth and
encourage social inclusion will increase the total number of trips many of which will be to and from the
regional centre. This will require a significantly, improved level of infrastructure that will in turn attract new
investors and residents into the area. Using controlled competition, an EQP will be an important tool top
help us to develop a series of Corridor Partnerships with adopted outcome based targets designed to support
forecast growth within each corridor in an economically and environmentally sustainable way. It is
fundamental to the economic viability of our area that the industry rises to this challenge.

Buses Since Deregulation

9. In 1986 bus passenger trips in Greater Manchester stood at 355 million annually. Despite a period of
stability at around 250 million in the mid 1990s, this figure had fallen to 218 million by 2005, prior to the
introduction of free travel for the elderly and disabled in April 2006. This is a worrying trend, both for the
environment, the economy and the bus industry alike.

10. Deregulation was designed to cut costs to both the industry and public purse, promote innovation,
secure lower fares and oVer passengers more choice. These national public policy goals were partly achieved
in the early years of deregulation, through greater competition on routes, and reduced public sector subsidy.
This position was sustained through to the early 1990s. However, from this time, the bus market in Greater
Manchester eVectively lost its competitiveness with the larger operators becoming market dominant, in
neighbouring areas and on neighbouring routes with major competition coming from the car or other public
transport alternatives. Today, now that the emphasis has changed and Greater Manchester authorities are
committed to delivering a competitive city region where worklessness is reduced and people can access pubic
services easily in their area, a new policy framework is required.

11. Passengers in Greater Manchester have witnessed above inflation fares increases in the period after
the mid 1990s. Table two demonstrates that whereas fare levels in real terms have remained unchanged in
London, those in the “deregulated” shire, unitary and metropolitan areas of England have risen by 25% over
the past 10 years.

5 City Region Development Programme.
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BUS SERVICE FARES IN ENGLAND AND RETAIL PRICE INDEX6
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12. In addition to substantially increasing fares, operators in Greater Manchester have streamlined
services so that low profit and non-commercial routes are withdrawn and passed to the public sector to fund.
This shift demonstrates how the current regime has allowed the industry to gradually move risk from the
private to the public sector. Throughout the lifecycle of the deregulated market, the public sector has had
to meet growing demand on the subsidised budget. The table below demonstrates how the average cost for
service subsidy has dramatically increased in the last five years.

AVERAGE COSTS FOR SERVICE SUBSIDY IN GREATER MANCHESTER7

Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Change

Pence per mile 70.54 86.99 94.88 102.03 112.61 42.07p
% increase in Cost Per Mile 23.1% 9.1% 7.5% 10.4% 59.6%
Percentage increase in RPI 1.3% 3.1% 2.6% 3.2% 10.6%

13. Service withdrawals and rising subsidy costs mean that today, some local communities are now
threatened with the complete withdrawal of their bus service. Between January 2003 and January 2006
alone, of 208 commercial withdrawals only 91 could be aVorded to be replaced in whole or part by GMPTA.
This reduces the coverage of the current network, as GMPTA cannot continue to meet the ever-increasing
bus subsidy demands.

14. Greater Manchester is therefore faced with a market failing to meet the needs of the Greater
Manchester City Region, with the threat of further decline. GMPTA is keen to facilitate a market conducive
to growth, where buses are reliable, frequent, aVordable, clean and safe. At present this is not the case as
the industry response when the product continues to fail is to put up fares.

Competition

15. Competition between bus operators only exists on three out of 15 major corridors in Greater
Manchester.8 Consequently, there is very little passenger choice. Although there are over 40 bus companies
in Greater Manchester, the three major operators (First, Stagecoach and Arriva) in terms of turnover now
enjoy 96% market share in Greater Manchester.9 The big three have increased their hold largely through
acquisitions rather than through eVorts to innovate or grow the existing market. This position will not
change in the foreseeable future. Unlike the communications industry (privatised around the same time),
customers cannot react to poor service by changing suppliers, as alternative providers do not exist.
Therefore, we need to develop an alternative delivery mechanism which will meet our objectives.

6 Transport Statistics for Great Britain DfT October 2005.
7 Average costs for service subsidy in Greater Manchester (GMPTE).
8 http://www.gmpte.com/content.cfm?subcategory–id%104202 (GMPTE Bus Timetable Leaflet Library. The three routes are

the A6, Oxford Road and Chester Road.)
9 http://www.pteg.net/ Operator Financial Performance 2005.
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16. In Greater Manchester limited competition exists only on major arterial roads where services are
profitable and can be operated at low risk. In these instances big operators often compete with small local
bus companies in markets that can be aggressive and dangerous. A particularly relevant example of this in
Greater Manchester relates to the A6, 192 route where some months ago UK North entered into
competition with Stagecoach resulting in an increased number of low quality buses serving the route.
Although this led to a more frequent service with lower fares (Stagecoach has reduced fare levels to match
those of UK North) it has led to acute problems of traYc congestion at Piccadilly, and consequent safety
concerns for the travelling public. Despite the recent introduction of a voluntary code of conduct called
CityPLAN, (a city centre code of conduct for bus operators which contains appropriate maximum
capacities on bus stands in the heart of the regional centre to avoid unnecessary congestion), public
authorities were forced to increase the level of supervision in the area with additional parking attendants
and other oYcers so as to prevent a serious accident on the route. It remains to be seen whether both
operators will remain in the market and whether therefore the frequency and fare levels can be sustained in
the longer term.

Public Sector Objectives

17. High frequency radial services can deliver benefits, particularly in terms of improving access to town
centres and supporting modal shift. However, the competition (and consequent bus on bus congestion)
along routes (such as the 192) can devalue investment and make supply provided in this manner “lumpy”.
This does not provide good coverage across the network as a whole. We require a properly integrated public
transport system, which can utilise the profits from these routes to provide other services across the whole
network. A wider network is essential in supporting social inclusion, access to employment, education and
other facilities, but some essential services are always likely to be marginal and thus, cannot be provided on
a commercial basis. However in other cases new commercial routes can be developed if operators are
prepared to engage in risk to capture new markets caused by demographic change. Our attempts to
encourage operators to invest in such routes have largely failed and this is a growing trend. For example,
GMPTA would like to commit resources to areas where bus services are poor, but where significant public
money is soon to be spent, such as in areas earmarked for Housing Market Renewal, areas where Urban
Regeneration Companies have been established by central Government to drive regeneration, and in areas
where we are creating new jobs. In contrast, Metrolink routing is in the hands of the public sector. This
enables us to focus transport access at sites where other money is being spent, in eVect pump priming further
private sector investment.

18. At present, innovation relies on mechanisms such as Kickstart funding which transfers risk to the
public purse. The most innovative bus schemes to have been introduced in recent years, such as the first low
floor buses, Manchester City Centre Metroshuttle service, the Nightbus network and Yellow School buses
have all been public sector led. In future, we would like to see a regime in which the risk on these schemes
is not borne purely by the public sector. Opportunities to grow the market, such as in regeneration areas,
should be subject to a new arrangement where both parties share the risk and motivation to deliver on any
targets set.

Priority and Partnership

19. The Greater Manchester, Quality Bus Corridor (QBC) network demonstrates how we are willing to
furnish new routes with bus priority to ensure success. Bus companies cite congestion as a major cause of
unreliability and point to priority measures to reduce delays. To date, Greater Manchester has spent
£60 million delivering 31km of bus lanes and over 1,500 bus stop upgrades (new flags, raised kerbs, improved
information). Over 300 traYc signal improvements, and in the order of 200 traYc management schemes to
improve general traYc flow have been successfully delivered along with over 500 pedestrian improvements.
Manchester is also taking forward bus lane enforcement to further improve the operating conditions for
buses. Despite this significant investment by the Districts and the PTE/A, operators have been slow in
bringing to the table new initiatives such as simplified ticketing, marketing and branding of the QBCs,
improved standards relating to vehicle quality and cleanliness and customer focused driver training.

20. Greater Manchester’s QBCs generally have higher frequencies and more direct services than other
bus routes and where reasonably priced weekly tickets are available, regular passengers have a satisfactory
level of service. We understand that reliability is improving and patronage is up on the routes examined to
date (subject to data from operators). This is an achievement for the Districts and PTE/A. However, we are
lacking any of the wider benefits because of the lack of action by the operators to complement the work
on the QBCs. In sum, partnership working on QBCs in Greater Manchester has not delivered new vehicles
unreliability is still an issue and problems of service failure and driver recruitment are common. QBCs have
not promoted better integration or delivered an aVordable flat rate adult fare. To make progress on these
issues, particularly patronage growth, the public sector should have the tools to incentivise good practice
and equally, sanction bus companies for operational failure. We want operators to match priority
commitments with investment in fleet and personnel, as both of these important issues contribute
significantly to better services for passengers.
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Legislation

21. Competition legislation is unnecessarily prohibitive. Regulation enforced by the OYce for the Fair
Trading (OFT) means that, unlike in London, passengers do not benefit from integrated timetables, tickets
and services. Government has recognised that a problem exists and we welcome proposed moves to ease the
current diYculties in this area. Clearly, some level of statutory exemption from these conditions would go
some way to providing higher quality bus services in Greater Manchester.

22. Quality Contracts guidance represents a missed opportunity for Government to secure best value in
the procurement of bus services outside London. This is a major concern. It is essential that we understand
whether public subsidy spend is delivering best value for passengers in Greater Manchester. We would
welcome the introduction of a tool to measure value for money on bus subsidy spend per mile because at
present this does not exist.

23. Government should not be surprised that thus far, no transport authority has been able to introduce
a Quality Contract for bus services. The condition attached to a Quality Contract, requiring local transport
authorities to prove they are the “only practicable way” is nearly impossible to satisfy. Recent guidance has
sought to soften this, but even with the recent time reduction, a Quality Contract would be likely to
culminate in a protracted legal battle that would only work to distract from securing real improvements for
bus passengers. The “only practicable way” definition allows the bus industry to continually delay the
introduction of quality contracts by proposing new alternative forms of partnership which then fail. In our
view, the removal of the “only practicable way” test would free up local transport authorities to introduce
quality contracts as a “fall back” if EQPs (see below) do not meet public sector objectives.

An Enhanced Quality Partnership for Greater Manchester

24. Greater Manchester Authorities have published a target of 4.5% patronage growth over the period
2006–11. In considering options to deliver on this target in the future, we believe that a greater level of public
intervention in the current bus market outside London is required. This may vary across diVerent areas;
however, we believe that in Greater Manchester’s case, a form of controlled competition, underpinned by
appropriate levels of regulation would be the means of delivering a significantly more eVective and eYcient
bus network. Hence we propose an Enhanced Quality Partnership (EQP) model, based around the central
objective of providing us with flexibility and ability to specify co-ordinate and deliver local bus services.

25. Local transport authorities need to be able, in consultation with local stakeholders, to specify a series
of conurbation-wide, needs-based, local bus networks designed to achieve our outcome targets and to set
down the service standards to be delivered. The mechanism for delivering these local bus networks would be
through an EQP with exclusivity and a provision to allow a degree of sub contracting for smaller operators.

26. The Government has yet to announce its EQP proposals but our view is that operators should be
required to deliver a Binding Partnership Agreement including:

— a core network of routes on a local area basis;

— specified levels of frequency;

— punctuality and reliability standards;

— service quality issues such as vehicle quality, driver standards accessibility and cleanliness
standards; and

— integration (with other modes and ticketing systems).

27. The conditions of the EQP would be such to incentivise operators to provide major targeted service
improvements. These improvements would relate to patronage growth, the delivery of socially inclusive
network coverage and commitments on aVordable fares with all mode tickets. Within the EQP, we will invite
operators to propose a level of service equal to that contained in a Quality Contract, or at least that which
provides the same public benefits. In return, we will oVer exclusivity. These benefits would be secured via
the various incentives attached to the delivery of our specified outcomes across the network.

28. The Commission for Integrated Transport (CIT) has identified how, at present, Bus Service
Operators Grant (BSOG) is granted to operators regardless of performance. We would like to be able to
use this crucial policy lever to tie BSOG (worth £359 million in England in 2004–0510) to operator
performance or to limit provision (of the rebate) only to the bus company, which via the EQP, is committed
to delivering on the targets written into the agreement. This would incentivise the operator, within the EQP,
to be proactive against public sector objectives, something we have diYculty encouraging them to do at
present. Growth targets would be set and catered for within the network so that the operator that signs up
to the partnership can develop the market within the agreed timeframe of the agreement. It is proposed that
agreements should be active for a period of five to seven years. Local transport authorities would be required
to deliver an agreed quality of infrastructure including waiting facilities, with operators and local transport
authorities jointly providing information provision. Importantly, this would provide a stable environment
where limited changes to the network (if any) should be subject to local consultation.

10 Committee of Public Accounts Report on the Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England—Forty-third report of
Session 2005–06.
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29. An EQP would facilitate cross subsidy, by enabling routes yielding high profits to subsidise less
profitable services. It is possible such a mechanism could deliver far greater value for money as supporting
funds would be in place across the network rather than the current system of subsidy for individual routes,
which has been previously identified as ineYcient by the National Audit OYce.

30. This framework would be designed to encourage private sector investment and innovation. We
recognise the importance of transport operators having the ability to manage their businesses in a way that
promotes patronage growth and delivers benefits for the passenger. This would be written into the EQP and
incentivised accordingly. Any commitment on fares would need to include, a simplified fares structure with
provisions to provide an aVordable transfer ticket (across all operators and all modes) alongside a
mechanism to ensure bus travel is aVordable.

31. A greater degree of local authority co-ordination and leadership should not be seen as a threat to
innovation and eYciency but rather should enable the bus network to grow in strength and eVectiveness to
deliver both public and private sector objectives. We would hope to commit operators to delivering an
improved level of service, which does not exist currently. The EQP requires an environment where
accountability is clear. Unlike in Greater Manchester, Transport for London has the powers necessary, to
hold operators to account. The public sector has similar powers on the rail network, but at present these
accountability frameworks do not exist for bus services outside London as recognised in the recent Delivery
Chain Analysis undertaken by the National Audit OYce. This transparency, incentivised through Bus
Service Operators Grant, is at the centre of successful partnership working and must feature prominently
in any redesigned framework going forward.

The Role of the Traffic Commissioner in an EQP

32. The powers of the TraYc Commissioner should be significantly enhanced to facilitate the new EQP
arrangement. In particular, the Commissioner would be required to enforce the market restriction policies
suggested above. At present, any operator is free to run services on any route as long as they register services
with the Commissioner six weeks in advance of operation. The exclusivity within the proposed EQP would
mean that operators would be unable to run services in this way. Indeed, the road space would be reserved
only for the operator within the partnership (committed to delivering the service standards) and other
operators would be prevented from running services within the area of the EQP. On parts of the network
not subject to an EQP, the six-week notice registration condition would remain. Our proposition would be
that before a local authority introduces an EQP, legislation would be introduced to ensure that operators
outside of the EQP could not register services with the TraYc Commissioner on the local network.

33. The TraYc Commissioner is severely under resourced. The TraYc Commissioners’ Annual Report
2004–05 states that reliability monitoring in Greater Manchester “would not have been possible” without
the assistance of the PTE.11 Even if the current regime were to remain, one Commissioner with three
monitoring oYcers per region is clearly not suYcient. As a minimum, commissioners require a greater oYcer
resource to enable them to eVectively discharge their duties.

34. In order to make the market more transparent to local communities and to successfully monitor the
success of the EQP, the TraYc Commissioner should receive and make publicly available operator
performance data, that would be used to support work planning and monitoring operators’ performance
against the targets set out in the partnership. Having publicly available data, as recommended by both the
National Audit OYce and the recent Committee of Public Accounts Report on the Delivery Chain Analysis
for Bus Services in England, would so some way to making operators more accountable to the passenger.

Conclusion

35. This evidence has provided a snapshot of the current environment for bus operation in Greater
Manchester and we believe that it demonstrates that the current system has increasingly failed the travelling
public. Significant restructuring is required, in the form of controlled competition through an Enhanced
Quality Partnership Agreement, if we are to deliver for bus passengers and in turn support the Government’s
objective of bus patronage growth in every region and a wider urban renaissance.

36. Bus passengers tell us that reliability; service stability and aVordable fares are vital elements of a
successful bus service. We believe these elements are best specified by local transport authorities: hence our
proposal for an EQP in Greater Manchester. This model may not be appropriate for bus provision
elsewhere. Indeed, flexibility across EQP approaches in diVerent areas may be a useful feature for the
Government to consider in developing its “Third Way” proposals for bus service delivery. Our proposal is
in its infancy. We recognise that it would require significant legislative and regulatory reform. Hence we
submit it as a stimulus for debate only at this stage. We would welcome the opportunity to explore the issues
raised in greater detail with the Select Committee.

24 May 2006

11 The TraYc Commissioners’ Annual Report 2004–05.
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Memorandum submitted by Strathclyde Partnership for Transport

1. What is SPT

— Strathclyde Partnership for Transport was created out of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2005. It is
the Regional Transport Partnership covering the west of Scotland.

— It assumed most of the powers and responsibilities of Strathclyde Passenger Transport Executive
and as such remains similar to the English PTE’s with the following exceptions.

— The Partnership Board comprises elected members from each of the constituent authorities (as in
the English PTAs) but also has non-elected members with restricted voting rights.

— Responsibility for delivering franchised rail services transferred to Transport Scotland although
SPT retains an involvement in the development of the rail network.

— Responsibility for the delivery of the Concessionary Travel Scheme transferred to Transport
Scotland with the creation of the Scotland wide scheme.

— SPT assumed a responsibility for Strategic Roads issues.

2. Bus Services in the SPT Area

— The main regulatory framework governing local bus service provision in Scotland comprises the
Transport Act 1985 and the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001.

— The Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 mirrors the UK Transport Act 2000 with the following
exceptions:

(i) Bus strategies are not a mandatory requirement in Scotland.

(ii) Minimum frequencies (but not fares) can be included in a Statutory Quality Partnership in
Scotland.

(iii) A statutory quality partnership should be between three and seven years in Scotland but up
to five years in England/Wales.

(iv) Quality Contracts (QC) may be promoted if judged to be “necessary for implementing
relevant general policies” in Scotland, but must be “the only practical way of implementing
policies and strategies” in England/Wales.

(v) When English/Welsh authorities make a QC scheme, it can only come into eVect 21 months
later (minimum). Scottish LA must enter into a contract for services within 12 months of
making scheme, thereafter scheme can become eVective a minimum of six months later.

(vi) English/Welsh QC’s must not exceed 10 years. Scottish QC’s must be between three and seven
years duration.

(vii) English/Welsh tenders for services must not exceed five years duration. Scottish tenders must
not exceed seven years.

— The role of the TraYc Commissioner is not devolved and is the same in Scotland as in the rest of
the UK.

— Within the SPT area the largest operator is First Glasgow operating 21% of services. Stagecoach
and Arriva have significant operations in Ayrshire and Renfrewshire respectively. In addition
around 100 other operators provide registered local bus services.

— The smaller operators form two main groups. In the more rural areas many services are provided
by small local bus operators often under contract to SPT. In urban areas, primarily in Glasgow,
a number of small companies operate routes often in direct competition with First Glasgow. By
and large these services do not operate in the evening or on Sundays.

— Although unsubsidised services still predominate (83% of all services) recent years have seen a
gradual, but significant, withdrawal of commercial services leading to some communities losing
their unsubsidised services for all or part of the day.

— A current example of this is that First Glasgow has withdrawn all night services from Monday to
Thursday.

— This thinning out of commercial services has put an increasing strain on SPT’s Subsidised Bus
budget. Generally some level of service has been maintained by increasing the budget and by
spreading the amount available ever more thinly across the network.

3. The Need for Change

— There are no Statutory Quality Partnerships or Quality Contracts in the SPT area.

— This does not reflect satisfaction with local bus services any more than is the case in the
conurbations elsewhere in the UK.
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— Rather there is a growing view that bus services need to be changed in the following ways if they
are to deliver a crucial part of our Regional and Local Transport Strategies:

(i) The network needs to more accurately meet the needs of diVerent communities at all times of
the day and week. The current emphasis on maintaining profitability in the face of increasing
costs has led operators to concentrate on profitable areas and times of the day leading to
overprovision in some places and underprovision elsewhere. Competitive pressures make it
increasingly diYcult for large operators to cross-subsidise.

(ii) Service quality needs to be better and more consistent. Many operators strive to provide high
quality but are hindered by poor quality operators who compete for their business in a market
where the customer will always choose the first bus to come along.

(iii) Passenger information needs to be improved and made more consistent. Again there is huge
variation between operators. Poor information is exacerbated by frequent service change,
driven more often by short-term profit than by changes in underlying demand.

(iv) Bus services need to be better integrated with other forms of public transport and with car,
walking and cycling.

— In seeking to achieve this transformation SPT has several guiding principles:

(i) It seeks a clear road map and milestones which will ensure that bus services deliver what is
required in our Transport Strategy.

(ii) Where we are not able to deliver the bus services required in our strategy there needs to be
suYcient regulatory measures to bring delivery back into line.

(iii) SPT does not seek regulation for its own sake. Rather regulation should be suYcient to
achieve the ends identified in policy and strategy.

(iv) SPT does not at this stage seek renationalisation of bus services.

— Specifically it is our view that the following changes need to be made:

(i) The TraYc Commissioner needs to have suYcient power and resources to ensure that the
services operate as registered.

(ii) It is likely that achieving the integrated outcomes identified above will require franchising of
bus services on the London model in most conurbation areas. The process of moving from a
deregulated framework to a franchised network will not be easy and the regulatory regime
must positively drive forward this change rather than simply permitting it to happen.

(iii) Significant sums of public money are already being provided to bus companies through
service subsidies, Bus Service Development grants, Rural Transport Grant, Bus Service
Operator Grant and, arguably, Concessionary Travel reimbursement. Too much of this
money is paid in an undiscriminating manner whether or not the bus services are contributing
to overall transport strategy. Where services are clearly not aligning with strategy, there
should be provision to redirect subsidy to bring services back into line.

19 June 2006

Memorandum submitted by West Midlands Passenger Transport Authority and Centro
(West Midlands Passenger Transport Executive)

Background

1. West Midlands Passenger Transport Authority (WMPTA) coordinates public transport in the West
Midlands Metropolitan Area, setting budgets and policies. Centro is the trading name of the West Midlands
Passenger Transport Executive, which implements WMPTA’s policies, and promotes and develops public
transport across the West Midlands.

2. The current policy of the PTA, established in 2003, is to continue to work in partnership with all bus
operators, and in consultation with all districts, on the understanding that if this does not prove fruitful,
then the Authority would consider applying to the Secretary of State for a Quality Contract.

3. The West Midlands Bus Strategy, part of the Local Transport Plan Two, outlines the actions necessary
by three partners—Centro, bus operators and highway authorities—to increase bus patronage from
325 million passenger trips in 2003–04 to 355 million in 2010–11. Substantial parts of it are now being
delivered including improvements to bus stops, information, integrated ticketing, new and refurbished bus
stations, and better passenger waiting facilities.

4. In order for the Bus Strategy to realise its full potential, higher quality bus services will need to be
delivered, which will require more action by WMPTA/Centro, metropolitan district councils and bus
operators. WMPTA/Centro now consider that the only practicable way of improving bus services to deliver
the benefits outlined in paragraph 36 may be through a Quality Contract scheme (or schemes) and is
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therefore developing proposals that may lead to the submission of a scheme’s to the Secretary of State for
Transport. However, in view of the timescales for the introduction of Quality Contracts, we are continuing
to implement those parts of the Bus Strategy for which we are responsible.

Has deregulation worked in the West Midlands?

5. There are over 50 operators of registered local bus services. The largest operator in the area is Travel
West Midlands (TWM), part of the National Express Group, operating over 80% of all bus mileage. Other
operators include Diamond Bus, part of the Go Ahead Group (7.5%); Arriva Midlands (0.7%); Stagecoach
in Warwickshire (0.8%); De Courcey (0.8%); and Chase Bus Services (0.9%).

6. Over 90% of public transport journeys in the Centro area are made by bus. In 1980 this equated to over
500 million passenger journeys. However, bus patronage has been in long-term decline. Despite a wide range
of initiatives being implemented by WMPTA/Centro, local authorities and bus operators, this declining
trend is continuing. In 2004–05 only 314.5 million bus passenger journeys were made. If current conditions
prevail the revised Bus Strategy and LTP2 target to increase patronage to 355 million by 2010–11 will not
be met.

7. Network stability is a key user requirement. To increase levels of passenger awareness and confidence,
service changes need to be kept to minimum. Ideally, changes should take place no more than two to three
times a year. In working towards this goal WMPTA/Centro has requested that bus operators in the
Metropolitan Area adhere to a voluntary Code of Conduct to limit service alterations 12 times a year.
Nevertheless, there are still those that make changes at other times. Service deregistrations are also a cause
for concern. Recent cases have led to confusion on which services are operating.

8. Operators in the Centro area lack attention to detail resulting in poor quality. TWM, unlike some other
operators, is good at maintaining its fleet to legal standards but the external presentation and internal
cleanliness of even the newer vehicles is often very poor. Where buses have route branding they are not
always allocated to the right services. Destination displays are often missing on some operator’s services
which can be misleading to passengers. There is evidence from recent interventions by the TraYc
Commissioner that some operators are not maintaining their buses to legal standards. In Birmingham,
Britain’s second city, there are still buses operating along trunk routes that are over 20 years old.

9. Over the last 10 years, there has been a lack of innovation in bus operations in the PTE area, a key
exception being investment in low floor buses by TWM and some other operators. Initiatives by operators
have been limited and their focus has been to maintain profit levels rather than grow the market.

10. Faced with this lack of innovation and a concern that the bus industry is not meeting the needs of
existing and potential bus users, WMPTA/Centro has commissioned an independent review of the
Metropolitan area bus network. One of the initial findings is that in certain areas there may be over-bussing,
where operators could be protecting their market share at the expense of providing services elsewhere.

11. Reliability of services is crucial to user confidence and yet a survey undertaken by Centro of 50,000
bus services in 2004 found that 40% of buses were running a minute or more early, or more than five minutes
late, which is well below the standard set by the TraYc Commissioner.

12. Information at bus stops has been historically poor, with operators providing little or no information
on services. To address this Centro/WMPTA are leading the introduction of a completely new suite of
information, which will feature all modes of public transport, and present them as part of an integrated
“Network West Midlands” identity. This information will appear at all bus, rail and metro interchanges and
at over 13,000 bus stops.

13. Bus, Midland Metro and rail services are not well integrated even though many are operated by the
same group, National Express.

14. Despite these shortcomings bus usage in the area is amongst the highest in the UK with 126 journeys
per head of population per annum. This is assisted by the WMPTA’s concessionary travel scheme, which
provides free travel for elderly and disabled people.

15. The speed of bus boarding is good although this is at the expense of not giving customers change on
TWM buses. Two thirds of users have pre-paid tickets and this helps to ensure that the remaining cash fare
transactions only take up a small amount of time.

16. On the majority of main radial corridors, a turn-up-and-go frequency is provided during the daytime,
which means that users do not necessarily have to consult timetables. Network penetration is generally
good.

17. For deregulation to deliver the objectives of the Bus Strategy and LTP2 there needs to be far greater
financial and/or legal penalties/incentives to incentivise operators to deliver a high quality service.
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Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

18. The joint National Audit OYce and Audit Commission report, Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus
Services in England, published in December 2005, shows that the delivery chains for achieving growth in bus
passenger numbers are being hampered by organisations such as the OYce of Fair Trading, due primarily
to the prevention of discussions between operators, especially relating to ticketing and service frequencies.

19. Bus and rail operators have mentioned the OFT limits their opportunities to integrate their services.
The main issue is not competition between public transport operators but competition between public
transport and the car.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

20. Bus priorities are essential. Action on this key area will determine the ability of the bus product to
compete eVectively with car use. Bus priorities can take many forms from small, but valuable, junction
improvements through to bus lanes with traYc light priority for buses and the associated enforcement
measures. Cities such as London and Brighton are good examples in the UK but many more exist in the
major cities of Western Europe. However, the installation of bus priority measures relies crucially on the
willingness of the local highway authorities because the PTA has no highway powers.

21. Where priority measures are introduced, infrastructure improved, and better quality buses
introduced—as has been achieved with Bus Showcase projects in the West Midlands—then patronage
increases can be achieved, for instance of around 16% on Line 33.

Community Services

22. 93% of bus mileage is operated commercially and 7% with subsidy of £5.80 million in 2005 from
Centro in respect of socially necessary services. Even though there are higher than industry standard profit
levels in the Metropolitan area, operators have been reluctant to provide these services commercially. The
PTA access standards are currently under review as part of the Government’s accessibility agenda. This may
lead to the requirement for more socially necessary services.

Concessionary Fares

23. WMPTA/Centro believe that it is essential that statutory concessionary travel schemes should
provide access to all modes of local transport, including Ring & Ride, demand responsive and community
transport services, to allow the development an integrated network.

24. If the proposed national scheme for 2008 is not made multi-modal, then individual Transport
Authorities will need to retain the ability to enhance the statutory concession locally, in order to maintain
the concessions currently available in areas such as the West Midlands. This may have implications on the
administration system proposed for the new scheme.

25. The funding arrangement for the current free scheme is a concern. In PTE areas, government funding
is channeled through District Councils via RSG and not specifically ring fenced for concessions. Whilst the
proposal to introduce national free travel will be welcomed by many elderly and disabled people, many
questions remain unanswered, such as proposed reimbursement and administration arrangements. It is
essential that local authorities are properly funded to introduce this proposal. It would be useful to know
if Smartcard is being proposed as part of any reimbursement system, as WMPTA/Centro is currently
developing proposals for Smartcards.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

26. The recent reduction in the notice period from 21 to six months between approval of a quality
contract scheme and its commencement is likely to increase the likelihood of applications for Quality
Contacts but lead times are still too long.

27. The guidance issued by the DfT is welcome but the process involved is still complex, time consuming
and tortuous. We have endeavoured to engage with the DfT to discuss the development of individual Quality
Contract schemes but they are anxious not to prejudice the Secretary of State’s legal position in approving
an application. One useful and simplifying legislative amendment would be to allow local transport
authorities to introduce Quality Contracts without the need for the Secretary of State’s approval.

28. Quality Contracts can only be approved for a maximum of five years which appears to be at variance
with EU proposals for the length of public transport contracts.
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Traffic Commissioners

29. The TraYc Commissioner for the West Midlands has suYcient powers to regulate bus services, which
he has exercised on a number of occasions. However, his ability to do so is undermined by lack of resource
with just one member of VOSA staV to monitor bus operations throughout the West Midlands region. Quite
clearly, a significant increase in resource is needed to ensure a rise in bus operating standards to the levels
outlined in the Bus Strategy.

30. The role of the TraYc Commissioner is not readily understood by many bus users who would
normally complain to the bus operator about reliability or quality issues such as driver attitudes, cleanliness
or poor driving. Therefore, complaints do not often come to the attention of the TraYc Commissioner to
enable him to take action.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

31. Centro has carried out an extensive review of UK and international frameworks for the provision of
bus services. The London model includes many areas of best practice taken, in particular, from models in
other European countries. Whilst the regulatory model in London is a key factor in the provision of high
quality bus services, there are other factors which play an important role including strong political
leadership, significant funding, highway powers placed with TfL, the existence of the congestion charge and
extensive bus priorities.

32. Parts of the London model, including the contractual and operational arrangements between TfL and
bus operators, are suitable for use in other parts of the UK. The strengths of the London model include its
strong brand, integrated ticketing, and quality incentives. There is also competition for the market, rather
than in the market. WMPTA/Centro consider that improvements in bus service quality could be obtained
in the West Midlands Metropolitan area by the introduction of an operating framework similar to that in
London without the level of public sector funding support that they enjoy.

What is the future for the bus in the West Midlands?

33. Bus companies need to improve significantly the delivery of bus services and help in the funding of
better passenger information. In our area this will be essential if road demand management is to be
introduced. The bus network needs to become attractive to motorists.

34. In the Centro area, the current situation is failing to deliver the required improvements to attract new
users and hold onto existing users, which is illustrated by the continued decline in bus patronage.

35. We need to ensure that the public sector can better harness the strengths of the private sector to
provide a quality bus network. We need the appropriate tools to do this. Whilst partnership working can
deliver some benefits there is a case for local authorities outside London to develop their own form of
regulated competition to improve bus quality and therefore bus patronage.

36. The following list details areas in our Bus Strategy where WMPTA/Centro want to see operators
improve delivery. WMPTA/Centro are considering whether the only practicable way to achieve this is
through the introduction of Quality Contracts:

— More reliable bus services.

— Performance payments and penalties under a QC will incentivise on time running whilst not
penalising operators for occurrences outside their control.

— Genuine customer care from drivers.

— Incentive payments and penalties in a QC based on customer satisfaction surveys will ensure
better driving standards and other soft quality and people related issues. A Passenger Charter
that includes publishing operational performance by bus route would be a condition of a
quality contract.

— Cleaner buses.

— Incentive payments and penalties based on customer satisfaction surveys will ensure better
cleaning standards.

— Develop bus service networks to meet modern passenger travel requirements more eVectively than
the current mixture of commercial and contracted services.

— Such a network could be aimed at reducing traYc congestion by attracting journeys from the
car and/or tackling social inclusion by serving new areas or running for longer periods of the
day. A more adventurous and innovative approach to bus service development is required
than has recently been provided by bus operators.

— Improved security measures on bus.

— Coordinated CCTV and other security programmes are more successful where common
standards can be specified in a QC.

— Improved integration with other bus, rail and Metro services.
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— Services could be more eVectively planned under a QC, with operators input at an appropriate
stage, to maximise integration.

— Public sector control over bus fares to make the product more aVordable.

— Introduction of competition between bus companies which would result in a more innovative
approach and use of best practice—would also ensure proper level of profits is achieved.

— Better presentation of vehicles.

— Vehicle presentation and image, even with the larger operators is poor, and would be specified
and monitored to a consistent standard in a QC.

— Phase out non low floor and older buses.

— The condition of many buses in the area is very poor. A QC would specify minimum
standards.

— Integrating ticketing.

— QCs would eliminate the commercial and competition issues that make integrated multi
operator and multi modal ticketing so diYcult to introduce at an attractive price.

— Two to three dates a year for service changes instead of the current 12 dates.

— Service stability is a key customer requirement and would be specified under a QC.

— Better marketing and promotion of bus services, including branding of the bus network.

— Bus companies pay insuYcient attention to this important area which could be a specified
requirement under a QC.

— Profit sharing with public sector as patronage grows.

— Patronage incentive payments in a QC could be used to incentivise operators to grow the
market.

37. Buses currently carry around 90% of the local public transport market. The bus certainly has a future
in the West Midlands Metropolitan Area and is vital if we are to achieve our Bus Strategy patronage and
LTP2 targets. A step-change in the quality of bus services is essential if they are to be attractive to motorists.
This will be even more important that they should be able to accommodate the expected modal shift in the
event of the introduction of road demand management in our area.

Conclusion

38. We consider that the bus industry needs to change and that it needs help in doing so. We believe we
have identified real opportunities to deliver a more eVective product to meet the needs of the metropolitan
area—and ones that will help deliver Government targets. We appreciate the need to work together as part
of an industry team but need a regulatory framework to encourage more eVective team working whilst
recognising the commercial requirements of bus operators.

39. We would welcome the opportunity to attend a meeting if the committee would find this helpful.

23 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by Nexus—the Tyne and Wear Passenger Transport Executive

Has Deregulation Worked?

Are Services Better?

A limited number of high-profile successes do not disguise the steady attrition of services over the 20-year
period post-deregulation. There are examples in the UK of growth in bus use, but these are often a product
of local circumstances in medium-sized towns and cities. However, the general trends are those of
concentration of investment at “honeypot” locations, and of retreat elsewhere. This has accelerated the drift
towards car use for those able to do so, and has excluded others from travel opportunities altogether.

In the last 20 years, bus use in Tyne and Wear has declined by 48%, and has averaged about 3% per year
over the past 10 years, with bus kilometres operated in Tyne & Wear decreasing by 12% over the past five
years. This continuing downward trend is unsustainable, with bus operators reducing costs to ensure
viability in a declining market. Fares on Tyne and Wear bus services have risen by 163% since 1987, whilst
the Retail Price Index has risen by 90% during the same period. These trends are unsustainable and beg the
question as to the future for the bus industry under current arrangements. The bus industry does not appear
to have a long term business plan or an overall development strategy to grow the market. Across the country,
exceptions do exist, often due to a combination of unrelated causes.
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Deregulation was designed to deliver good services via competition, but it has led to the emergence of
major bus operators who dominate the market, do not compete at a local level and discourage the entry
of competitors. The deregulated bus industry can deliver healthy rates of return for operators. Average
pre-tax profit margins for the main operators in the North East in 2004 was 10.7% (Source: TAS 2005
Industry Bus Monitor), well above those of many other industries.

Are Services More Frequent?

The evidence suggests a mixed picture. On corridors with high levels of demand, frequencies are often
greater than pre-deregulation. Protecting market share and the increased use of single-deck buses are two
reasons for this, along with eVorts to cater for the needs of the market. Frequency enhancements rarely
extend into periods of lower demand at the beginning and end of the day. Overall frequency and service
reductions outweigh gains in frequency on most parts of the network. In a competitive and uncoordinated
environment increased frequencies do not always produce the best service for the passenger as being ahead
of a competitor is more important that even headways.

Are services meeting passenger need?

Local evidence suggests that needs are not being met, with concerns over bus reliability and punctuality,
fare levels and service reductions. Research consistently reveals that the most important attribute required
of bus services is a reliable and frequent service. Unfortunately, this research also reveals the largest gap
between level of importance and satisfaction also applies to frequency and reliability. Feedback suggests
both bus users and non-users believe that “things will never get better” as the negative trends and personal
experiences produce a very pessimistic view of the future. A major current challenge for the industry is to
adapt to and reflect changing lifestyles: patterns of movement are more complex and dispersed than in
former times, and networks based mainly upon daytime operations and arterial routes do not fully reflect
changing trends. This is bad for the long-term prospects of the bus industry, and a more accessible and
sustainable quality of life.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport?

There is no incentive to co-ordinate bus services for the overall benefit of passengers in a competitive and
deregulated environment, and indeed, some co-ordination could be seen as anti-competitive by the OYce
of Fair Trading. Some elements of network integration have been retained in Tyne & Wear between bus and
Metro, but this is very much opportunist rather than planned; there is little true integration in the process
of planning connecting timetables, and interchange involves a fare penalty in comparison with a mode-
specific ticket or journey. The Metro system was planned and delivered as an integrated network in the 1980s
and existed for only a few years as such, until the 1985 Act was implemented in October 1986. Nexus and
Local Authority partners have invested significant LTP and other funding sources into improving the
physical aspects of integration (including rebuilt interchanges at Gateshead and Four Lane Ends and new
interchange at Park Lane Sunderland) but Nexus have no powers to co-ordinate the use of such facilities so
as to improve network integration.

Are buses clean, safe and eYcient?

Qualitative standards vary across Tyne & Wear as operators seek to minimise costs, and some operators
(but not all) benefit from being on the most profitable routes and areas. Some are able to cascade newer
buses from TfL contracts in London. On the issue of eYciency, driver shortages remain a cause for concern
and reduce user confidence, particularly when these take place on lower-frequency services. We believe in
Tyne & Wear that eYciencies can be made by changing competing bus services to co-ordinated headways
and also through better integration with Metro.

How can deregulation be made to work?

The deregulation model as applied to the bus industry is currently not meeting the aspirations of local
stakeholders. Successful examples of deregulation are based on the premise that competition will ensure
choice, eYciency and the lowest possible price to the consumer. The market for bus services only partly
obeys these principles. Deregulation has failed to lead to significant continuing levels of competition,
territorial oligopolies persist and are strongly protected, and the safety net of local authority/PTE funding
to secure unprofitable but socially necessary services is under-funded and over-subscribed. The deregulation
model has failed to deliver the core objectives of the Transport Act 1985. Privatisation was seen as a means
of achieving a more committed management and better access to private capital, with competition in the best
interests of the consumer and the public interest with reduced public support for the bus industry. However,
experience is that competition has rarely acted in the interests of the bus user, with a single operator usually
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emerging from any competition and rapidly reverting to pre-competition service levels and fares. The bus
market operates outside the control of the public sector, thereby hampering common planning of
appropriate priority measures, on-street infrastructure and generic publicity.

Attempts are being made to make deregulation work through voluntary partnerships and examination
of a more stronger partnership working (the third way) but to date these have failed to reverse underlying
negative trends in Tyne & Wear.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Means of correcting poor delivery are ineVective. The competitive model is flawed, often leading to local
monopolies or oligopolies, and commercial operators can “construct” the market for socially necessary
services to minimise competitive threats. Members of quality partnerships may default on their stated
obligations without penalty, so long as they meet their basic legal requirements . . .

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

TraYc growth in Tyne & Wear is leading to congestion which delays buses and aVects reliability and
punctuality. Locally it is recognised that the bus must be given some advantages over general traYc, with
bus priority on some travel corridors within Tyne & Wear. Best practice centres around two main themes:
consistency of approach, and eVective enforcement. Priority measures need to extend over the entire length
of the route corridor suVering congestion, in order to produce maximum impact; short stretches of bus lane,
whilst expedient and symbolic, rarely produce the consistent journey reliability improvements required.
EVective enforcement of priority measures is also vital. Home OYce guidance to police forces aVords a low
priority to the abuse of bus lanes, and the decriminalisation of moving traYc oVences is only slowly being
picked up by highway authorities.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

These important services have been consistently under-funded over a long period. Urban and Rural Bus
Challenge funding provided a possible funding route until its withdrawal. Local community groups
experience diYculties in securing capital and revenue, especially the latter—all too often a promising
community-based social enterprise founders because revenues cannot be secured to continue operations; the
burden then falls on the local authority secured service method of provision which is often unavailable, or
ill-suited to the particular transport requirements of individual communities.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

At present, concessionary travel is not available for travel across county boundaries, and this puts
restrictions on travel opportunities, especially for those who reside close to these political boundaries. It is
not currently possible to extend the concessionary fares scheme to groups other than those specified in the
Transport Act 2000. The Passenger Transport Authority is therefore not currently allowed to help people
on low incomes through lower fares. A relaxation of these rules would enable the PTA and its partner
organisations to oVer cheaper public transport to socially excluded groups including job seekers and single
parents on income support. Currently, fares reductions can be provided only via the direct intervention of,
and funding by, external organisations. This results in very limited scope for policy leverages in return for
the injection of large sums of public money. The interim free travel scheme applying within local authority
boundaries between 2006 and 2008, presaging the national scheme, has thrown up a number of diYculties
for Nexus. As the number of journeys made here per eligible person is higher than in many areas, and
resources are allocated according to population, this has led to a significant notional financial shortfall
which has been addressed by reining-in funding from across the PTE’s activities. The national scheme
applying from 2008 presents a number of potential opportunities and threats. Personal mobility will be
increased, which is welcome, however, unforeseen capacity and cost constraints may result from travel over
longer distances than currently takes place. The “bus-only” aspect of the scheme may also come under
pressure. Nexus already oVers its eligible customers free Metro travel on payment of £8 for a “Gold Card”,
and has found it necessary to do this to preserve the market share of Metro relative to that of commercial
bus services.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Introduction of a Quality Contract(s) in Tyne & Wear could address some of the key issues that Nexus
believes would improve public transport in Tyne & Wear, including a comprehensive, integrated and
eYcient network that increases the usage of buses and enhances modal shift, promotes social inclusion, and
encourages economic regeneration. A Quality Contract would improve network stability and integration
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between modes and give transparency on the performance of bus services, allowing the benefits of particular
schemes or initiatives to be identified, and for actions to be taken where a route is not performing well in
comparison to others. However, there are substantial risks and cost implications in seeking Quality
Contracts as the solution to improve bus travel, and this probably explains why none have been progressed.
Substantial time, eVort and costs would be incurred in seeking to implement a Quality Contract and the
wording of the 2000 Act will make it diYcult to conclusively prove this is the “only practicable way” of
delivering the local bus strategy. It is likely that any attempt to implement a Quality Contract could be
opposed by operators, leading to long delays and additional cost. There are major transitional risks in
implementing a Quality Contract, and significant operational implications including increased subsidy
levels, at least initially until the anticipated benefits start to produce the expected results in terms of increased
ridership.

Guidance issued by the DfT on QBC focuses on the procedures for implementation, whilst some of
the practical issues of implementation are unresolved (such as the issue of cross boundary services within
a QBC).

A Market Consultation Exercise undertaken by Nexus and South Yorkshire PTE reveals there is strong
and serious interest amongst a variety of operators in providing services for a Quality Contract. They believe
the QBC process of competitive bidding for tendered bus network will provide a transparent competitive
process. Entry to the UK bus industry is currently being restricted by the need to “compete on street” against
well established large operators whereas competition through tendering opens up the market.

Nexus would welcome a review of the Quality Contract provision in the 2000 Act to work towards a more
acceptable process for the promoter of any scheme. The alternative currently favoured by Government, that
of Statutory Quality Partnerships, fails on two counts: they do not allow the public sector to have a say in
fare levels or service frequency, and that they essentially maintain the status quo rather than provide
opportunities for new entrants and more competition. Quality Contracts are presented as an option in the
Transport Act 2000, but the hurdles to implementation are formidable, and policy messages from the
Department for Transport, puzzlingly, now appear luke-warm (at best) towards them.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The powers are currently inadequate, and the Commissioners are under-resourced; for example, powers
are insuYcient in respect of intermediate timing points, and the creation of administrative super-regions has
diminished the local knowledge and presence of TraYc OYces. Much of the monitoring of local bus services
is essentially undertaken by Nexus and partner authorities at their own expense. There is currently little
contact between Nexus and the traYc commissioner—not surprising in view of the large territory they have
to cover and the very limited staV resources they have available.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

The comparator is useful, but Nexus would not directly adopt this model. Local circumstances diVer in
several respects; the ability to use a car in London is much less than in the rest of the UK, resulting in a high
propensity towards bus use. And the scale of resources, bolstered by the congestion charge, is of a diVerent
dimension to that which is available to Nexus. The existence of the London model of bus franchising and
its success in increasing ridership does however suggest that the deregulated model is inappropriate in large
urban areas; were it not so, then it would surely have been introduced across the capital. There are other
regulated models across Europe that could be used as best practice and be comparable to that required in
the UK.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

To support delivery of and national quality of life objectives, the negative trends of declining bus use,
declining bus network and fares increasing ahead of inflation need to be reversed in Tyne and Wear, so the
bus takes on a positive role. Much eVort is required to overcome general negative trends, and may require
a diVerent approach to how bus services are provided.

The three major bus operators in Tyne & Wear now provide around 98% of the area’s services, mainly in
fairly distinct territorial areas with little competition. Fewer local operators results in reduced competition
for contracts, with potentially higher costs for Nexus as the tendering authority. It also lessens the likelihood
of beneficial “niche” operations by smaller companies. Also no new large operators (neither UK nor
European) have ever entered the deregulated market in Tyne & Wear, although the 1985 Act was framed
to allow for freedom of competition and the claimed benefits this brings.
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The voluntary partnership approach has been developed in Tyne and Wear through the medium of the
Superoutes initiative, the quality bus service brand involving operators, highway authorities and Nexus.
40 routes are included, and vehicle and service standards are buttressed by highway priority measures and
accompanying bus stop infrastructure. Moderate progress has been made.

Work is progressing with local bus operators to examine the potential for developing a “3rd Way”
approach to partnership working, so as to deliver the objectives of the bus strategy without the need for a
Quality Contract. This method seeks a more open and joint approach to planning and developing the bus
network in Tyne and Wear, including looking more closely at a joint approach between the Local Transport
Plan partners and the bus operators to bus network planning and development, and linking network
development to eVective bus priority measures. The potential for a more integrated approach to modal
operations to benefit the passenger and oVer more choice, better integrated ticketing schemes, improved
passenger information and data sharing will be considered. In progressing the “3rd Way”, it is recognised
that certain elements may require changes in legislation or guidance relating to, for example, competition
issues.

The framework of current legislation demands that Nexus explores voluntary partnership arrangements
further, pending a thorough and independent evaluation of their eVectiveness in delivering Tyne and Wear’s
Bus Strategy. Doubts remain however as to whether the legitimate aspirations of both the public and private
sector are suYciently compatible to deliver the required level of service to the passenger. In the interim, the
bus industry must not be allowed to wither on the vine, and appropriate powers and resources should be
made available to both preserve the current network, and prepare for future expansion as will be required
if major urban areas are to successfully overcome the considerable impacts arising from traYc congestion.
If radical travel demand management measures such as congestion charging are to become a reality, then
there must be in place a means of delivering a high quality, and permanent, public transport alternative for
displaced car drivers (such as happened with the congestion charge in London). The current deregulated
approach does not provide this guarantee, and while the DfT has recognised the importance of the issue,
no proposals for providing a solution have been forthcoming.

Earlier Government policy pronouncements have not been translated into positive action. The document
“From workhorse to thoroughbred: a better role for bus travel”, published in 1999, promised changes in the
way bus services are organised, a new framework for local authority influence over buses, and “an end to
the deregulation free-for-all”. The experiences of the intervening seven years have shown that the barriers
for the implementation of Quality Contracts are too high, and the Government’s delegation of
responsibilities to the local level has shown an abnegation of the industry’s continuing diYculties and the
need for more radical policy levers to be employed. The fact that no Quality Contracts have been introduced
at all despite diYculties in successfully implementing Bus Strategies suggests that, under the current
legislative tests contained within the Transport Act 2000, they are unlikely to be a practicable proposition.
If this is the case, then the regulatory framework needs to be urgently revisited.

The bus industry is lacking in long-term vision, and appears focused upon profit maximisation and
stringent cost control. These factors fail to address how the industry will sustain itself in a situation of
prolonged and continuing market decline, unless radical changes take place.

Buses must have an important future (supportive to our economic, social and environmental
requirements) especially for the short-distance local trips which are most amenable to modal shift away from
car use. Unlike rail, network capacity is not normally an issue. The flexibility of the mode in coping with
peaks and troughs in demand and changes in land-use patterns render it of continuing relevance as part of a
toolkit of public transport choices. Existing networks therefore need to be protected, and the evidence above
suggests that the current regulatory network is failing to provide such protection, and is need of reform.

25 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by Mersey Travel

Introduction

Merseytravel welcomes the Transport Committee’s inquiry into bus services across the UK. Serious
debate on this issue is required and a meaningful discussion is required to update the Committee’s inquiry
and subsequent report in 2000. In that report, the Committee rightly highlighted a number of areas where
bus provision needed to improve and also made very clear the contribution that buses could make in a
number of related fields, particularly the reduction of congestion, reducing social exclusion, improving
access and securing regeneration.

Unfortunately, we now find ourselves in a position where bus patronage is declining and relationships
with bus operators throughout the country can be fractious and far from constructive. Merseytravel has
worked hard to maintain a good relationship with the local operators providing services in our area but even
then we disagree with the decisions they take as we feel they do not benefit the travelling public.
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About Merseytravel

Merseytravel is a public body comprising the Merseyside Passenger Transport Authority (MPTA) and
the Merseyside Passenger Transport Executive (MPTE), acting together with the overall aim of providing
a single integrated public transport network for Merseyside which is accessible to all.

In planning and procuring major elements of the public transport system, Merseytravel funds socially
necessary bus services, oversees local rail and bus services, owns and operates the Mersey Ferries and the
Mersey Tunnels, provides a range of prepaid and concessionary tickets, produces and distributes timetables,
and prepares and implements the local transport plan for Merseyside with our district council partners.

We have a good record of delivery across all aspects of the transport system in Merseyside and have been
recognised for our high level of customer care, professionalism and innovation, winning the Joe Clarke
Award for PTA of the Year for the second year running. We also recently claimed the Northwest regional
“Award for Skills and Workforce Development”, one of a handful of awards announced as part of the
British Chamber of Commerce and Microsoft sponsored “Chamber Awards 2005”.

In terms of the bus industry on Merseyside, buses carry 164 million passengers per annum, account for
85% of public transport movements on Merseyside, and we have approximately 1,400 buses run by
37 diVerent operators. We spend £20 million in direct support which equates to around 20% of the total
market in Merseyside. £3.3 million is spent on bus stations and we maintain 2,635 shelters and 6,171 bus
stops. No household in Merseyside is more than 400 metres from a bus stop.

Questions

Has deregulation worked?

We do not believe that there is a simple “yes/no” answer. However, a brief look at the key statistic tells
us that the current arrangements are not working satisfactorily—passenger numbers are continuing to
decline. Costs have been driven out of the system not always through innovation but through a reduction
in the quality of service.

There are many reasons for the decline in passenger numbers, some related to other modes of transport,
but several related to the way the current system operates. Car ownership is increasing and the costs of
running and maintaining a car are relatively low. Coupled with the perceived drawbacks of travelling by bus
then cars will continue to “win”.

In particular, the travelling public face many problems related to buses:

— Reliability—buses are perceived as not being reliable and the frequent changes to services means
that the travelling public are not sure about how to get from “A to B”, their key consideration.

— Changes to routes and ticketing—are frequent and, again, do not fill passengers with the
confidence they need to make the choice to travel by bus. The numerous changes to ticket prices,
as well as being inconvenient, shifts the perceived costs of public transport versus car.

— Quality and image—there is a lack of consistency across the network and the quality of buses varies
hugely. Despite eVorts made by Merseytravel and certain operators there remains an issue to deal
with in regards to security and safety.

— Instability of service—passengers do not have faith in the bus network, and timetable and ticketing
changes mean that people will not use buses. The convenience of the service and the network is
also often questioned.

— Poor resource use—it is obvious to even the most casual observer that there is over-bussing on
strong corridors and under-bussing on, normally orbital, routes and in the evenings. Frequency
may, therefore, have increased on some routes but is uncoordinated and primarily driven by the
need to protect profitable routes from competitors, not deliver a service to passengers.

— Lack of integration—especially on fares and ticketing, interchange with other modes, and also in
the levels of information available. A lack of clarity over who runs which routes and what the
routes are merely adds to the confusion. There are no incentives to coordinate under the current
system, particularly not with other operators’ services not least because of competition concerns.
The same applies to coordination with other modes of transport.

An issue we find, which is a fundamental flaw of the current system, is that too few companies respond
to tenders that we issue. Without further encouragement to private sector involvement we will not be in a
position where we are, in eVect, able to “bid-up” the quality of the tenders. Whilst we currently have
competition in name, we do not necessarily have competition in tenders.
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Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

No, statutory regulation through the Statutory Quality Partnership process is required by both sides—
the only way to secure high quality bus services is through improved statutory regulation. The scheme
represents a commitment on the part of the authorities and an obligation on the part of the participating
bus operators to meet the quality standards provided. What is required is stability and certainty and only
a statutory setting does this.

Under the Statutory Quality Partnership scheme services can be excluded if standards are not met—the
TraYc Commissioner enforces these standards. The term of the scheme is five years to allow for review but
currently only relates to the vehicles to be used, not other elements of the service. The schemes cannot be
brought into force before all the infrastructure and service elements have been put in place so this requires
a great deal of “front-loading” which, in turn, impacts on the funding available, the LTP settlements and
how/where funds are spent.

A further downside of the current system is that it requires an operator to be willing to enter into such a
formal agreement and this is not often the case. Currently only one agreement is in place, in Dundee, but
others are currently being considered.

However, whilst the current Statutory Quality Partnerships need to be enhanced that is not the same as
suggesting that there is an alternative to statutory regulation.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

Priority measures do have a beneficial impact and indeed many of the bus operators appreciate the
measures. However, what is clear is that there are too many time lags in the system and that the measures
have to be designed and implemented swiftly if they are to be beneficial. The prime example here is of
highway measures and the provision of bus lanes. They can take many months to design and implement and
at the end of the day the bus operator can change the route and the authority has “wasted” valuable
resources. This is a situation that cannot be allowed to continue.

We believe that the Transport Authority needs to be given powers over the strategic highways/bus
network, in this area, and be given the relevant powers of the TraYc Commissioners in this area. On average
bus lanes are taking too long to implement—typically three years in Merseyside but up to five years (for
Corridor A).

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Whilst Merseytravel makes every eVort to target resources eVectively at those that need the help most,
we would value greater flexibility and more control over budgets. The current spending system based partly
on bidding and partly on achievement does little to allow flexibility in spending whether on major
infrastructure projects or on smaller immediate priorities, as they arise.

Our role is to co-ordinate public transport but we do this in partnership with private operators. However,
it is only the financial support that we provide which delivers:

— Subsidised socially necessary bus services.

— Free travel for the elderly and disabled.

— Pre-paid ticketing schemes.

— Information provision.

— Well maintained bus shelters and bus stations.

Competition in its current form means that without intervention, from the Passenger Transport
Authority, the system would not deliver a bus service which reflects the needs of the local community. We,
in eVect, have to subsidise a system which still fails to deliver all that we need from it. Our subsidies are
needed to meet social needs, specify service characteristics in the contract and provide certain information
on the proposed route.

In areas such as environmental sustainability the current system does not provide incentives to private
sector operators to improve their performance. Again, bodies such as Merseytravel have to lead by example
and drive the agenda forward. In our case we have:

— Researched cost eVective means of reducing emissions.

— OVered grant-aid to bus operators to fit pollution abatement equipment.

— Invested in the research and development of a new particulate trap.

— Examined diVerential departure charges at bus stations.

We have also used European funding to introduce electric and electric hybrid buses. However, we often
encounter resistance from operators who are worried about their profits on a route.
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Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach?

We welcome the Government’s introduction of free concessionary bus travel for older and disabled
passengers. Merseytravel has run a similar scheme since 1986 and it has proved both popular and useful for
the groups concerned. We, however, have grave concerns about the current level of under-funding of the
scheme by Government.

We also championed the innovative “Joblink” service designed to tackle barriers to accessing training and
employment by linking residents in deprived communities with job opportunities in Strategic Investment
Areas. Our services operate for a minimum of 19 hours a day, are charged at just 50p per journey and serve
all the main employment areas in Merseyside, as well as providing valuable cross boundary links from
Wirral to Deeside.

Yet schemes such as Joblink are often under-utilised on some routes because of the bad impression created
about buses, punctuality etc, so people turn, once again to their cars. It is a vicious downward spiral.

If any concessionary fare scheme is to work properly then there is a need for an integrated approach across
all transport modes. There is also needs to be local flexibility built into a national scheme to allow passengers
to travel, hassle-free, across boundaries. The Government needs to detail requirements for a single
travelcard system.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Quality contracts have always been seen to represent the “nuclear option”. We realise that going down
this route would ensure that public monies are used eVectively and would remove wasteful competition but
many in the industry believe that they would be open to legal challenge from the bus operators and could
aVect the commercial integrity of the network. The operators will look to ensure that all stages before the
Quality Contracts have been explored fully and in line with statutory requirements. The requirement that
they are the “only practicable way” and the process issues enabling you to reach the Quality Contract stage
are open to interpretation and challenge. This is aside from any potential disruption associated with the
service handover. These reasons, amongst others, help to explain why there has been no take-up of Quality
Contracts.

The solution currently being mooted by the Department for Transport, that of Enhanced Quality
Partnerships, need to be fully tested and trialled first but may help to a) deliver a higher quality bus service
and b) provide a more secure “stepping stone” to Quality Contracts, should they be required. The stages
before Quality Contracts need to be suYciently robust to ensure that if any organisation does move to a
Quality Contract then the bus operators cannot easily challenge that decision. A “beefed-up” Enhanced
Quality Partnership may provide the robustness required. The new Partnership would, however, need to
address issues of non-compliance, suYcient engagement for the Department for Transport and the Secretary
of State in the process, market consultation and a shortened timescale for moving to Quality Contracts, if
required. We need more certainty in provision from providers, the ability to oVer longer contracts as this
helps provide certainty to the providers and encourages investment and the ability to award more incentives
but also penalise failures in service delivery. By doing this we will be able to get more operators tendering
which, in turn, drives down costs and helps to secure higher standards.

Merseytravel remains committed to Quality Contracts and will pursue them if certain trigger points are
reached.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant?

As described above, we believe that some of the powers of the TraYc Commissioners should be
transferred to the transport authority. The alternative would be to make the authorities “agents” of the
Commissioners. Only in this way can we start to integrate the bus transport system and make travelling by
bus more attractive. We believe that this would be helpful for bus operators and would be supported by
them.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

The Greater London Authority has issued a report which states clearly that the bus system oVers value
for money but rather than advocating a wholesale adoption of the system across the rest of the country, we
would rather see elements adopted.

London’s buses now have more passengers than at any time since the 1960s. Whilst most of the rest of
the country has seen a fall in the number of bus passengers this has been reversed in London largely as a
result of an expanded network, new buses, improved frequency, reliability and appropriate prices. This,
however, has been delivered at a cost of around £550 million in subsidies.
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The rest of the country can learn from the “Quality Incentive Contracts” issued by Transport for London
(TfL) for individual routes for a five-year period. These contracts oblige bus operators to meet minimum
reliability standards and reward or punish performance that exceeds or fails to meet these standards
accordingly. The proposed “Enhanced Quality Partnerships” could learn from London’s “franchising”
system.

The London system is not faultless and improvements can be made. Whilst operators are “encouraged”
to improve aspects of their performance, such as driving standards and cleanliness, and two-year contract
extensions are on oVer if benchmarks are met, the agreements could go further. It has been suggested that
bus driving standards and wheelchair ramp performance should be financially rewarded along with
reliability—the system can go still further.

What is the future for the bus?

In our latest bus strategy, which forms a fundamental part of our LTP2, we clearly state that:

“The bus network in Merseyside performs a crucial role within the community and its ongoing
development is central to supporting the economic regeneration of the City Region through
providing access to jobs, minimising increases in congestion and its associated environmental
impacts.”

Devolution is required, as has taken place in London, and the transport authorities must be given the
necessary powers to do the job, again similar to London and its “franchising” agreements. The development
of appropriate rural bus services, in particular, requires local solutions—community-based initiatives,
taxi-buses etc.

Buses need to be more closely tied into other transport measures such as road-user charging. Otherwise,
the decline in passenger numbers will lead to an associated increase in congestion.

The bus network, along with other elements of transport provision, need to be tied into planning issues
and the development of communities to ensure sustainability. Making transport authorities statutory
consultees in the planning system would help to deliver an integrated transport system which operates across
all parts of their areas.

Bus lanes, as the Committee has identified previously, need to be enforced properly. This can be beneficial
not only in ensuring smooth traYc flows but also helps with policing more serious crimes. Often problems
with vehicles which are identified because of traYc infringements, such as cloned number plates, help lead
the police to individuals guilty of more serious crimes. It is another weapon in the fight against crime.

Overall

We support the private bus operators but without much recognition for this. We are not interested in
entering into a debate about the historic status of buses but prefer to engage in a process which will lead to
change which benefits passengers and drives up bus usage.

We need to make the best use of finite levels of funding and continue to work with the bus operators and
use the four elements in the “toolkit”:

— Infrastructure—integrated corridor management—red routes, bus priorities, junction
improvements, stops/shelters, stations and interchanges.

— Vehicles—low floor/accessible, environmental standards, quality of the ride.

— Information—timetables, RTI (real time information), websites, mobile phones, marketing and
promotion.

— Operations—frequencies, hours of operation, ticketing (including smartcards) and fares, safety
and security, enforcement.

The OYce of Fair Trading needs to be closely involved in any revisions to the current system and may
need to look to other European Union Member States for assistance in the interpretation of competition
policy in regards to buses and best practice in this regard.

If we leave the system unaltered then we will see:

— A continued fall in passenger numbers.

— Higher levels of congestion.

— Worse air quality.

We are committed to ensuring that this does not happen and that bus services play a proper and eVective
part in a single integrated transport network accessible to all.

25 May 2006
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Witnesses: Mr Roy Wicks, Director General, South Yorkshire PTE, Mr GeoV Inskip, Acting Director
General, Greater Manchester PTA, Mr Douglas Ferguson, Operations Director, Strathclyde Partnership for
Transport, Mr Robert Smith, Services Director, West Midlands PTE (Centro), Mr Mike Parker, Director
General, Tyne & Wear PTE (Nexus), and Mr Mark Dowd, Chairman of Merseytravel, gave evidence.

Q77 Chairman: Good afternoon, to you. This is
definitely our male dominated afternoon. Would
you like to identify yourselves for the record?
Mr Dowd: My name is Mark Dowd and I am the
Chairman of Merseytravel.
Mr Parker: I am Mike Parker, I am Director
General of Nexus.
Mr Smith: Good afternoon. I am Robert Smith,
Services Director of Centro.
Mr Ferguson: Douglas Ferguson, Operations
Director with Strathclyde Partnership for
Transport, previously Strathclyde Passenger
Transport Executive.
Mr Inskip: GeoV Inskip, Deputy Director General
at Greater Manchester PTE.
Mr Wicks: Roy Wicks, Director General of South
Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive.

Q78 Chairman: Thank you very much. Am I to take
it that I can go directly to questions? Why are bus
patronage numbers still in decline?
Mr Wicks: Could I start oV by addressing that issue
because you have obviously had quite a lot of
evidence from the people before you. Certainly the
situation in the metropolitan areas does paint a very
diVerent picture. All of us on this table are
experiencing continuing decline of the order of two
or 3% a year. I think there are common factors
amongst all of us and then there are some specific
factors which some of my colleagues might want to
bring in. Certainly in our own case in South
Yorkshire we have done work to look at why
passengers are no longer using the public transport
service and they cite four or five reasons as to why
the bus is no longer their chosen mode of travel:
reliability, whether the bus turns up or not; the
coverage and the stability of services. We are seeing
a concentration, as your previous witnesses were
saying, of bus services on the core routes but that is
not necessarily where people want to go to and from,
particularly in our own case where we have a very
transformational economy where we have seen the
coal mines and steel industry run down and we have
got to take people to new destinations, and bus
services often are not there to do that. AVordability
is a big issue. We have seen fares rise in South
Yorkshire by over 30% in the last year and that
presents significant—

Q79 Chairman: In the last 12 months?
Mr Wicks: In the last 12 months, yes. Sorry, in the
12 months up until December 2005. FirstGroup then
introduced a no fares rise for 2006. Another reason
is service stability, which I meant to cover under
coverage, the frequency with which services change.
Even though in South Yorkshire we only change
services four times a year there are still suYcient
changes each time for people to think the network is
constantly changing. Finally, the quality of the
service which embraces a lot of the things your
previous witnesses have talked about. There are
considerable numbers of new vehicles in South

Yorkshire, but there are considerable numbers of
old vehicles. You tend to get concentrations of new
vehicles on the core routes with some of the vehicles
on the secondary routes being the older, less
accessible, less clean and less attractive buses. Driver
standards, standards of driving in terms of the
approach and pulling away from the stops, as well as
the approach the driver has to the passengers, is a big
feature of people’s concerns in South Yorkshire.
Those are some of the reasons why passengers have
deserted public transport in South Yorkshire. Some
of it is demographic as well, it is fair to say. The
aspirations still remain for the young to take cars.
Obviously the ability to move around our city
centres is another issue. In South Yorkshire, as yet,
we do not have the levels of congestion you have in
some other conurbations and, therefore, the car can
provide an alternative.
Chairman: Mr Stringer, you had something you
wanted to declare?
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Amicus, I used
to be a member of the Greater Manchester
Passenger Transport Authority and I chair the
PTEG parliamentary liaison group.
Mr Clelland: I am a member of Amicus and also a
member of the PTEG group.

Q80 Chairman: Gentlemen, are there any extra bits
that Mr Wicks has not told us about that you want
to add to that?
Mr Dowd: Chairman, I am speaking about
Merseyside and we have—

Q81 Chairman: We thought you might. We thought
that was what you were here for!
Mr Dowd: I am here as the Chair of the special
interest group. On Merseyside we have a 75% change
of commercial buses every year. That is one of the
reasons why people will not travel on buses. In St
Helens next month there will be a massive change in
the bus services there.

Q82 Chairman: What is that largely, is that the
company deciding the routes are not economic?
That is an enormous change, 75% a year.
Mr Dowd: That is in a 12 month period. That is
obviously what it is because they are in a position
where they can change the routes every 56 days.
Obviously if we look at what they will do in St
Helens, which is next month, they will change the
services wholesale and that is the law of the land as
it stands, and that is why we are sitting here today.
Mr Parker: I come from Tyne & Wear which has an
experience slightly diVerent from my colleagues in
that in the early 1980s, against the national trend, we
were actually increasing public transport use and
every year from 1981–85 we had increases. The main
reason for that was firstly the building of the Metro
and the opening of the Tyne & Wear Metro but, very
importantly, the then PTE was responsible for the
overall network of bus services and they deliberately
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planned for those bus services to feed into purpose-
built interchanges so that people would get oV the
buses and then get on the Metro to take them right
into the centre of Newcastle. They did that so it
was—that very overused word—a seamless journey.
It was easy to do. There was a single ticket that you
purchased so you did not have to get out and buy
another ticket. What it did mean was you did not
have the level of bus congestion, of over-bussing,
that you have in the centre of towns like Newcastle
now. For five years we were increasing and then we
had a major decline. That major decline was because
there were a lot of bus companies, it was dog eat dog,
and there were a very diYcult few years in the bus
market, but also you had bus companies deliberately
competing against the Metro and that caused
confusion and reduced the return on the investment
that government had made in the Metro in the first
place. In the late 1980s that was the main cause of
decline. In the 1990s we would have to say that the
main cause of decline was growth in car ownership
which has driven bus journeys down. There are lots
of refinements on that but certainly the growth in car
ownership and not being able to cope with that has
been one of the main causes.

Q83 Chairman: Is there anything new anyone wants
to add to that?
Mr Ferguson: Can I just clarify one point. In our
area, the west of Scotland, over the last two years
there has been a small increase in the number of
people using buses but that is largely due to the
introduction of free concessionary travel first locally
and then nationally. If you strip that out of the
figures then, for all the reasons that other people
have been saying, people who have a choice are still
moving away from bus services.

Q84 Chairman: What should the bus industry do to
improve its general public relations? Why are buses
always seen as a last resort? A previous lady Prime
Minister was said to have said they were only for the
indigent and students, both of whom I think she
thought were beyond the pale.
Mr Smith: The issue is one of quality. It is a key issue
that people will not get on buses that are not well
presented, that are not clean, as you have mentioned
before, where we have poor information. Until very
recently only 10% of bus stops in the West Midlands,
where I represent, had any form of bus information
on them at all. Fare and timetable information
needs—

Q85 Chairman: What is the percentage now, Mr
Smith?
Mr Smith: It is going up. It is 40% now.

Q86 Chairman: Is that investment by the local
authority?
Mr Smith: It is, by the Passenger Transport
Executive. As a PTE we are committed to put in
100% across the West Midlands at 13,000 sites by the
end of 2007.

Q87 Chairman: Do you want to expand on that, Mr
Parker, because I want to come to Mr Clelland?
Mr Parker: I think the image of the bus is very
crucial. One of the things we have done in the North
East is got together with all the bus operators and
the local authorities and run a marketing campaign
to try and reposition the bus. The quality of buses
themselves has gone up enormously. I am very
happy to share the results of that campaign with
Members of the Committee and I will arrange to
send that to you, Chairman.
Chairman: That would be helpful. We have found a
simply wonderful picture, which I am sure we are
going to share more widely, which is an
advertisement for a car and has this wonderful
picture across the front of the number 23 and it says
“Creeps and weirdos” and then it says, “Luckily,
there’s an aVordable alternative”.

Q88 Mr Clelland: Mr Parker has reminded us of the
number of bus companies there were in the early
days of the opening of the Metro system and the
privatisation of buses, but could our witnesses tell us
what percentage of services in their areas are not
provided by the big five operators these days?
Mr Parker: 2% from Tyne & Wear.

Q89 Chairman: Anyone else? Any advance on 2%?
Mr Smith: In Centro 80% of our services are
operated by Travel West Midlands.

Q90 Mr Clelland: Could the PTEs tell us what value
for money they actually provide?
Mr Parker: That we provide?

Q91 Mr Clelland: Yes.
Mr Wicks: I will tend to start the questions if you
like, Chair, to ease the process. We are about 100%
served by the big two bus operators in South
Yorkshire now that the last remaining small big
operator, Yorkshire Traction, was taken over by
Stagecoach. What value for money do the PTEs
provide? You have only got to look around the
major conurbations and you will see that the PTEs
are providing a lot of the things that the bus
companies are not providing. They are providing
information, the timetables, and the telephone call
centres that provide information. In West and South
Yorkshire you will see, as in other PTEs, real time
information now being provided to mobile
telephones and computers. We provide interchanges
where we provide staV at the interchanges. If you
benchmark how we provide that, it is not just about
providing the services, I think you will see those
services are provided very cost-eVectively. They are
all things that we provide that reduce the barriers to
people making their journeys. We then step in to top
up the commercial market. I would be quite envious
of the Brighton position if I had 97% commercial
operation. In South Yorkshire 10% of the market is
now tendered services and what we are finding—my
colleagues would all be saying the same thing—is we
are increasingly having to buy a bigger share of the
market and it is costing us more each time we go out
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to the market to buy services because there is less
competition for those services and the costs of those
tenders are going up. We think we are very eYcient
organisations at procuring those services. We
strongly believe that if we were not there as
organisations, to go back to the Chairman’s first
question, the rate of decline in our areas would be
greater if it was not for the initiatives that we are
taking to intervene.
Chairman: Gentlemen, I should warn you that we
might have to adjourn any minute for a vote. It is not
a personal comment on our witnesses and I hope you
will not go away. Please carry on.

Q92 Mr Clelland: In light of the reply, could I ask in
terms of PTEs whether you feel that services in your
areas are reliable? Have you managed to limit route
changes and the removal of services and stop over-
bussing and, if so, how?
Mr Wicks: Reliability is quite a complex issue. It is
very easy and quite common for reliability just to be
seen to be a matter of traYc congestion. TraYc
congestion is an important factor, in our own
surveys it is around a third of the reasons why buses
are unreliable. The other two main reasons tend to
be either presentation of the vehicle in the first
instance and/or staV, so people do not turn up to run
the buses or the bus itself does not turn up. The next
chunk is boarding and alighting. I know it is an old
joke that it is the passengers that get in the way of
running a reliable bus service, but the way in which
tickets are sold is critical to the speed at which buses
move through the system. When you are looking at
investments, speeding up ticketing, for example the
introduction of Oyster-type travel arrangements
outside London, can have equally as great an impact
on the reliability of journeys as can investment in
traYc systems. Certainly in South Yorkshire, and I
am sure my colleagues can add, have concentrated
on all of those. We have sat down with our own bus
operators who had problems with staV shortages
and vehicle presentation and worked with them to
get them to reduce that, and that is now a declining
proportion of the reasons for delay. We worked with
the city council and the other highway authorities to
regulate the traYc and improve the flow and
hopefully we will be getting government funding to
introduce a smart card ticketing system which can
speed up the boarding of passengers.

Q93 Chairman: Mr Ferguson?
Mr Ferguson: In terms of our area, for the original
question, around 50% of the services are provided by
the big three operators: First, Stagecoach and
Arriva. The other 50% are provided by around 100
other bus operators. If you look at reliability, for the
big three I would say that, by and large, they try to
provide a reliable service within the factors that they
can control. Within that 100 other operators it is
very, very variable, some try hard, some do not try
hard at all to provide a reliable service.

Q94 Chairman: Mr Dowd?

Mr Dowd: Could I mention finance because we are
in a position, again on Merseyside, where we spend
now in the region, on subsidised services, of around
about £24 million.
Chairman: I am sorry about this Mr Dowd, we will
have to hear about the 24 million when we come
back. The Committee is adjourned and I will be
grateful if Members could return within 10 minutes.
You are entitled to 15 minutes.

The Committee suspended from
4.01 pm to 4.10 pm for a division in the House

Q95 Chairman: Mr Dowd, you were about to make
a comment.
Mr Dowd: Yes, finance. We were in the position
when Mr Scales joined the organisation about seven
or eight years ago where we spent in the region of £8
million or £9 million on subsidised services; we
spend about £23 million now on subsidised services.
Added to that, we pay the bus operators £20 million

1for concessionary travel for the elderly, £7 million2
1for disabled people and £4 million for half fare for2

children which costs £32 million. We spend a huge
amount of money. The thing about the £32 million
is we have no say on when the buses begin, when they
end, the routes, the frequencies or the fares and that
is a great problem. Of course the bus operators laugh
all the way to the bank and no wonder that they do.
They really do not need to change the system
because the system suits them as it stands at present.

Q96 Mr Clelland: That brings me nicely to the next
question because you have all really in your written
evidence said that you should have more power.
Perhaps you could explain to the Committee what
extra powers you think you need and how you could
justify the extra powers?
Mr Dowd: Can I answer that. Over the past six or
eight weeks I have actually been to Ireland, they
have a regulated service with an increase of 12% on
patronage every year. London, last year, was £30
million. We know for a fact that London actually
spend—this is Transport for London—£1,400
million on bus contracts, the actual subsidies are
£550 million. Now they are in the premier league, we
are in the Beazer league, that is the problem that we
have got. People in London, I am talking about per
head, it is around about £660 per head, people in the
sticks around about £230.

Q97 Mr Clelland: You want the power to spend
more money?
Mr Dowd: Yes. We need some sort of add-on for us
so we can look after the people, our people—

Q98 Chairman: That is not an answer, Mr Dowd, to
the question you were asked. The question you were
asked was about powers. Do you want just the
money and then keep the powers or are you saying
you want the powers and you would not then need
the money, what is the answer?
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Mr Dowd: The answer at the end of the day is
obviously to give us the finance. What we can then
do is have a bus service which the people that we
represent can be proud of, similar to London, that is
all we ask.

Q99 Chairman: Mr Ferguson, do you have these
powers?
Mr Ferguson: We eVectively have the same powers
in Scotland as exist in England and Wales. Some of
the details around the Transport Act 2000 are
slightly diVerent but by and large the ability to
introduce quality contracts and statutory
partnerships are the same. Like in England and
Wales we have not used those powers, and the
reasons that we have not used them are that quality
contracts, although the rules by which you can
introduce them, the wording is slightly diVerent in
Scotland, the guidance that sits behind them still
makes it very clear that quality contracts are seen as
the last resort after other opportunities have been
taken to improve services. We do work with
operators in terms of trying to improve services
through partnership but because there are so many
operators involved it has proved impossible to raise
the general standard of services.

Q100 Chairman: Did you want to comment on that?
Mr Inskip: I would, yes, please. We do need more
powers. We need more powers for network stability,
to co-ordinate services. We need to organise the
buses in the city centres, the town centres and the
region, and we need simplified fare systems
throughout the conurbations as well. The only way
to do that is by having greater powers over the bus
services. I do not think we would apologise for
wanting to spend more money on raising the
standard and giving people better quality bus
services.

Q101 Chairman: Mr Wicks?
Mr Wicks: Mr Inskip has covered most of the
points. The other one I would add is that I think
what the highway authorities want is the confidence
to invest in the reliability improvements and that
comes from knowing the bus service will still be there
after they have made the investment. I think having
the powers over the provision of the service
reinforces the investment and reliability.

Q102 Chairman: Mr Parker?
Mr Parker: I think we look very enviously at the
powers of Transport for London, particularly over
the strategic highway network where Transport for
London is able to drive bus priorities more flexibly
than we are able to do in partnership with local
authorities. We also need powers on bus operator
performance. Colleagues have mentioned poor
performance before but we have no powers, the
TraYc Commissioner has powers but in terms of
Tyne & Wear our local TraYc Commissioner is
based in Leeds and I understand he has two
individuals responsible for looking at bus services
between the Trent and the Scottish borders. We

would like powers like TraYc Commissioners to
ensure that bus operators perform and provide the
buses that they register. In Tyne & Wear we have
about 4% of bus services, which I think is quite a
good statistic, I am told, but 4% of bus services just
do not operate because either there is not a bus or
there is not a driver. If I do that on my Metro I would
be shot.

Q103 Chairman: Mr Smith, same ideas?
Mr Smith: Yes, indeed. I think what is required is a
system where the public sector specifies what is to be
provided and the private sector does what it is good
at which is providing for that specification. It allows
bus operators to concentrate on what they are good
at and it allows local authorities clarity of their
particular role.

Q104 Mr Clelland: Finally, are there any powers
which local authorities currently have which would
be better exercised at the PTE level?
Mr Wicks: There is one power in that Passenger
Transport Executives are not actually able to own
buses whereas some Shire counties and district
councils have that power. It ought to be put in place
fairly easily.

Q105 Chairman: Unlike somewhere like Cheshire,
you cannot oVer a complementary or alternative
system?
Mr Wicks: We cannot own vehicles. It is as simple
as that.

Q106 Mr Clelland: What about things like common
rules for bus lanes, for instance, which is a big
problem in some areas?
Mr Parker: Chairman, it is a real problem when you
have got five local authorities in Tyne & Wear who
all have diVerent rules for bus lanes. Trying to get
them all to agree to have the same rules, the result is
the police are more reluctant to enforce bus lanes
because they claim that drivers can always use the
excuse that they are confused and they are not quite
sure whether they are in Gateshead or Newcastle.

Q107 Chairman: In what sense can they not combine
them, Mr Parker? You are not saying you have a bus
lane which finishes up in a dead end and then the
next one starts.
Mr Parker: No, no, it is not combining. For
instance, one local authority may have a no car lane
which allows taxis and vans as well as buses and
cyclists, another might not. One might operate
between seven in the morning and seven in the
evening, another might operate in the rush hour.

Q108 Chairman: Is there any attempt to standardise?
Mr Parker: We have tried very hard, Chairman, but
have yet to succeed.
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Q109 Clive EVord: Given that many of you are
seeking more powers, am I right in believing that
quality contracts could oVer you the opportunity to
get more power and, if so, why have there not been
any?
Mr Wicks: In our evidence we have set out what we
think are some of the barriers to quick achievement
of quality contracts. Together with Nexus we started
a market consultation exercise at the beginning of
this year when we invited operators to work with us
and understand how a quality contract could be
introduced. Without giving a long treatise on it,
there are two or three very critical problems. First of
all there is the hurdle, the test that we have to pass is
to prove that it is the only practical way. That
requires us to put a lot of work in to demonstrate
that that is the right way forward. The second is
really around the process. There are clearly issues
involved in how you introduce quality contracts, the
risk of instability in the short-term to your bus
provision. The question mark over what it might
cost. We have done quite a lot of work through the
market consultation to give ourselves comfort on
what a quality contract might cost and we are not
unduly concerned about that in what it might
actually cost but clearly there is the risk about how
incumbent operators might price that, whether the
public sector gets value for money. A third issue is
contract length. The legislation only allows a five
year contract for a quality contract. All the people
we spoke to on the market consultation exercise said
an eight year contract, or something like that, would
oVer much better value for the public sector and
particularly on vehicle costs and things like that
there will be significant savings. There is quite a lot
of work going on to look at how one might be
introduced and I think all of us along this table are
at various stages in the process of doing that. Of
course, as was mentioned in the earlier evidence,
there is the political dimension to this which is the
elected authorities that we represent have to look at
the consequences of pursuing the quality contract
process which we think in South Yorkshire will
probably take three to four years to implement, even
with the accelerated timescales of the legislation.
That may still be better than that which they will get
through continuing voluntary partnership
arrangements but it does represent a substantial risk
politically and to the passengers in South Yorkshire.
I think we are seriously working through the
legislation but the hurdle, the risks to the process
and the local political consequences are serious.

Q110 Chairman: I take it most of you would agree
with most of that?
Mr Inskip: Can I just add one other dimension and
that is operator resistance to quality contracts
should not be overstated as well. They will resist
quality contracts all the way through, if necessary
taking this issue to court to prove that there is a
diVerent way and that the only practical way will be
tested in court I believe.

Q111 Chairman: Is this because they cannot be
shamed into agreeing that they do not want to
comply with certain standards?
Mr Inskip: We do not believe that they want them
full stop and they would rather have the existing
regime continue.

Q112 Chairman: They just want the money but they
do not want the restriction?
Mr Inskip: They are making 25%, 30% returns on
their commercial services currently. If you go down
the quality contract route, let us face it, we are
talking about then only making seven or 8% returns
and that is what they do not want.

Q113 Clive EVord: Greater Manchester has put in
evidence that says they would like to see an enhanced
quality partnership which gives the transport
authority more control over timetabling and fares.
What sort of improvements would this deliver over
quality partnerships and what would it deliver that
they currently do not?
Mr Inskip: I think Mr Wicks has described the
diYculties with quality contracts in terms of process,
I have also explained about operator resistance. I
think he has also explained that we think it could
take three to four years before we could get the
quality contracts in place. If we could have binding
partnerships with the bus operators which give us
exactly the same thing. If you could achieve that
more quickly and that is what we are suggesting,
there could be a path through to do that. It still
requires legislative change, we still need change in
the legislation to do it. We would be oVering some
level of exclusivity to the operators but rather than
have a monopolistic position where they are now,
where we have got no control, we would have
control over the operators regarding service levels,
standards and the specification that they would
operate to.

Q114 Clive EVord: Can I just move on to TraYc
Commissioners. Are the TraYc Commissioners fit
for purpose and do they have enough staV and
resources?
Mr Smith: I can help on that particular one. I think
we have a very good relationship generally with
TraYc Commissioners, certainly in the West
Midlands we have a good personal relationship with
the TraYc Commissioner. I think he would also say
that the amount of inspection staV that he has at his
disposal is only one for the whole of the West
Midlands region which is clearly inadequate for the
purpose of doing anything other than ensuring the
buses are safe to run, which generally they are in the
West Midlands. In terms of his other responsibilities
for checking on whether buses turn up on time and
taking care of that, he has only one member of
enforcement staV for the whole region, not just the
conurbation, and therefore he uses our own
monitoring staV. We send out monitoring staV to
ensure that buses are running to time and if they are
not we try and identify why that should be.
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Q115 Clive EVord: Any other comments on that?
Mr Parker: The TraYc Commissioner has certainly
said to us that they will only act if there is a big
upsurge in local stress about the local service but the
question is how do local people know about the
TraYc Commissioner, and frankly they do not.
They do not know of the TraYc Commissioner’s
existence, the TraYc Commissioner has no
responsibility to publicise him or herself. The point
I made earlier is that the resources are completely
inadequate. The whole emphasis is on making sure
bus companies run safely, that is absolutely fine, but
actually making sure they perform is what bus
passengers are most interested about, punctuality
and reliability. Frankly, the TraYc Commissioner is
non-existent in Tyne & Wear.

Q116 Clive EVord: Where should extra resources for
TraYc Commissioners come from?
Mr Parker: I believe that the PTEs could be TraYc
Commissioners in their own particular areas. We are
there, we are not bus operators, we are not allowed
statutorily to be bus operators. I do not see why we
cannot do that policing job perhaps as an agent for
the TraYc Commissioner.

Q117 Clive EVord: Just referring back to Mr Wicks,
Mr Wicks was suggesting that PTEs wanted to
become bus owners and therefore presumably bus
operators, you are saying they should go down
another route?
Mr Parker: I am saying that if your real eVort is to
enforce punctuality and performance and you ask
the question about the powers of the TraYc
Commissioners, the TraYc Commissioners are not
fit for purpose. I am suggesting we could do that.
Obviously if we were a bus operator ourselves then
that would not be the right solution because we
would be biased.
Mr Wicks: Could I clarify that: I certainly was not
seeking for the PTEs to become bus operators.

Q118 Chairman: No, I think that is clear, Mr Wicks.
Mr Wicks: It was just the ability to own vehicles for
community transport and those sorts of purposes.

Q119 Graham Stringer: If I can take us back for a
second to quality contracts, did you, Mr Wicks,
listen to or read the evidence given by the Permanent
Secretary to the Public Accounts Committee in
January about buses?
Mr Wicks: I did not see the evidence but I did see the
Committee’s report.

Q120 Graham Stringer: Mr Rowlands in that report
brought up the Human Rights Act as a hurdle. Do
you believe that was an act of sabotage on your
attempts to get quality contracts or is there a
consensus in the industry that human rights are
diVerent in London from the rest of the country?
Mr Wicks: I think the latter point is probably true.
On the specifics, in our own quality contract
discussions we have also started to take legal advice
and there is a real issue there in terms of whether or

not the operators would have a case for
compensation if their operating rights were
withdrawn.

Q121 Graham Stringer: Had the Department helped
you and advised you on this matter before?
Mr Wicks: The Department’s position is that they
cannot help us on this matter as they have to remain
separate from the process. One of the complexities in
making a quality contract application is as the
Department for Transport will be taking a view on
that application they are struggling to work through
a way they can advise potential applicants as to how
to make that application without compromising
their own position particularly, and it goes back to
my colleague’s point, as were there to be an appeal
or a judicial review against the decision it would
obviously be the Secretary of State’s decision that
would be taken to appeal. That is not unusual, the
Transport & Works Act is a good example of that
and the Department for Transport have promised to
set up appropriate Chinese walls within the
Department in order to advise us. That process has
been quite elongated because we have been working
on quality contracts for over a year and, as yet, we
have not had detailed advice on the case we will have
to make. We will be putting that in as a “surprise” to
the Department and I am not aware of any legal
advice on the human rights issues which was
presumably taken when the legislation was first
made and subsequently being made available to any
of us.

Q122 Graham Stringer: This is a general question:
you are putting more and more money in as
passenger transport executives and you are getting a
worse service out. Are you completely incompetent
or are you victims of cartels?
Mr Wicks: I would hope we were not incompetent.
We are certainly victims of limited competition.
That is why we are paying for it, it is quite a simple
equation in South Yorkshire’s case and I think
Councillor Dowd made exactly the same point.

Q123 Graham Stringer: Do you believe that it is
limited competition by accident or do you believe
that bus companies are organising themselves in an
anti-competitive way?
Mr Dowd: Can I say this: we are in the position now
where, say, for instance a bus contract, a subsidised
one, is for two or three years, when they come back
for 30 or 40% over and in many instances we only get
one or two applications for sometimes huge
contracts, as far as I am concerned I find that
strange.

Q124 Graham Stringer: So do I. The argument you
are putting is I guess that you do not have the
evidence but you believe there is anti-competitive
behaviour out there. I did a debate with Mr Souter
not long ago, and some of you were present, and his
view, and I would like a response to this, is that you
are all dinosaurs based in the late 1960s and that the
real model that you should be operating to is the
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Brighton, Cambridge, Oxford model, that is the way
forward. It is Cambridge, Oxford and York as the
model, not London. Can you respond to Mr
Souter’s point?
Mr Dowd: Brighton, York, I should imagine that
what we speak of are two bus companies, in
Manchester there are 48, in Liverpool there are 37,
so it is an entirely diVerent ballgame when you have
only got one or two bus companies to basically deal
with, other than, say, for instance, me, I deal with 37,
that is a major diVerence.

Q125 Graham Stringer: Anybody else?
Mr Smith: Madam Chairman, if the Committee is
looking for a model there are many models not far
from here in Western Europe which operate very
successfully. There are many diVerent models but
they all have one thing in common and that is some
form of bus franchising, so whether it is a quality
contract or enhanced quality partnership or
whatever, the bus franchising model is the one which
does deliver results whether it is government
objectives, local objectives or, indeed, objectives
commercially for bus companies.
Mr Inskip: Certainly the Brighton, York model, is
great for those cities, I am sure, but try bringing
something like that into Greater Manchester. At one
level I have had the same conversation with Brian
Souter, “So, okay, Brian, what is stopping you doing
it in Manchester as well? Why are you not increasing
growth? Why are you not increasing patronage? I
am not stopping you, I will help you in every way I
can, putting in bus corridors, putting in bus
priorities to help you”. Inevitably the overall shape
of the market in Manchester is still in decline and,
therefore, we have to make some changes and the
changes are systemic. It is a systemic decline in this
industry in the metropolitan areas unless something
is done about it and the Brighton and York models
simply will not work. Brian Souter, Moira
Lockhead, and the rest of them, if they thought it
could work, we could invite them to Manchester and
throw the challenge down. Quite honestly, unless we
take positive control over the networks and over the
quality standards that people want, I do not think
people are going to come back to the buses.
Mr Parker: Chairman, I think there is also another
point about the nature of places like York, Oxford
and Cambridge. They are very historical cities with
very limited access. They have managed to get
political support for very, very significant car
restraint and, therefore, the local authorities are
delivering very good park and ride systems. If you
like, the culture is there for people to cycle and to use
buses, that culture is less in the big conurbations
where the propensity to drive a car is much greater.
Mr Ferguson: Chairman, one other point: in the west
of Scotland we have a very extensive rail network
and I can see nothing in the current legislation that
would encourage Mr Souter to integrate with that
rail network and provide services that feed that rail
network, quite the opposite, it seems that the current
rules encourage them to compete with the rail
network.

Q126 Graham Stringer: Mr Ferguson, I have trying
to get out of the Government the figures for public
subsidy per capita in all the regions of England. I
have managed to get it for England, including
London, and Northern Ireland but because
transport is a devolved matter I cannot get those
figures for Scotland. Would you be able to provide
those figures?
Mr Ferguson: I could certainly try and provide
those, Madam Chairman, I do not have anything
just now.
Chairman: That would help us, Mr Ferguson,
thank you.

Q127 Graham Stringer: Two more questions, if I
may. First, to Mr Inskip, I know Manchester very
well, I have stood on platforms arguing for the re-
regulation of these services. Do I take it from the
submission from yourself and the chair of the PTE
that the policy has not changed, that the Greater
Manchester Passenger Transport Authority is still in
favour of re-regulation?
Mr Inskip: I think the issue for us is quite clear. We
have been knocking on Government’s door, we have
been asking for a form of re-regulation and have
been told that we have got to work within the
existing confines of the marketplace.

Q128 Graham Stringer: You feel you are being
bullied into this position?
Mr Inskip: I think that as far as we are concerned, we
need to find a way through this with Government.
To find a way which will bring us the control over the
market that we want. I am not sure that there is a
huge amount of diVerence between whether you
want to call it a quality contract, whether you want
to call it franchising or whether you want to call it
an enhanced quality partnership. Certainly from our
point of view an enhanced quality partnership gives
us control over frequencies and fares and, therefore,
there is not too much diVerence. I think where we
come at it is saying that rather than wait three or
four years to be able to put something in, if we can
put something in much quicker on our terms
through a binding partnership, albeit that that does
require some change in legislation. We want services
to change quickly and in order to do that we are
proposing that this may be a way forward.

Q129 Graham Stringer: Finally, I would be
interested in all your views on the operation of a
concessionary fare system. Do you think it is value
for money? Do you think the money is properly
accounted for and do you think the basis of the
scheme, whereby there is an assumed subsidy to a
full fare passenger who is eligible, is a scheme fit-for-
purpose?
Mr Parker: No, I do not, Chairman. In Tyne &
Wear we are being hit most by the recent changes in
the concessionary travel scheme because we have
ended up with a £5.4 million deficit on funding. I
think there are a number of issues. You asked earlier
about powers and one of the things local authorities
have is wellbeing powers which would allow them to
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give concessions to other groups that in some way
are deprived financially. At the moment Passenger
Transport Authorities only have the powers to give
concessionary travel to pensioners and to children,
yet if one of the key objectives, which certainly is in
our PTA, is to use transport to reduce social
exclusion then you need powers to be able to provide
concessions to students, single parents on income
support, et cetera, jobseekers and so on. At the
moment we do not have those powers. I think if your
objective is to reduce social exclusion then you need
to say, “Well, how much money am I going to put
that way?” Should you put all the money, if you like,
in the pensioners’ basket? I think I could refer the
Committee to the Commission for Integrated
Transport, which I used to be a member of, which
produced a report about three years ago on the value
of bus subsidy and they very clearly stated that once
you went beyond half fare for pensioners then the
return—it does not mean to say you are not reducing
social exclusion—the actual return on your
investment actually gets less. The half fare is sort of
maximising the return. Of course, the basis on which
we compensate the bus operators is on the
assumption that the bus operator would charge that
pensioner the full fare. There is a formula that relates
to generation but basically that is the principle. I
believe in a competitive market. If you have bus
operator competing with bus operator and there are
no concessionary fare systems, those bus operators
would charge a lower fare for pensioners in order to
attract pensioners on their services rather than
someone else’s services.

Q130 Mr Martlew: On concessionary fares, you
have mentioned pensioners and many of us
represent rural areas where there are a great deal of
problems with young people who wish to come into
the city, they are living in the villages and get a bus
but cannot aVord that bus. Are you saying we
should be expanding the concessionary system to
those groups?
Mr Parker: I am, Chairman. I think we should be
able to provide cheaper fares for students, anyone in
full-time education and jobseekers. If one of your
objectives on transport is social exclusion then a
crucial thing is the price of that transport journey.
One of the frustrations that Passenger Transport
Executives and local councils have had over the
years is they have no control over that price. They
used to, they have that control in London, but we
have no control over the price and that is crucial.
One answer might be to give those sorts of powers to
allow us to be able to give concessions to those
disadvantaged groups.

Q131 Chairman: Mr Inskip on this.
Mr Inskip: Madam Chairman, there is just one point
I want to make as well. It is great giving people free
travel but they have to have the buses and the
services there to use them. If there are no services it
is no good having free travel.

Q132 Mr Clelland: I accept that last point, but on
this question of giving concessions to young people,
it is possible to give concessions to students in full-
time education under 18.
Mr Parker: Under 18 it is but not over 18. Over 18
has to be a commercial decision of the bus operator,
we are not allowed to put public subsidy in.

Q133 Mr Clelland: Even then, young people under
18 in full-time education, some might be going to
further education colleges, not necessarily all going
to sixth form, may have to travel across the
boundaries of the Passenger Transport Authorities.
Is there a case for having a wider than PTE
regional scheme?
Mr Parker: Absolutely, Chairman, yes.

Q134 Mr Clelland: In order to finance that,
presumably you would need the co-operation of
other partners in the region. Is this something which
Regional Development Agencies might help out
with?
Mr Wicks: If I could add to the comments which
have been made and respond to the question. There
are two or three things here which come together on
what I would call the city region agenda. I think
there is a strong argument and it is part of emerging
government thinking to look at the role in the city
regions and to recognise that transport does not
necessarily neatly fit into the current administrative
boundaries but it should fit within the city region
boundaries. I think all the PTEs feel quite strongly
about an alignment of powers which gives them
more local accountability and local flexibility about
how they organise those transport services, and it
goes back to the debate about quality contracts and
the debate about concessionary fares. It would seem
to me they are local decisions at the city region level,
not necessarily national decisions, and I think if you
align those powers then you can address the cross-
boundary issue.

Q135 Chairman: Do you think the Department gives
you a strong enough lead?
Mr Wicks: In terms of what?

Q136 Chairman: Sir David seemed to believe in the
evidence that he was giving certainly to the Public
Accounts Committee, “ . . . The complexity of the
delivery structure outside London is tied up with
local authority structure”. That is a rather passive
response to the needs of the bus industry, is it not?
Mr Wicks: It is, very much so. I think there is no
diYculty with local leadership, local leadership is
very clear about where it wants to take its public
transport agenda. I think it is the ability of the local
leadership to do that.

Q137 Chairman: Should the Department promote
buses on a greater scale?
Mr Wicks: Yes.

Q138 Chairman: Why does it not collect more data
about buses and is that a problem?
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Mr Wicks: I think all of us suVer from a lack of data,
most of that is not provided by the operators because
it is commercially restricted.

Q139 Chairman: Our Public Accounts Committee
looked at that and said that it was not convinced that
the Department monitored the operation of the
market to the extent to which monopolies may exist;
is that your view?
Mr Wicks: Yes.

Q140 Chairman: Supposing that data was provided
from TraYc Commissioners, would that be a good
idea?
Mr Wicks: That would help, yes.

Q141 Chairman: Can I ask you, Mr Dowd, why is
the network in St Helens changing? Is that a good
thing if it is not fit for the purpose that it is
designed for?
Mr Dowd: I think one of the problems that we have
got is that the bus operators on a commercial basis
can basically do what they wish. I think it has been
mentioned today that what they will not do is run
buses where they are going to lose money so they will
look at St Helens as a whole and basically make a
decision that they will do A, B and C. They will then
decide that is the way it is going to be. They will send
that to the TraYc Commissioner, they give the 56
days’ notice and obviously that puts Merseytravel in
a position where we have to print timetables, we do
not have the time to do it and obviously there are
people who stand at the bus stop for the bus which
will not turn up because it has been taken oV; that is
the problem.

Q142 Chairman: What percentage of the various
services are not provided by the big five operators,
do you know?
Mr Dowd: In Merseyside we provide 20% of the
services and that is subsidised.
Mr Parker: We fund 10% of the bus services in Tyne
& Wear.
Mr Smith: In Centro in the West Midlands it is
around about 9%.
Mr Ferguson: In the west of Scotland around 15%
are subsidised services.
Mr Inskip: 15%.
Mr Wicks: We are 10% but, of course, most of those
contracts are won by the big five companies again, so
they end up operating 90% of the services.

Q143 Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very
helpful but I would like to ask you one other thing.
What percentage of buses in the areas that you
control are accessible by disabled people?
Mr Wicks: In South Yorkshire it is about 44%.
Mr Inskip: 42%.
Mr Ferguson: I do not have that figure but I could
provide it.

Q144 Chairman: Let me know when you do my note,
thank you.

Mr Smith: The same.
Mr Parker: 60%.
Mr Dowd: We have got 37 bus companies, I will
provide you with the figures.

Q145 Chairman: Are all your buses generally safe?
Mr Dowd: Yes.
Mr Wicks: Yes.

Q146 Chairman: And properly maintained?
Mr Dowd: Yes.

Q147 Graham Stringer: You say that buses are safe
but is there not evidence in Greater Manchester,
West Midlands and South Yorkshire that when the
TraYc Commissioner has intervened many of the
buses have had to be withdrawn immediately, so
clearly they are not all safe, are they?
Mr Smith: If I could answer that. In the West
Midlands I would say the majority of buses are safe.
There have been one or two quite significant
incidents, however, of smaller operators who have
been called before the TraYc Commissioner and
action has been taken against them for the poor
maintenance of vehicles.

Q148 Chairman: Buses where the wheels fall oV
cannot be entirely safe.
Mr Smith: Absolutely, that is why we have used the
word “generally”. There have been instances and
these are treated very seriously indeed by the TraYc
Commissioner who is responsible and he has taken
the appropriate enforcement action.

Q149 Chairman: You have not persuaded the
Permanent Secretary at the Department for
Transport that age has anything to do with quality,
have you?
Mr Smith: That is correct. In our view, age is a very
key issue in quality and there are vehicles running
around on Britain’s second cities’ roads which are
over 20 years old which in our view is just not
acceptable.

Q150 Chairman: Sir David said that the
Routemasters in London were 30 to 40 years old in
London but they were fairly reliable at that age. Is
that a view that you hold?
Mr Smith: I think Routemasters are particularly
wonderful buses, Chairman, but they are not
appropriate for modern use. They are used now by
TfL for heritage purposes.
Chairman: I think we can guess how often Sir David
uses the bus!

Q151 Mr Clelland: Given everything that has been
said, how profitable are the bus companies
compared with other businesses in your area?
Mr Dowd: Rich.
Mr Parker: Extremely. The return in Tyne & Wear
in 2004 was over 10% in the three big bus companies.
Mr Smith: We have been told in Birmingham by a
Director of Travel West Midlands that their return
is around about 19%.
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21 June 2006 Mr Roy Wicks, Mr Geoff Inskip, Mr Douglas Ferguson, Mr Robert Smith,
Mr Mike Parker and Mr Mark Dowd

Q152 Chairman: So they are not doing badly.
Anybody else?
Mr Inskip: Similarly, in Greater Manchester I would
say that typically bus operators where they run
railways are making 4–5%, on coach operations now
8% and certainly on bus operations I think in excess
of 25% on some routes.

Q153 Chairman: Mr Stagecoach still earns the bulk
of his profit, does he not, from buses?
Mr Inskip: Yes.

Q154 Chairman: Do you have formal training
standards for bus drivers in your areas that you
insist on from the companies?
Mr Wicks: We have done two things. One is on the
voluntary quality partnerships and on the statutory
quality partnerships we have asked for driver
training up to NVQ standards.

Q155 Chairman: Is it accepted?
Mr Wicks: Yes. We have also opened a transport
academy where we provide free training for drivers
because it was such an issue in the consultation we
did a year ago that we now provide customer care
training and other training. Stagecoach have been
very good at supporting that and First are
supporting it. It does not cost them anything, we get
funding from the LSC and all they have to do is
provide the time.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Merseytravel

During Councillor Mark Dowd’s recent appearance before the Committee as part of the inquiry on “Bus
Services Across the UK”, he was asked to provide additional details on accessibility on the bus network on
Merseyside.

Unfortunately, the bus operators do not make this information widely available so we have made the
calculations ourselves for the benefit of the Committee.

There is a total fleet of 1,611 buses operating on Merseyside. Of those 1,611:

— 46.3% have no accessibility provision.

— Only 44.3% are fully accessible.

— 8.4% have some facilities (ie low floor/kneeling bus/buggy space).

— 1% have limited provision (ie just low floor).

The two “big” operators on Merseyside are Arriva and Stagecoach. A breakdown of their figures
demonstrates a similar picture:

Arriva Stagecoach

No provision 53% 31%
Full accessibility 42% 37%
Some (low floor/kneel and buggy) 5% 28%
Low floor only 0% 4%

11 July 2006

Q156 Mr Martlew: Surely they should be paying
towards this because it is to their benefit.
Mr Wicks: There are lots of things that PTEs
provide that are to the benefit of the bus companies
that only seem to happen if we provide them.

Q157 Chairman: Do you make that case to the
Department for Transport? They seem to be slightly
remiss, they are not promoting the bus in the way we
think they should and apparently they are saying
that some of these problems arise that are not your
responsibility but you make the case that you do
have a responsibility.
Mr Wicks: I think we do. One point I would like to
make, which brings a lot of these points together, is
one of these issues is about the attractiveness of
buses, which goes back to one of the first questions.
Very few of the bus companies, even the major bus
companies, see bus service provision as a customer
service and actually treat their passengers as
customers, they still see them as operational
products. It is about getting buses out in those sorts
of ways and their recognition that the driver is the
sole point of contact between that company and the
passenger has been very under-invested. I think that
is why we have stepped in and said, “Look, you
should be doing this but we cannot wait for you to
do this because it is turning passengers away”.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have all been
extraordinarily helpful, thank you very much. You
have also been very patient, I apologise for making
you wait. Thank you.
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority

GMPTA Position on Bus Re-regulation

It has been suggested to me that the Members of the Committee may benefit from clarification of
GMPTA’s position on the issue of public control over bus services.

GMPTA want to have greater control over local buses so that we can plan a conurbation wide bus
network, which is complementary to the rail and tramways. We want to set minimum service frequencies
and set service standard thresholds, including reliability, punctuality, service quality and cleanliness. This
will help deliver the Government’s agenda for economic competitiveness and choice in the areas of
employment, education and health.

Deregulation outside London has not worked. I am in favour of re-regulation and I believe that a
regulated system would enable us to deliver the improvements to the bus network we require. Despite this,
the Government has made it clear for a number of years that they are not prepared to introduce regulation
or even a franchised environment for metropolitan areas outside London.

We cannot continue to hit a brick wall in our eVorts to replicate London’s franchised arrangement in our
area. We therefore owe it to the people of Greater Manchester to pursue an arrangement with Government
that will deliver real improvements in the quality of the bus network within the city region clearly we will
need to work with Government to see how this can be delivered. The Department for Transport has
indicated to us that a new approach—“a Third way” or an Enhanced Quality Partnership (EQP) may be
the answer.

Our version of an EQP, or controlled competition would secure a binding agreement with operators, the
terms of which would enable us to plan a conurbation wide bus network complementary to trams and
railways with a set minimum level of service frequency and complimentary performance standards including
reliability, aVordable fares, punctuality, service quality and cleanliness. Clearly, these improvements
encompass all the all the things I have long been arguing for.

20 June 2006

Memorandum submitted by Transport for London

1. Background

1.1 The deregulation of bus services enacted by the Transport Act 1985 was not applied to London.
Instead a process of competitive tendering was implemented which introduced private sector operators to
the London market. By 1993, 50% of the London bus service had been tendered. In 1994, the public sector
operations were sold, putting the operating side fully within the private sector. Responsibility for setting
fares, providing infrastructure and the marketing and development of the network were retained by London
Transport. The Greater London Authority Act 1999 transferred London Transport’s responsibility for bus
services, largely unchanged, to Transport for London (TfL) under the control of the Mayor of London. Bus
priority remained the responsibility of the relevant highway authorities. Around four-fifths of the London
bus network runs on roads owned by one of the 33 London Boroughs.

2. Summary

2.1 The progress of the bus network within London over the past five years has been a major success
story. The statistics speak for themselves. Over that period, passenger numbers have increased by 38% and
the network expanded by 27%. All 8,000 buses are wheelchair accessible;12 all are fitted with CCTV and all
meet or exceed the current European standards for emissions.

2.2 This success has been possible for a number of reasons. The first of these is clear and consistent
political direction. In 2001, the Mayor of London set out in his Transport Strategy a very ambitious set of
objectives for the bus network and, crucially, then allocated the funding to ensure it could happen.

2.3 Although use of buses in London before 2001 was growing slowly, there were a number of underlying
flaws in the bus system, such as staV shortages due to uncompetitive wage rates, lack of driver training and
poor reliability. These issues have been addressed. Reliability is now at its highest level in the 30 years in
which it has been recorded in its present form. There are no longer staV shortages and training for all drivers
to an accredited standard (BTEC) is now compulsory.

12 Apart from a small number of Routemasters retained to operate two heritage services. The routes are also served by
accessible buses.
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2.4 In addition to these initiatives, The Mayor and TfL have implemented a range of other policies in
support of public transport including the Congestion Charge, rigorous enforcement of bus lanes and the
partnership established with the Metropolitan Police to improve safety and security on and around the bus
service and to address road traYc issues. TfL has also sought to provide leadership in the expansion of bus
priority through its responsibility for Borough transport funding.

3. Providing a Quality Bus Service

3.1 The ownership of the planning and regulation of bus services in London has been an important factor
in the ability to implement these changes in a way that provides demonstrable value for money. The Mayor
and TfL can direct additional funding to achieve the most eVective overall balance for example, to fares, to
bus priority measures or to increased services. In this way also, TfL can ensure policies are consistent such
as, for example, ensuring bus services are fully integrated with rail and Underground services.

3.2 Crucially, TfL also has staV with the necessary planning expertise. They direct an extensive market
research and passenger survey programme. There are also close consultation links with all London’s local
authorities and other key stakeholders. TfL’s bus planning staV participate in relevant multi-modal
transport planning and land-use development projects. This gives TfL an excellent picture of the current
and future bus transport needs of the city. Hence TfL can ensure eVective distribution of resources across
the city.

3.4 The structure of the regulatory regime in London means that changes to the bus service can be
introduced quickly and consistently across the network. TfL has 5–7 year contracts with bus operators to
operate the services. All are reviewed prior to a new contract starting to ensure that features such as
frequency, bus type and route structure are correct for passenger needs. However, where change is needed
mid contract, for example, when a new school or new housing development opens, these changes are
negotiated with the operators.

3.5 The National Audit OYce and the Audit Commission carried out a study in 2005 which considered
in detail the fitness of the delivery process for bus services nationally.13 It found the regulatory regime in
London and the role of TfL to be “fit for the purpose of achieving growth in passenger numbers”. The Public
Accounts Committee subsequently congratulated the Mayor on his success with increasing bus usage. It
concluded that this could be attributed to the commitment shown by the Mayor and TfL; measures to
support growth and investment in bus services while restricting car use; as well as by a straightforward
supply chain achieved through eVective regulation.14

4. Lessons From London

4.1 Clearly TfL believes that the regulatory regime in London works in the interest of its passengers. The
key elements of the regime are as follows:

— The planning and development of the network is owned by TfL, with eVective competition for
operating contracts.

— TfL has eYcient and eVective planning processes and the necessary passenger research to
understand what passengers need.

— Building on this demand information there is a well developed evaluation process for investment
in the bus service which allows the equitable distribution of resources.

— There is an extensive consultation process with the 33 local authorities and a wide range of other
statutory and non-statutory stakeholders including health authorities, schools, passenger groups,
resident groups and individual passengers.

— The contracting regime is targeted such that operators are rewarded for good passenger service and
penalised for poor. Hence the commercial objectives of the bus operators are aligned with those of
TfL. Levers exist within the contracting regime to implement change quickly and eYciently.

— The Mayor has control over fares.

— TfL has control over the marketing of services and the infrastructure.

— Bus network policy is aligned with policy in other areas, for example in enabling the introduction
of Congestion Charging and in developing a Low Emission Zone.

4.2 Outside London these elements are likely to lie with diVerent stakeholders and the challenge becomes
how to align all of the diVerent objectives in the interests of passengers and to ensure future growth.

13 Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England. Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General (9 December 2005).
14 Public Accounts Committee, Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England, 43rd Report of Session 2005–06 (HC 851).
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5. The Role of Bus Priority Measures

5.1 Measures to address congestion are crucial to the success of any public transport investment
programme. In London, control of the road network is shared between TfL and the local authorities. TfL
controls the funding for priority measures. This split of responsibility can lead to conflicting priorities, which
can change the scope of priority measures.

5.2 Significant expansion of road capacity is not an option, hence increasingly in the future, the need will
be to manage road space eVectively to maximise the movement of passengers and goods. The congestion
charging scheme has been a great success for bus passengers with journey times reduced and reliability
improved, and the proposed extension of the scheme to the west will build on this.

5.3 Bus priority also remains essential. TfL’s approach is to treat key bus corridors in an holistic way.
Whilst developing continuous bus priorities, better facilities will be built for pedestrians and cyclists, as well
as catering for the legitimate needs of deliveries and servicing. The outcomes of this approach will be reduced
bus journey times and improved reliability, benefiting passengers and making more eYcient use of buses
and staV. Cycling and walking, both key components of sustainable transport policies will be enhanced and
encouraged. Freight deliveries will be made easier and more reliable.

6. Financing and Funding for Local Community Services

6.1 TfL has had limited involvement in the Urban Bus Challenge Scheme. There were some perceived
deficiencies such as emphasis on “innovation” which could mean that more worthy schemes which would
have benefited more potential passengers were overlooked in preference to newer, less sustainable options.
This increased the risk of the services not being able to be continued beyond the period of funding. For
London, more success was achieved when such funding was targeted towards the Community Transport
Sector.

7. Concessionary Fares

7.1 The Freedom Pass concessionary fare system within London works very eVectively. While financed
by the individual local authorities, travel is free throughout all TfL services. The system is managed by TfL
and negotiated with representatives of the local authorities. This is a long established scheme which works
well and is administratively very eYcient. The simplicity of the scheme is helped by the fact that there is no
need, since fares are set and retained by TfL, for negotiation between the funders and individual bus
operators. This process may provide lessons for elsewhere in the country as the free schemes are established.

8. Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK

8.1 There are clearly elements of the London system which provide lessons for elsewhere. The
achievements of the past five years would not have been possible within the timeframe without the political
leadership of the Mayor and the clear strategic control vested in TfL. The challenge outside London will be
to understand how to achieve these objectives with diVerent administrative set ups. The key will be to
appreciate how each of the parties involved is best placed to carry out a particular function (eg service
planning) and then to align the objectives of all those involved.

9. What is the Future for the Bus

9.1 The future of buses in London is very bright. There are some important challenges ahead, in
particular the need to continue to reduce congestion. Passenger expectations will continue to rise, and the
population of the city is set to grow by more than 800,000 by 2016. This will continue to challenge the bus
network, particularly before the major investment in rail services comes on stream. In order to meet the
challenge and to encourage more people to move to public transport continued investment will be necessary.
The bus service in London is now recognised as world class, the challenge is to retain that position.

May 2006

Memorandum submitted by Translink (Northern Ireland Transport Holding Company)

1. Basis of Submission

This submission is provided by Keith MoVatt, Chief Executive of Translink, the trading name for the
state-owned integrated bus and rail operations of the Northern Ireland Transport Holding Company
(NITHC).

I have 30 years’ experience in the UK public transport industry, working for operators and a PTE in
regulated and deregulated, public and private sector environments. I have been Chief Executive at Translink
since October 2003 and my previous experience includes Tyne and Wear, South Yorkshire, Oxford and
London, also short periods in Europe and Singapore.
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This submission refers to recent experience in Northern Ireland and to NITHC’s proposal for the future
regulation of bus services in Northern Ireland. It is provided with the permission of NITHC, but the views
expressed are personal and not necessarily those of NITHC or any Northern Ireland government
Department.

It is my view that the Northern Ireland experience, and the current proposal for change, is relevant to the
debate over the future of bus regulation in the UK.

2. Summary

The system of bus regulation in Northern Ireland is similar to that which pertained in Great Britain
outside London prior to route deregulation in 1986.

Since 1986 there had been a gradual decline in the use of bus services (in common with much of Great
Britain) of around 2–3% per year.

In consequence, Northern Ireland has been used by protagonists of deregulation as evidence that a
regulated system does not necessarily achieve better results than deregulation, in contrast to the unique
(regulated) London situation which has seen very significant growth in use.

In my view this is an inappropriate conclusion to draw. Over the last two years we have reversed the
decline in bus use in Northern Ireland and demonstrated what can be achieved through a carefully planned
and comprehensive approach within a regulated environment outside London.

I believe this recent success demonstrates that a “third way” for UK bus regulation could be pioneered
in Northern Ireland through pragmatic evolution of the current system.

3. Key Success Factors for Growth in Use of Buses

In the UK, under both route regulation and deregulation, there are examples of success and failure, for
example growth in regulated London and deregulated Oxford; decline in deregulated Manchester and
regulated Northern Ireland.

The underlying factor causing decline is well known—the historic growth in ownership and use of the
private car, coupled with traYc congestion making buses relatively less attractive in the absence of eVective
bus priority.

However, in my view examples such as those referred to above indicate that regional variations in
performance are more to do with diVerent local transportation policy interventions than the system of bus
regulation per se.

4. Experience in Northern Ireland

Much of Northern Ireland is thinly populated and recent years saw a gradual decline in the use of bus
services in common with similar regions of the UK. In Belfast, decline was exacerbated by the eVect of the
“troubles” and the associated development of the “black taxis”.

However, it is my view that decline was exacerbated by the shortcomings of transport policy, notably lack
of re-investment in the bus and rail systems, also an assumption that road building would provide the
transport solutions.

At the same time the institutional arrangements governing the bus system in Northern Ireland had not
produced the radical change of direction and innovation which were necessary to produce a more attractive
network.

Partly in recognition of this, the transportation policy deficiencies were addressed in 2002 with the
publication (by the new Northern Ireland Assembly) of the RTS (Regional Transportation Strategy), which
provided a more balanced policy towards the development of road, bus and rail infrastructure.

At the same time the Assembly also published “New Start”, a consultation which considered the need for
change to the bus regulatory system. In my view its analysis was broadly correct—there was a need for
greater “commerciality” in the design of the bus network in order to concentrate resources where they could
generate growth in use. The policy was also to retain the benefits of an integrated network with a “lead public
sector operator” and some form of “controlled competition”.

5. Recent Success in Northern Ireland

I joined Translink in October 2003, and against the backdrop of the RTS and “New Start” I have led the
introduction of a new bus development strategy with significant early success in relation to growth in use:

— !10% year on year on the new Belfast “Metro” bus system.

— !16% on the enhanced Goldline inter-urban bus system.

— growth in use of local “town” services within the Ulsterbus system.
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— !3% year on year growth in patronage on local bus services overall.

— !16% growth in local railway use (part of the integrated bus-rail network).

In my view this rapid turnaround has been possible because of our ability to carefully design, plan and
deliver comprehensive and integrated network reform within a regulated environment, and a clear
management strategy. Key factors have included:

— a comprehensive project approach to network re-design and implementation;

— an integrated approach to marketing and ticketing; and

— a supportive regulatory system.

6. Proposed Way Forward for Northern Ireland

There are many challenges we face in building on this encouraging early success, and in delivering a first
class bus service for Northern Ireland. These include:

— Implementation of eVective bus priority by the unitary highway authority, as per the RTS. This
is of fundamental importance.

— Providing a framework to enable independent operators to play a role within an integrated
approach to the network, ticketing and marketing system.

— Demonstrating value for money from the public sector provider within an integrated network
context.

— Extending and developing the integrated ticketing system.

In order to address these issues, and to assist government in concluding the “New Start” exercise, NITHC
produced a series of submissions during 2004 and 2005 for modernisation of the regulatory system in
Northern Ireland.

This culminated in a proposal from NITHC in March 2006, with the following key features:

— High level policy framework set by the “authority” (ie in Northern Ireland, the Assembly), for
example funding levels, accessibility standards etc.

— Integrated network, fares and ticketing and marketing “design and delivery”, by a reFormed
NITHC—a publicly-owned transport company acting on a broadly commercial basis, but with
public accountability.

— Delivery through NITHC’s internal operator and private sector operators, under a locally agreed
regulatory framework.

This model is similar to the highly regarded model in the Flanders region of Belgium which has evolved
successfully in the last decade. The “De Lijn” company is the “design and delivery” body which designs the
integrated network and delivers it through its own directly controlled operations and through private sector
contractors.

This approach could provide a similar level of focus and commitment as in London, but without creating
additional bureaucracy which would be inappropriate in a less populous region, ie it would be “fit for
purpose”.

7. Relevance of the Northern Ireland Situation to the UK Debate

I consider that the recent experience in Northern Ireland and the NITHC 2006 proposal for change is
relevant to the debate over the future of bus regulation in Great Britain. It is however less easy to see how
the lessons can be applied in practice bearing in mind how fragmented the GB situation now is.

In my view the key is to enable eVective local/regional autonomy over transportation policy linked with
the means to design and deliver an integrated public transport network, using whatever system is most
appropriate for local circumstances.

Funding is also a key issue. There is little doubt that London is successful not only because of the level
of local devolved autonomy (under the Mayor), but also because of the relatively high levels of funding of
bus services.

There is a need to ensure that competition regulation supports the development of an integrated system.
Operators and authorities should be required to co-operate to design and deliver integrated networks, fares
and ticketing and marketing, subject to pragmatic and locally relevant regulatory control.

Notwithstanding the above comments regarding the regulatory system, the delivery of eVective
segregation for buses on the highway, and eVective traYc enforcement, is also of fundamental importance.
This requires an eVective partnership mechanism between the network design body and the highway
authority, ideally under integrated control as in London.
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My colleague Ray Bentley has provided a separate submission to the Committee which proposes a
mechanism to establish eVective partnership based on agreed targets for the delivery of bus speed. I fully
support this.

20 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Transport and General Workers’ Union

1. Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The Transport and General Workers’ Unions welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Transport
Committee’s inquiry into Bus Services Across the UK.

We are the largest trade union in the bus industry representing over 100,000 members employed in the
UK. These members are employed in various occupations in the industry including engineering, inspectors
and clerical staV, but we predominately represent platform staV, who are mainly drivers.

1.2 Scope of Response

Given the limitation imposed by the Transport Committee we will not be replying to all the questions
posed by the Committee, but will focus on those issues which are of major importance to our members.

2. Has Deregulation Worked?

2.1 Has deregulation worked?

In our view the answer to this question is simply, no! However, the reason why deregulation has not
worked is much more complex. Our starting point is that deregulation was a flawed concept from the start.
Also some of the main objectives were unrealistic and unsustainable.

The deregulation of the bus market in the UK outside of London was based on the economic theory of
Contestable Markets. This was an unproved and virtually untested theory in the 1980s, based on reducing
the barriers to entry into the bus market. The proponents of contestability theory believed that the threat
of entry would result in an eYcient market where “normal” profits would be made.

Initially, the major publicly owned bus companies were broken up and then sold oV, generally to their
existing management. This also triggered a damaging period of over bussing, fare wars resulting in stability
and passenger loss. But, also, the market started to immediately consolidate, and today we have market
domination by four or five major companies, and in eVect these global transport companies operate local
monopolies. So it is diYcult to see how the reduction of the barriers to entry has increased competition.

In fact the opposite has occurred, these global transport companies have deterred competition through
aggressively responding to any entry into their local markets. This aggressive behaviour has resulted in
deterring potential entrants into their markets. Any potential entrant knows they will face an aggressive
response from companies who have deep pockets and can sustain economic losses in a local market, as the
company operates on a national level and can cross subsidise the losses for a particular subsidiary company.

These companies are now global transport companies, and have taken over rail franchises in the UK and
entered foreign bus markets with varying degrees of success. For example FirstGroup and Arriva have just
prequalified to bid for a high-profile cross-border rail franchise between Denmark and Sweden, and Arriva
has already established itself in eight or nine European states. Whilst First and National Express have
heavily invested in buying into the largely non-unionised and hence highly labour exploited school bus
market in the United States. However, this diversification into other transport and foreign markets begs the
question as to whether this has resulted in the senior management of these companies taking their eyes oV
of the UK bus market.

Much of the expansion into other markets has been possible because the UK bus market outside London
is still a “cash cow”, even though it is still in decline, and has helped fund this expansion. While there is a
trend for these companies give up marginal routes and concentrate on their “core profitable routes” resulting
in the loss of Sunday services and other well used and socially desirable routes. This would appear to be the
end of the concept of the bus network and the rise of route profitability.
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2.2 Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

The rationale behind privatisation and deregulation was that fares would be reduced, service quality
improved, and public subsidy would be reduced as a result. We will now look briefly as what has happened
in these three areas.

In regard to bus fares since 1980, using data supplied by the Department for Transport, a constant price
index (2004–05) shows an increase of 47% over the period. While train fares have increased by 42%, and the
motoring cost index has decreased by 11%. Clearly, the increase in bus fares has resulted in part to the decline
in passenger numbers.

We have undertaken an analysis of bus fares using a constant elasticity model and this came up with the
following results.

Table 2.1

CONSTANT ELASTICISES FOR BUS FARES

Area Elasticity % N Std Error Significance

All outside London "1.299 24 0.097 0.000
Scotland "1.664 22 .275 0.000
Wales "0.929 12 0.145 0.000
PTE Areas "1.155 22 0.041 0.000
Non PTE Areas "0.941 22 0.109 0.000

From this, using Scotland as the extreme example, we can see that for every 1% increase in fares there is
a 1.7% reduction in passenger numbers. In all of these cases the results are statistically significant. However,
it should be noted that London has been excluded from our calculation due to the large amount of subsidy
that it has received and is therefore not comparable with the rest of GB.

Given the small number of samples we undertook a larger sample covering 30 years for the whole of Great
Britain and this resulted in a constant elasticity of "1.236, with a standard error of 0.056, which was
statistically significant as well.

Table 2.2 presents the changes that have taken in three key areas which allows us to assess if privatisation
and deregulation have achieved the aims set out by the authors of the policy.

We can see that vehicles kilometres have increased, but the range is from 3% in the PTE areas to 69% in
London. Since privatisation and deregulation passenger numbers have continued to fall outside of London.
The picture in regard to public sector support is patchier, with the PTE areas having a 66% decline, while
London buses had an increase of 151%.

Table 2.2

CHANGE IN THREE KEY AREAS SINCE PRIVATISATION AND DEREGULATION

Vehicle Klm Passengers Change Public Transport Support at
Area % % constant prices % change

All outside London 14 "30 "32
Scotland 21 "28 "4
Wales 23 "12 46
PTE Areas 3 "40 "66
Non PTE Areas 17 "26 26
London 69 53 151

2.3 Can deregulation be made to work?

It is our view that the concepts behind deregulation are fatally flawed so it is not possible to make it work.
However, we are aware that there are people who believe that deregulation can only be made to work if the
existing barriers to entry are removed. For example giving 28 days notice of entry or exit from routes, or
reducing the quality standards of buses. We believe that reducing even farther the barriers to entry would
result in a further decline in quality and quantity of services.
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3. Quality Contracts

3.1 Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Although the ultimate policy of the Union is for the wholesale re-municipalisation of the bus industry,
we support quality contracts partly as an interim measure and partly because some form of re-regulation
will be necessary even under public ownership. Our understanding as to why there are no quality contracts
currently in existence is that Passenger Transport Authorities (PTA) and local authorities (LA) are hesitant
to seek them, since they believe that they will be sued by private bus companies for undermining their share
price, if PTAs and LAs make any moves towards greater local state control over the industry.

We have raised this issue through various political channels and have so far been unsuccessful in
persuading the Government to indemnify PTE and LA from legal action by bus companies. Unless the
Government indemnifies the PTE and LA from prosecution we do not think there will be any quality
contracts until this legal threat is removed.

4. The Traffic Commissioners

4.1 Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant?

We believe that the powers of the TraYc Commissioners are relevant but grossly insuYcient in today’s
commercial environment in the bus industry. For example the FirstGroup has often successfully sought to
circumvent some of the consequences of regulatory action imposed by the TraYc Commissioners in a way
that reduces the service repercussions associated with licence reductions. First Manchester was ordered by
the North West TraYc Commissioner to cut over 200 vehicles operating on its license following a 16 July
2004 public inquiry. The inquiry was held in part to investigate three incidents of wheels coming oV buses
while in service—an apparently recurring problem for First. The licence reductions initially forced First
Manchester, one of two FirstGroup subsidiaries running services in the Greater Manchester area, to
withdraw 40 bus services from Ashton, Oldham and Stockport. In direct response to this regulatory action
FirstGroup then registered 39 new services in these areas operating through its First Pioneer subsidiary,
enabling it to mitigate almost entirely the consequences of the 200 vehicle reductions.15

In another case in October 2005 into First Edinburgh and First Midland Bluebird, FirstGroup was able
to design its own remedy with the result being that the number of licenses cut has had virtually no impact
on services and the deterrent eVect is greatly minimised.16

Graham Stringer, MP, said First Manchester’s licence swap “makes a laughing stock of the whole
regulatory framework. It means there is no recourse for the standard of service on oVer to the travelling
public.”17 In earlier comments on the floor of the House of Commons in 2004, Stringer had identified First
Manchester’s bus service as a particular problem for his constituency and said “it has averaged 300 failures
a week . . . the service has been consistently bad”.18

The ability to mitigate the intended consequences of punitive regulatory action and eVectively selecting
some of its own punishments raises the question of whether the present system is in danger of potentially
enabling a bus operator to be able to use its dominant position in the market to pressure public bodies and
avoid even harsher actions.

4.2 Are they adequately deploying the powers and resources that they currently have?

The FirstGroup example helps expose shortcomings in the regulatory regime but it is up to the TraYc
Commissioners to say if they are adequately deploying the powers and resources that they currently have.
Our perception is that they do not have adequate powers, and more importantly that they have insuYcient
resources to undertake the tasks allotted to them. Their powers in monitoring service delivery, operation
and route registration need to be increased. Although we would like to see the TraYc Commissioners have
the power to remove operators from routes and give these routes to another operator, this would not be
possible under the present regulatory regime.

4.3 Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

We believe that the Government and local authorities should give close examination to existing
mechanisms to remedy the poor performance in the bus industry as demonstrated by the FirstGroup
example. While at the same time searching for regulatory solutions that will allow the TraYc Commissioners
to eVectively monitor and punish inappropriate levels of service provision by bus operators in a timelier and
more eVective manner.

15 Manchester Online, 14 March 2005: “Bus firm beats ban with ‘license swap’”.
16 Scottish TraYc Area, 12 October 2005: “Decision of the TraYc Commissioner”, p 13.
17 Manchester Online, 14 March 2005: “Bus firm beats ban with ‘license swap’”.
18 Hansard, Column 794, 17 May 2004: “Bus Re-regulation (Manchester)”.
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5. Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?

5.1 The London Model

In our view the London model is a second best option. The main reason for this is that we believe that
public sector bodies are the most appropriate bodies to supply public transport. The basis of the London
franchise system is no more adequate than the “socially necessary route” tendering arrangements outside
of London; both rely fundamentally on price related bidding processes and both deal with fragmented
markets rather than entire network provision.

The London model is a closed competition model, by this we mean that once the tendering process has
been completed for a specific route then the winning bus company becomes an eVective monopoly on that
route. If you are going to have a monopoly, then it is better to have a public monopoly rather than a
private one.

If the London model was to be exported to the rest of Great Britain, we believe it would have to be
modified, as should its current application in London itself, to cover specific geographical areas, large
networks, rather than specific and individual routes.

5.2 Translink

Our preferred model for the future of the GB bus industry is the one used in Northern Ireland which is
publicly owned. The integration of Citybus, Northern Ireland Railways and Ulsterbus began in January
1995 when the government announced comprehensive changes to the provision of public transport. The
principal objective was to promote the transfer from private car to public transport on a sustainable basis
and the co-ordination of bus and rail services.

Among the many measures to be introduced was the new policy of co-ordination between the bus
companies, Citybus (now Metro) and Ulsterbus, and the railway company, NI Railways. The aim was to
improve services for the public by oVering co-ordinated timetables, through-ticketing, feeder buses to
railway stations and the joint development of transport facilities.

Since the announcement, a common management structure has been developed, reporting to a single
Board. The organisation is now one of the largest companies in Northern Ireland with approximately 3,500
employees and a turnover in excess of £100 million. Over 75 million passenger journeys are made on
Translink services each year.

Translink have made significant developments to enhance and develop the public transport network in
Northern Ireland. These include the re-opening of the Antrim to Bleach Green Line, the purchase of new
rolling stock, the re-laying of Bangor and Larne lines and the refurbishments of several bus and rail stations
across Northern Ireland including Bangor Bus and Rail Centre, Coleraine Bus and Rail Centre, Ballyclare
Bus Centre and Magherafelt Bus Centre.

In February 2005 Translink introduced Metro, Belfast’s new and improved bus service, with the co-
operation and support of the T&G. Designed for ease of use, the new simplified Metro network integrates
Citybus and greater Belfast Ulsterbus services, and is made up of 12 key arterial routes and an additional
network of services within the greater Belfast area.

The new fully accessible high frequency service will operate throughout the day Monday to Friday
(7 am- 6 pm) at five, 7.5 or 10-minute frequencies, along the 12 key corridors, with a lower frequency
operating at other times.

However, we believe that there is one key element missing from the Translink model and that is that its
management should be given agreed operational targets and if these targets are missed then the management
should have financial penalties imposed on them and ultimately be dismissed if they do not reach these
targets.

There are many example of good bus services being provided by local authority owned companies they
lack the essential ingredient of operating both bus and rail networks, and that they operate in a single
market. Therefore they are more able to meet the needs of their communities.

6. The Labour Market

6.1 Earnings

It will be of no surprise to the Transport Committee that we are concerned that they have not included
labour market issues in their enquiry about bus services across GB. Without having the required number
of bus drivers and engineers there is little or any hopes of achieving the desired improvements in bus services.
Since privatisation and deregulation average wages in the industry have declined in real terms. Currently
bus drivers are earning 57% of the male average wage.
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This lowering of the real wage has resulted in an estimated shortage of 33,000 drivers. Bringing bus
drivers’ and engineers’ wages up to their market clearing rate is unlikely to be achieved by the free market,
as we demonstrated earlier any increase in costs results in the industry loosing more passengers to the
motor car.

6.2 Pensions

We have identified pensions as being a serious impediment to the flexibility of the bus industry labour
market, both internally and externally, for bus companies. Currently employees will not even transfer
employment in the same group, let alone to another company outside that group because diVerent pension
schemes operate in diVerent subsidiaries. Unless a universal pension scheme is introduced for the industry
this major barrier to labour market flexibility will remain. Therefore this will be a major political and
industrial issue for the Union in the next few years.

We have had some constructive preliminary discussions about this issue with the OYce of the Deputy
Prime Minister, especially in regard to the major bus groups having access to the Local Government Pension
Scheme, which we view as an imperative.

If this happened we believe that this would result in greater labour market flexibility, and could have a
significant impact on raising the earnings of all those employed in the industry, resulting in a better service
for the bus passenger.

May 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Transport Salaried StaVs’ Association (TSSA)

1. TSSA welcome the opportunity to submit comments to the Transport Committee on this matter.

2. TSSA is an independent trade union with approximately 32,000 members throughout the United
Kingdom and Republic of Ireland, most of whom work in the transport industry in the rail industry and
Transport for London/London Underground.

3. The Association’s main interest in the bus industry industry lies within Greater London where the vast
majority of TSSA members working for bus undertakings are employed. Outside of Greater London buses
are virtually unregulated and within Greater London bus services are franchised under a system of route
tendering. Clearly, buses have a vital role to play in any integrated public transport system.

4. Buses are the most popular form of public transport in the UK, accounting for over 70% of public
transport journeys of less than 10 miles. In terms of emissions per passenger kilometre, buses are a clean
mode of transport. However, in the past 20 years bus fares have risen much faster than inflation, outstripping
both motor costs and rail fares. It is therefore hardly surprising that in many areas bus usage is steadily
falling.

5. Since 1986 (when buses were deregulated outside London) bus use has declined by a third outside
London and is continuing to decline. In some areas the decline has been drastic—down by 38% in West
Yorkshire, 32% in the Midlands, 52% in Tyne & Wear and 62% in South Yorkshire. Approximately one-
third of all the UK’s bus journeys are made in London and the success of this mode of transport in London
is masking the situation in the rest of the country. If the 12% increase in the use of bus and light rail (the
target in the Government’s 10 Year Transport Plan) is to be achieved by 2010 it will, in our view, be because
of the increase in the use of buses in London.

6. The TSSA considers that privatisation and deregulation of the bus industry have been a total failure.
It could be argued that Government has saved money, but this does not take account of the environmental
and other non-financial benefits that would result from a properly funded and well planned integrated
transport system in which buses would have a major part to play. Furthermore, increased costs to the
travelling public have been substantial and have made bus travel less attractive resulting in increased use of
private cars. Of particular concern are those bus operators who have exploited deregulation by imposing
frequent and excessive fare increases eg Firstbus in SheYeld increased fares four times in a twelve month
period, some by more than 15%. It is not surprising, therefore, that since privatisation bus journeys made
in South Yorkshire have fallen from 350 million to 112 million, with a corresponding increase in car usage,
congestion and pollution. The TSSA supports demonstrations such as that held in SheYeld on 19 November
2005 against the fare increases introduced by Firstbus.

7. Bus privatisation and deregulation has in TSSA’s view failed in the following areas:

— Fares have not been kept low through competition; instead they have consistently increased at
above the rate of inflation.

— Services have not improved as much as promised: the lack of competition faced by the dominant
operator in many areas means that there is no incentive to improve services.
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— Passengers have suVered from drastic cuts in local services. Network coverage fell sharply in the
period after deregulation. Areas which have suVered most are rural parts of Britain, suburban
areas and market towns. Cities in general have suVered less because routes there are more
profitable, although this picture is not universal.

— Under the 1985 Transport Act local authorities tender for service provision where there is no viable
commercial alternative. Tendered contracts are often heavily subsidised by Local Authorities.
Tendering for part of a regional network ensures companies operate the most economically viable
routes and are subsidised to operate less commercially viable routes. Profiting from both the
consumer and public purse.

8. As a result of deregulation local and central government struggle to plan and/or operate services in a
way which is in the best interests of passengers eg by setting minimum service frequencies and fares or
planning routes. This is partly to do with the 1985 Transport Act legislation, which removed Local
Authority control over the running of services and encouraged the sell-oV of bus companies to the private
sector (eg the National Bus Company was broken up), and partly to do with competition law. The latter
generally prevents two operators from co-ordinating services (eg by agreeing on “headways”—the gap
between buses on the same route) or agreeing a common fare structure.

9. Bus services in London are operated by subsidiaries of some major transport conglomerates. As at
April 2005, the position was as follows:

Company No of Routes Market Share

Arriva Group plc 127 19.1%
First Group plc 118 15.3%
Go Ahead Group plc 135 17.5%
Metroline plc 102 13.6%
Stagecoach Group Holdings plc 95 15.9%
Transdev plc 68 9.6%
National Express Group plc 34 4.6%
Others 29 4.4%

10. The TSSA is of the view that in Greater London all bus operations should be under the direct control
and ownership of Transport for London and the Mayor of London. We believe that not only would this
provide a better service for the public, but it would also be the best interests of employees. This would be
the best way of protecting their terms and conditions of employment and other benefits that have suVered
as a direct result of privatisation and the tendering process.

11. Outside of Greater London the TSSA view is that legislation should be enacted to bring the bus
industry under the direct control of local authorities in England and the Scottish Parliament and the
National Assembly for Wales in Scotland and Wales respectively. The TSSA recognises the need for co-
operation amongst local and regional authorities in the delivery of services. The creation of statutory
Regional Transport Partnerships (RTPs) in Scotland as providing a more strategic approach to the planning
and delivery of transport at regional and national levels across Scotland. RTPs, through agreed regional
transport strategies, identify and focus eVort and investment on key improvements that might be beyond
the reach of individual councils. The TSSA would welcome a more strategic view of the transport needs and
co-operation in the delivery of consistent transport services across the other regions of the UK. Any
legislation should make it clear that the authorities would have a legal obligation to promote the use of buses
as part of an integrated transport policy.

16 June 2006

Memorandum submitted by Bus Users UK

What is Bus Users UK?

Bus Users UK is a voluntary organisation, previously known as the National Federation of Bus Users
(NFBU). It was founded by Caroline Cahm in 1985, who is still very much involved in the organisation,
although now as President rather than Chairman, the post she held for some 20 years. In the absence of a
statutory body to represent bus users, outside London and Northern Ireland, Bus Users UK attempts to fill
this gap, albeit with a skeleton staV. Our main areas of work are in organising bus user surgeries, which allow
passengers to talk face to face with their service providers, dealing with written and telephoned complaints,
provision of the bus user representative on the Bus Appeals Body and engaging, where possible, in policy
formulation (eg Local Transport Plans) to ensure that the passenger voice is heard. The ethos of the
organisation has always been to work in partnership with bus operators, local and central government. We
welcome this opportunity to submit a paper to this Select Committee.
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Has Deregulation worked?

Bus services have been in long term decline since the 1950s and the start of the era of cheap and accessible
mass motoring, coupled with an expansion of the roads programme and construction of the motorway
network. Prior to the Second World War cars were a luxury item, as witnessed by the fact that it was only
thought necessary to introduce a car driving test and licence in 1936. For many people in this country cars
are now perceived (rightly or wrongly) as an absolute necessity. The change in post war car ownership levels
adversely aVected all public transport, Britain’s railway network was severely pruned back following the
Beeching Report. Of course, there was no such report into Britain’s bus network, but many rural bus routes
have suVered a not dissimilar fate, although of course such cuts can be more readily reversed.

Any assessment of whether deregulation has worked must be considered against this background. Whilst
the 1985 Transport Act was explicitly stated by the then government as a policy measure to stem the tide of
loss of bus patronage, in large part this was a Canute like ambition, without concurrently seeking ways of
making car travel less attractive and/or more expensive. As is well known in transport circles, over the last
thirty years or so the relative costs of travelling by private car against that of public transport has diverged,
and continues to do so, such that while car ownership costs have stayed almost static (in real terms) the cost
of bus and train travel is over a third higher. Most motorists will dispute this, pointing to the sign outside
the petrol station that shows fuel at £1.00 a litre, but the analysis shows otherwise. Although fuel prices have
increased recently they are still considerably less than they would now be, had the fuel tax escalator not been
abandoned in 2001.

There are bus success stories of course. London is often quoted and we will address that issue later.
Brighton, York, Oxford, Cambridge are often (rightly) cited in this connection, as are routes such as the
Blazefield service 36 which uses leather seated, high quality, double deck buses between Leeds and Ripon.

The bus companies in these places are growing the market, but they are generally stories of successful
partnership made possible by local political will. Brighton has a first class bus company that frequently wins
awards for its quality but it does so in partnership with a local (unitary) authority that shares this objective.
It enables this to happen by putting in good bus priority measures, charging car parking prices that act as
a demand restraint tool, enforcing parking restrictions though eVectively adopting Decriminalised Parking
Enforcement measures and generally pro-actively promoting the bus as an eVective transport mode, rather
than a distress purchase suitable only for the socially excluded.

York, Cambridge and Oxford all operate demand restraint measures that greatly assist the bus operator
in eVecting mode switch, thus helping the local authority to meet Public Service Agreement (PSA) targets
and the government to meet its 12% growth target over the 10 year period from 2000. This area is explored
further under the next section, Priority Measures.

To summarise, there is no definitive answer to the question “Has Deregulation Worked?” The free market
in which buses operate outside of London has allowed bus operators freedom to operate services in new and
innovative ways, but has also in many ways focused on key corridors where demand is greatest (and thus
profitability is at a premium), sometimes at the expense of less attractive routes which often result in a
subsidised service that, whilst basic, is not attractive to users.

Significant rises in operating costs for bus companies (fuel, insurance, congestion, etc) often results in
constraint in innovation—the operators are reluctant to try new services at their own commercial risk.

Priority Measures

These are absolutely essential to the eYcient operation of any bus service. Trains (and often LRT) benefit
from exclusive use of a reserved track. Buses do not and hence, frequently, get caught in the same congestion
that the car in front is experiencing. There is no incentive or reason for the car driver to transfer to using
the bus merely to sit in the same traYc jam. This can be a vicious circle—the bus service gets slower—the
bus passenger buys a car—congestion worsens—the bus slows down—the next bus passenger buys a car.
The opposite, virtuous circle, of course is that priority measures speed up the bus, passing the traYc jam—
the car driver in the traYc jam transfers to the quicker bus—the frequency of the bus service increases to
cope with the extra passengers—more car drivers transfer to the better bus service.

As noted previously there are local authorities that actively pursue this goal but they are in the minority.
Road space re-allocation can be a very hot political issue, particularly approaching local elections (as
evidenced most recently perhaps by the change of control of the three west London boroughs through whose
areas the west London tram route is proposed, but as also seen in many local smaller scale bus schemes eg
the suspension of the Tyburn Road bus priority lanes in Birmingham.) Without a statutory requirement to
provide eVective bus priority measures this relies entirely on determined local political champions.

There is a need therefore for a legal obligation to be put on transport authorities to measure current bus
speeds at congested areas and then to set out an action plan, perhaps through the Local Transport Plan Bus
Strategy, as to how this speed will be improved by say 5% over the five year period or perhaps 10% over 10
years, but with mileposts that ensure this is not all planned for years nine and 10. Authorities would be
financially rewarded by central government if these targets are met. If not, penalty payments could be levied
by bus operators. Congestion costs operators (and ultimately passengers) significant sums of money as the
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operation runs more slowly. On the West Coast main line Virgin were financially compensated by Railtrack/
Network Rail as additional Pendolino train sets were required to operate the planned timetable, due to the
failure to provide tracks capable of allowing 140 mph operation. It is estimated that many urban bus
operators require a fleet that is 10% larger than would otherwise be needed, simply to deal with the eVects
of congestion. These additional resources are currently paid for by the bus user, not by the “track supplier”,
so represent a form of taxation on the bus user and increase the divergence in relative cost of using the private
car and the bus.

Well-policed bus priority schemes are the catalyst that demonstrates that high frequency, attractive,
reliable, value for money bus services can provide a real alternative to the private car for some motorists.

Evidence shows that where Local Authorities invest seriously in such measures, the private sector bus
operators will similarly invest in new vehicles and related initiatives (such as satellite tracking) to improve
the service.

Concessionary Fares

In its report of December 2002, the government’s own transport policy advisory body, the Commission
for Integrated Transport, recognised the benefit of concession fare schemes, but recommended that they be
standardised on half fare discounts. One benefit of this would be to spread limited transport budgets across
a wider population so that, for example, reduced fares could be introduced for younger people up to age 19,
or more perhaps, if in full time education. As we know, this did not happen.

While Bus Users UK welcomes the free scheme for 60 year olds and over and those with specific
disabilities, the current English scheme is a mess. To some extent government has defused this criticism by
announcing on Budget Day this year that a “national” English scheme will apply from April 2008.

However this leaves a number of unanswered questions/problems:

— What does “national” mean? (Will London Freedom pass holders be able to travel as now in
London, on bus, tube and rail, and on bus services elsewhere in England, but non London residents
will only get free bus travel in London? This would not be fair or equitable. A similar situation
also exists in many Passenger Transport Executive urban areas.)

— What will happen to local schemes that are currently more generous than the legal minimum? (eg
Cornwall County Council has co-ordinated a free fare scheme on behalf of the districts that
operates 24/7—the new national scheme has been announced—as now—as applying after 0930.
However it will be very diYcult and confusing to have local variations under a national scheme,
so Cornish residents may experience a worse scheme from 2008.)

— Who will administer the scheme and what will the reimbursement mechanism/formula be? The
current allocation of funds via district councils, that have no public transport responsibility is a
nonsense.

— What will happen to parallel rail routes if the scheme does not include the railway?

— What will happen where the bus takes a longer route than the train eg the Bere Peninsular in Devon
where the return bus journey to Plymouth takes three times as long as the equivalent rail journey.
Why should a concession traveller experience an inferior service?

— Given the social and health benefits of encouraging older people to get out and about on the bus
why should the money for the concessionary travel scheme come out of a transport budget? There
should be contributions from health and social care budgets.

— How will we encourage young people to continue travelling by bus if we continue to enable them
to get a driving licence at 17, but then charge them a full adult fare on the bus? The message is
clear—buy a car. If we lose this end of the market, the age of the bus travelling population will
inevitably increase and the volume diminish, contrary to the stated government objective to grow
bus use.

Role of Traffic Commissioners

Most bus passengers put reliability at the top of their agenda. A large proportion of the letters of
complaint we receive are concerned with reliability and it always forms a significant number of the issues
raised at surgeries.

When and where a bus company fails to perform due to its own shortcomings, it is vital that an eVective
enforcement mechanism exists adequately to address and remedy this, speedily. The TraYc Commissioner
network, as currently organised, is not adequately resourced to do this and needs reform. Non performance
related to unreliability has to be monitored and recorded by special TraYc Commissioner employed staV
before any action can be considered. To be regarded as valid the monitoring must be of a significant
proportion of the services in question. None of the TraYc Commissioner areas employ enough of these Bus
Compliance Monitors. For example, we understand that the Western TraYc Area (that stretches westwards
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to Lands End from a line stretching from Swindon to Gloucester) employs less than two full time monitors.
This is a huge physical area. With this insignificant number of staV, it makes it impossible for any meaningful
monitoring to be done on any sizeable scale.

Listening to the comments of the Senior TraYc Commissioner at a conference earlier this year it seems
he also feels hampered by having to work to diVerent pieces of legislation.

The other regulatory body that has a significant (and frequently very damaging) role in the bus industry
is the OYce of Fair Trading (OFT). While there is clearly a need for bus passengers to have some basic
safeguards in place that prevent bus companies exploiting consumers, the OFT has done little to benefit the
bus passenger. Complicated rules have been introduced that, regardless of OFT protestations, have had the
eVect of discouraging joint ticketing. Bus companies are prevented by the OFT from actively co-ordinating
timetables, despite the fact that in the majority of cases this would clearly be to the passenger’s benefit, rather
than disbenefit.

Currently bus operators are required to register routes with the TraYc Commissioner, whilst sending
copies of that registration to all Transport Authorities (county and unitary councils) through which the
service will operate. Given the responsibilities of these same authorities for inputting data to Traveline, it
would make more sense for the Transport Authority to receive and authorise registrations instead AND to
have the duty for monitoring those routes in their areas.

There would be a separate organisation (which may or may not be regionally based) that would respond
to this information. The analogy could be the role of the police in investigating alleged crimes and collecting
evidence. This information is passed on to the Criminal Prosecution Service that then makes a decision
whether a prosecution will be carried out and if so prosecutes using the evidence provided by the police.

This same organisation would also take over the competition role of the OFT, removing OFT from any
public transport responsibilities.

A further obligation to be placed on this new body would be that of monitoring Transport Authorities
progress in meeting bus speed improvements as laid down in their LTP (or equivalent). This body would
have a twin track approach to this. Firstly in annual appraisals of progress and secondly in assessing whether
a lack of bus priority or poor on street parking arrangements have an eVect in producing poor bus service
reliability. In this case the Public Inquiry could result in a fine being applied to the Transport Authority.

Financing of Local Bus Services

At present, although the 1985 Transport Act requires transport authorities to identify gaps in bus
provision and empowers them to provide socially necessary bus services, there is no mechanism to ensure
that revenue funding is available to finance this. This can result in a need being recognised, but the service
not being provided. At a time when the LTP Accession software is identifying and quantifying gaps in
accessibility many local authorities have already, or are about to, cut their local bus subsidy support budget.
There needs to be a statutory duty imposed on these authorities to fund identified gaps in service and to
maintain that funding.

Bus User Representation

As already noted, only residents of London and Northern Ireland are covered by statutory, government
funded bus user bodies. Bus Users UK is happy to fill the resulting gap, but is working on a shoe string. The
Welsh Assembly Government has addressed this in the Principality by supplying core funding. Although
we have an obvious interest, we would argue that DfT must address this problem in England.

Is the London Model the Way Forward?

It is incontestable that bus services in London have improved beyond recognition over the last few years.
As a result many people argue that regulated services are, therefore, the way forward. However there are
other significant diVerences between London and the rest of the country:

— An eVective demand management system is in place, in the form of the congestion charge, set
initially at £5 per day but now at £8 per day.

— A level of bus revenue subsidy is applied that is almost double all the revenue funding in the rest
of the UK put together.

— EVective bus priority measures exist.

— Car-parking charges in the central area are perceived as high, making public transport use in the
central area a real alternative.

— Transport for London has a strategic role that also covers highways.

The regulated framework is secondary to these features. If these measures were to be adopted across the
UK the argument about regulation would be irrelevant.
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The London model is attractive because the level of public subsidy allows a comprehensive network of bus
services to operate, complimented by an eVective Underground system and strategic highways management/
demand management.

Quality Contracts

Bus Users UK is not convinced that regulation alone is the way forward. However, it may be that a trial
QC area should be established to allow an evidence base to be amassed and assessed so that an informed
answer can be supplied to assist the decision-making process. We are aware that South Yorkshire PTE is
exploring this possibility at present. The biggest failing of a PTE taking on this mantle is likely to be that
arsing from that fact that PTEs have no highway powers. As a result, while it may be able to specify the bus
network, it will not be able satisfactorily address any road space reallocation issues.

Any “London-based” system would require significant public financial investment and must include
wider highways powers for the Transport Authority.

Another aspect that is little used is a “Statutory Bus Quality Partnership”. An example of this should have
been in operation in Birmingham and would have made for an interesting pilot/study. In essence a
partnership, there would have been, for the first time, measurable standards for all partners to adhere to.
Whilst not having the same legal standing as a Quality Contract, the perceived benefits for passengers would
have been significant. However, this project has floundered because of the lack of political will from the local
authority.

What is the Future For the Bus?

Bus Users UK concurs with the sentiment that “we cannot be in the business of carting fresh air around
the country”. We do not support bus provision regardless of need, but, as argued in this submission, believe
that a bus service must be provided and adequately funded where there is proven need.

The May 2006 paper from the Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers (ATCO), Local Bus
Service Provision The case for regulatory reform, makes the case for Quality Network Agreements (QNAs).
As an organisation we have always supported partnership as the way forward, as already quoted in the
section Has deregulation worked? QNAs are based on this requirement.

Much of the regulation debate is centred on the PTE areas, and thus a trial in one such area may be the
way forward to assess the pros and cons of such a framework.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, rural services are often under threat. Whilst often not being
commercial attractive for operators, local authorities are left to pick up the pieces, providing a very basic,
often unattractive service.

Services in rural areas should be subject to a nationally agreed minimum standard, taking into account
population, local amenities, places of employment/leisure, etc.

22 May 2006

Witnesses: Ms Clare Kavanagh, Director of Performance, Transport for London, Mr Keith MoVatt, Chief
Executive, Translink (Northern Ireland Transport Holding Company), Mr Roger Sealey, Transport Sector
Researcher, Transport & General Workers’ Union, Mr Gerry Doherty, General Secretary, Transport
Salaried StaVs’ Association, and Mr Joe Lynch, Senior OYcer, Bus Users UK, gave evidence.

Q158 Chairman: Good afternoon, madam and
gentlemen. Could I ask you first to identify
yourselves for the record.
Mr Lynch: I am Joe Lynch, I work for Bus Users
UK.
Mr Doherty: Gerry Doherty, General Secretary of
the Transport Salaried StaVs’ Association.
Mr Sealey: Roger Sealey, I am the Transport
Researcher for the Transport & General Workers’
Union.
Mr MoVatt: I am Keith MoVatt from Translink in
Northern Ireland.
Ms Kavanagh: I am Clare Kavanagh from
Transport for London.

Q159 Chairman: You have a scarcity value today,
Ms Kavanagh, that you would hardly believe. Does
anyone want to make some personal comments

before we start or may we go straight to questions?
Thank you very much for coming. Can I ask you, do
you really think the Department for Transport is
suYciently engaged in promoting the bus as an
attractive means of transport outside London?
Mr Lynch: No in one word. I think it is very
disappointing. What is clearly demonstrated is that
political leadership is needed to increase bus use.
That has certainly been demonstrated in London but
I see a sore lack of this in many of the regions.

Q160 Chairman: Mr Doherty, is there anything you
want to add on that?
Mr Doherty: Our view is that 10 years after the first
Ten Year Transport Plan, the reality for public
transport users in Britain is that connections and
interchanges are either very scarce or non-existent.
As far as buses are concerned, it is our perspective
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that buses are used by those with no other means of
travel, there are either no train services locally or
they cannot aVord to have a car, and where this
happens even measures that are designed to try to
improve the eYciency of the bus service are opposed
by other road users. As far as your question is
concerned, no, we do not think the Government is
doing enough.

Q161 Chairman: Ms Kavanagh, are you taking a
deep breath or thinking about it? Sorry, Mr Sealey?
Mr Sealey: Our views are very similar to those of Mr
Doherty. It is the Cinderella of the transport sector.

Q162 Mr Donaldson: If I could direct this question
to Transport for London and Translink. What is the
secret of the success in growing the use of buses in
both your areas?
Ms Kavanagh: I am not sure there is any secret to it,
as I think has already been discussed this afternoon.
Generally, country-wide bus passengers want the
same thing. They want a reliable service, they want
short journey times, safe journeys and a high quality
of service. As I say, it is a relatively simple process,
you invest to give the passengers those things and
concentrate on those aspects of the service and you
will generate new passengers, people who will use
the service.
Mr MoVatt: I think the key is the design of an
attractive integrated network by some form of
executive body. Mike Parker of Tyne & Wear
referred to their experience in the 1980s. I was there
and it was very successful because the executive body
was able to design and organise the delivery partly
through its own operators and partly through other
contracted operators on a very attractive network. I
think that is the absolute key. In Northern Ireland
we are in a position to do that because we still have
a regulated system. It has its faults and we are
working on improvements to it, but essentially I
think it is all about a professional body run on
commercial lines being able to design and organise
the delivery of an attractive network. How it is then
delivered, whether it is a public operator or a
franchise system, is a slightly separate issue. I have
worked in private and public, regulated and
deregulated, and it is not a question of ideology but
I do think ultimately experience shows that you do
need to provide a well-planned system.

Q163 Chairman: You are really saying that degree of
integration only comes with an overall authority, is
that what you are saying?
Mr MoVatt: Yes, I think you do need a design. It is
three things: the networks, the ticketing system and
the marketing of information. Those things have to
be brought together. That needs to be done with the
full co-operation of the participating operators. In
my experience that is the case.

Q164 Mr Martlew: Can we go on a little to the
recruitment and retention of bus drivers. Is that a
problem?

Mr Sealey: It is a problem. It is more of a problem
now outside London than in London. Transport for
London have bitten the bullet there and through its
contracts have allowed wages to increase in London.
Although they make the comment that there is no
shortage of bus drivers in London, I do not
necessarily agree with that, there are still shortages
but nowhere near the shortages there were in 2000
when we were getting a turnover of maybe 60% in
some of the garages in London. Outside of London
we have still got high levels of labour turnover and
retention. There is also a cost to the industry. It costs
about £6,000 to recruit and train a bus driver and if
they are going out as fast at the other end that is a
massive cost to the industry that it is losing. We
ought to be looking at how we can stabilise that and
maybe transfer those costs into wages to stabilise the
workforce.

Q165 Mr Martlew: Following on from that, the days
of driving a bus when it was very heavy have gone, I
presume they have all got power steering, but I see
very few women drivers and, in fact, very few women
have given evidence today, although I am glad to see
this session is the exception. Why is that?
Mr MoVatt: We are putting a lot of eVort into that.
We have over 1,800 drivers and we have got 149
women now, that is 25% more than a year ago. We
have introduced new flexible rotas, part-time and
term-time working, to enable more women to come
in, which I think is very important. Retention is
absolutely critical in the industry. I do not think
there is any secret, it is about good planning and
providing good opportunities and getting the wage
structure right. In the past the bus industry suVered
from a low wage, heavy overtime dependency type of
culture and we are trying to get away from that now
by improving basic conditions and improving the
image of the job and that is having a positive eVect.

Q166 Mr Martlew: Can I ask if the unions are
proactive in this? In their evidence the T&G made
reference to the average wage of a bus driver being
57% of a male’s wage in this country. Are the unions
being proactive?
Mr Sealey: We have been and we have been
successful in regard to that, but that has not been at
no cost to the public. We have had to take on very
hard-nosed business people who are driven by cost
centres. Recently we had a dispute in Eastbourne,
which is the first time I can remember bus drivers
there have stopped working, and we are seeing
increasing militancy across the industry and it is the
only way our members see they will be able to get the
level of remuneration that the job requires.
Mr Doherty: I think we would concur with what Mr
Sealey has said. The whole of the transport industry
is not attractive—I talking at the coal face end—and
by and large does not attract female participation, it
has not done for a long time. It is getting better and,
to be fair, the companies are trying to do that. We
have to deal with some of the social consequences of
people working on their own, which a bus driver
does, which someone working in a rural train station
does, they are on their own and there are diYculties,
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assaults on staV are increasing, and we have been
dealing with the British Transport Police and the rail
industry to try and deal with that, but what are really
needed to make the gender balance a lot better than
it is are family friendly policies because, whether we
like it or not, in this country the domestic burden
falls on females by and large. Until companies adopt
family friendly policies to take account of that then
we will fail in the transport industry to rebalance
that gender balance, in my view.

Q167 Mr Martlew: There has been reference made to
the fact that it costs £6,000 to train a bus driver. One
presumes that is to get him or her through the test.
What about customer care? We have heard the bus
driver is the point of contact for the company.
Should there be formal training in this area and, if
not, why not?
Mr Sealey: To be fair, there is in certain companies,
and quite specifically Transport for London, where
it is a requirement that drivers go through customer
care training. We have had discussions with the
Department for Transport and personally I sat on a
committee for a number of months looking at this
whole area of customer care but it seemed to run into
the sand because one of the problems at that time
was because there was such a shortage of bus drivers,
as soon as the company got the driver trained they
wanted them out on the road and the whole thing
about customer care, route familiarisation and
things like that, were, in a sense, the last thing on the
agenda. There are possibilities with the certificate of
professional competence coming in for building that
in where drivers will have to have required training
every five years, but with a £6,000 initial cost unless
the company is convinced they are going to keep that
person they are not going to invest more money in
customer care in the short-term.
Ms Kavanagh: Training is hugely important in this
issue. It is not just about driving skills, it is about
customer care. As Roger Sealey has said, in London
it is now compulsory that all drivers go through what
is essentially an additional 40 hours of customer
care, disability awareness training and so on. We
had a situation prior to the introduction of the
training, for example, where we had powered
wheelchair ramps on all our buses but the drivers
were not necessarily trained to use them. It is a vital
component of customer care and also a vital
component of retention because you have to make
the drivers feel worthwhile, that they have a career
progression, have an interest in developing their
skills. We see additional training as vital.

Q168 Clive EVord: How serious is the problem of
congestion in terms of delivering a reliable and
eYcient bus service?
Mr MoVatt: I believe congestion is a key issue and it
has grown in all parts of the country. Unlike Great
Britain outside London, in Northern Ireland we
have not had so much because traYc growth has
been a little behind but it is now the fastest UK
region for car ownership growth and it has to be
tackled. It has to be tackled in a planned way so there
are quality bus corridors, not just bits of bus lane at

the easy places but tackling the diYcult points. In
terms of making public transport more attractive the
answer is on two fronts: one, making the network of
service more attractive in terms of frequency and
reliability, but equally providing tracks for buses. If
you build a tram system generally it has a track
which is very well designed and kept clear, and we do
need the same approach with buses. In Belfast, on
our core corridors our road service colleagues have
identified that 32% of the people in vehicles on each
major corridor are being carried in 2% of the
vehicles. If a third of the people are already on the
bus, why should they not have a third of the road
space? If we are really serious about trying to have
half of travellers on the bus we need to be looking at
it in that way, in a very simple way. I believe that is
the example which we can follow from London now
where they are having great success in this way.
Mr Sealey: There is another issue which is about the
flexibility of buses. When you stick to a strict
timetable, and we know that congestion occurs, the
classic thing is why do three buses turn up at one
time, and all the academic research comes up with
the same answer, it is congestion. There is another
way this could be looked at, which is unrealistic
scheduling. These days companies generate
schedules by computers whereas in the old days
there used to be a lot of local knowledge. In the
garage there used to be what was called a garage rep
who would deal with schedules and they had local
knowledge so they would know the bottlenecks and
that sort of thing and could realistically schedule the
buses. That has gone now. It is interesting that on an
educational course we have recently started to redo
scheduling and we have had a massive response from
our stewards from all over the country so that they
can understand this.
Mr Doherty: In answer to the question, clearly
congestion plays a major part in bus usage in my
view. There is no point getting on a bus if you are
going to sit in a traYc jam. It takes political will and
imagination and innovative thinking to determine
(a) how the bus is going to achieve priority, make the
journey quicker, make it more attractive, and (b)
how it is going to be politically sold to other road
users because when you make available a bus lane
there is less space for other people to use. The quality
bus corridors, for example, have been extremely
successful in Dublin which started 10 years ago and
Dublin has been transformed in terms of congestion.
It is still bad but it would have been a hell of a lot
worse if some measures had not been taken. There
are other things that have not been done that could
be done, for example traYc lights giving priority to
buses when they approach, when you have got two
lanes coming into a city centre that are clogged in the
morning and the other two lanes going out empty,
why do we not use one of the lanes going in to make
it three lanes in the morning and three lanes coming
back out in the evening? There are issues that could
be dealt with but it seems to me that nobody is
grabbing these and saying let us at least try them. I
am not aware that there is anywhere in Britain where
there are those kinds of things and that kind of
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innovative thinking has been put in place to try to
alleviate congestion, which on all statistics is only
going to get worse.
Mr Lynch: One of the things we do is run bus user
surgeries and the top issue every time is reliability.
The most important aspect of that is doubtless to do
with congestion, as has been mentioned already. It is
clearly a hot political issue. As has been mentioned
already, it is possible to put in bus lanes which do not
achieve anything, and I can think of examples of
that, where you can take up road space, reallocate it
to buses but achieve nothing for buses and you do
not disadvantage cars either but you can then tick
the LTP box to say you have put in bus lanes. There
are some hard political decisions to be made to
reallocate road space as appropriate to ensure that
buses do get priority and this will improve reliability,
there is no two ways about it. In the submission I put
in I suggested there is a figure of perhaps 10% of the
bus fleet in urban areas required simply to deal with
the eVects of congestion, and that is a tax on bus
users because the bus companies have to put in extra
buses to ensure there are suYcient buses to run the
correct timetable, and the people who pay for that
are the users. As was also mentioned earlier, there is
the question of who provides the track and given it is
the highway authority, the local county council, the
unitary authority, that has a responsibility for doing
that, perhaps there needs to be some quid pro quo
whereby if they do not provide the priority for buses
there will be a financial penalty for the authority.

Q169 Clive EVord: Can I ask TfL to explain how you
work with local authorities and whether you have
any problems in dealing with them over improving
facilities for bus services?
Ms Kavanagh: Something like 10% of the strategic
route network in London is directly under TfL’s
control, however 90% of our buses run on local
authority roads, so the issue is about working with
the local authorities. The key issue is that Transport
for London are responsible for allocating the
funding for bus priority schemes, but we still need
the political will of the local authorities in order to
introduce them. We are still, like everywhere else,
reliant on the local authorities to work with us to put
bus priorities in. We do control the traYc signals, for
example, so the kind of scheme that was talked
about, giving buses priority at signals, we can
control and are expanding.

Q170 Clive EVord: How do you define what a
community bus service is? What level or number of
community services do you run?
Ms Kavanagh: We do not run anything that we
would call a community bus service. We run a level
of service across London which is consistent with the
level of demand that people require. There is not any
distinction in the London bus network.

Q171 Chairman: Does the Mayor have a central
control point which controls all of the traYc lights
throughout London?
Ms Kavanagh: EVectively, yes.

Q172 Chairman: So he could in fact, if he were to
consider the scheme Mr Doherty was talking about,
take initiatives that he himself could bring forward?
Ms Kavanagh: Theoretically we could, yes, but you
still need to work with the local authorities because
they could oppose it.

Q173 Clive EVord: How do you ensure that you are
running services that people actually want and need?
What we have been hearing from previous witnesses
is they would like the flexibility and the powers that
TfL have in order to meet local need and, in fact, you
are better at tackling issues like social exclusion than
they are able to under their regimes. How do you
ensure that you are running the services that people
want and need?
Ms Kavanagh: We collect the data, simply. We have
a very extensive programme of passenger demand
monitoring. Essentially we survey all the passengers
who get on the bus, find out where they get on and
where they get oV. We put that together with
information, for example, from Census data so we
know what the population is like, we know the age
profiles and so on. We have a huge background of
information and do a lot of market research asking
people what they want. We liaise directly with all
local authorities to understand what they want. We
work with developers, with schools and hospitals,
anyone who can impose a demand on the bus
network. We have a huge network of both hard and
soft data, if you like, about what people do. We then
have a team of skilled transport planners whose job
it is to analyse that data and come up with the
integrated network that Keith MoVatt referred to.

Q174 Clive EVord: Is the hard data the thing that
drives the decisions or is it the appeals from local
communities?
Ms Kavanagh: No, it is the hard data. We start with
our data and with the local knowledge, if you like,
the appeals, and put everybody’s ideas through our
track demand model to find out whether they meet
our investment criteria, the pretty standard cost
benefit analysis that is done that says how many
passengers this will generate, how much passenger
benefit it will generate, what is the cost of doing it,
and we have criteria for agreeing what is a
worthwhile part of the network.

Q175 Clive EVord: When we strip it all away you are
as bad as the operators out of London?
Ms Kavanagh: No, because the criterion is passenger
benefit and not profit. That is what makes the
diVerence. It is about whether people have a facility,
can save time, can access the bus network, not
whether we make money.
Mr MoVatt: We have a similar approach, although
on a much smaller scale obviously. Unlike outside
London, in Great Britain our job is to provide as
comprehensive a network as possible, so we do not
distinguish between commercial, community or
social. We have a broad remit. Basically we are a
state-owned operator so our remit is very broad,
which is to provide as comprehensive a network as
possible to meet the needs. Within that we have to
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provide more commercial services in order to attract
more people on to the buses. We have targets to
achieve in terms of modal share and patronage
growth. We have to meet those targets by putting in
network schemes which are very “commercial”, but
equally we have obligations not to leave people high
and dry as well. The value of this approach is that it
is truly integrated. We have a research unit which is
expert in social needs analysis, GIS systems, and we
have all sorts of community issues in Northern
Ireland to handle as well. Ultimately, it is an art as
well as a science. It is very hard to pin down precise
targets. I suppose the real value is in an integrated
approach to meeting all the diVerent network needs.
I get quite concerned when I hear these distinctions
made between commercial and social. We know the
cost and the revenue on our routes but we look at
them on a much wider basis than whether any one
particular route makes a profit or a loss. In fact, our
network has a lot of cross-subsidy. Cross-subsidy
used to be a bit of a dirty word. I think the important
thing about cross-subsidy is to know where it is, to
have transparency. I do not think there is anything
wrong in having a network that is concentrating on
commercial routes to make them grow, which is
what we have done with our Belfast Metro system, if
you can create more profit which you can use
to cross-subsidise perhaps the community-type
services.

Q176 Graham Stringer: If I can ask Ms Kavanagh,
it is very diYcult to disaggregate the factors that
have led to the impressive patronage growth in
London. I have tried to look at some of the figures.
Can you tell us what the growth rates are in Outer
London on those routes that are not aVected by the
Congestion Charge, because quite a lot of credit is
given to the Congestion Charge but it seems to me
that there is just as good a growth going on
elsewhere?
Ms Kavanagh: The Congestion Charge has had a
huge high profile and has been extraordinarily
eVective but it does cover a very small area of the
City, particularly in relation to where our bus
passengers are. As I have said, 90% of them are
outside the central area. To get the growth figures we
are talking about it is growth in the outer areas and it
comes down to what we were talking about, the bus
service is more reliable, it is more frequent, the
vehicles are of a much higher standard and are more
accessible. The network is planned in detail to meet
passenger needs and that is the reason why, despite
growing congestion in Outer London, bus service
usage has continued to grow.

Q177 Graham Stringer: There has been a dramatic
rise in cycling since the bombs last July. Do you
believe that has contributed to part of the growth in
bus patronage?
Ms Kavanagh: Can you say that again, I am sorry?

Q178 Graham Stringer: I was not very clear. The
impact of the bombs is clearly people make
judgments about how they are going to travel and

one of those judgments appears to be more people
are cycling. Have people switched from the Tube to
buses since 7 July?
Ms Kavanagh: There was a very small eVect in the
immediate aftermath during July and August but by
the end of August we were almost back to the same
levels on the Tube and on the bus.

Q179 Graham Stringer: Can I ask Mr Lynch, can
you tell us a little bit about your organisation, how
it is funded, how it is controlled, who is on the
management committee, that kind of thing?
Mr Lynch: Sure. It is an organisation that used to be
called the National Federation of Bus Users.
Caroline Cahm has been leading it for the last 20
years. She has done it on a voluntary basis. The
funding primarily, certainly in my case, comes from
the large group bus operators because there is no
other funding. I would be quite happy if government
wished to put some funding in, in the same way as
for Passenger Focus for the railways. That is
something we have mentioned before and the
response has been that there has been some project
funding but it has been very limited.

Q180 Graham Stringer: How would the people I
represent in north Manchester influence your
policy?
Mr Lynch: I did a bus users’ surgery in Oldham four
years ago. As I said earlier, that is an opportunity for
everyone to come along and talk to the people who
run the services. We had PTE representatives, First
Bus, we had the local metropolitan authority as well.
The issues raised were primarily to do with
reliability. It is a grass roots sort of thing, we get
people to come along and tell us what their
problems are.

Q181 Graham Stringer: How many of those
surgeries will you hold, say, in the whole of the
North of England over a year?
Mr Lynch: It is very hard to say. We are a very slim
organisation. We would like to do more. The aim
was for each of us to do about one a month but in
terms of full-time employees we have about three
and a half, so you can appreciate that there is a
problem there.

Q182 Graham Stringer: I am trying to find out what
your organisation is. If I could just move on to a final
point, Mr Lynch. You fairly said that some bus lanes
work and some do not work. Do you accept the
evidence that was given to us before? You were here
for the previous evidence, were you?
Mr Lynch: I am afraid not, no, I only just arrived.

Q183 Graham Stringer: Let me paraphrase it. What
both the local authorities from small districts and
PTEs were saying was that there is a concentration
on radial routes in cities and that is leading to
shrinkage of the network. Do you accept that in a
deregulated system that often putting bus priority
measures in actually shrinks the network even if it
increases the headline figure for passengers?
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Mr Lynch: I think there can be an element of that
and you have got to look very carefully behind those
figures. Clearly people do not like losing their service
and often there is a way of ameliorating that by
putting back a regular service in consultation with
the bus company who say, “Yes, that is a fine idea”,
but there are some people who might travel once a
week who would say, “I must have a bus service
down my road come what may” and perhaps there
are other solutions that could be found, such as Dial-
a-Ride, maybe a shared taxi in some cases. From a
user perspective, in our submission we endorse what
Alistair Darling said about the railways, about
carting around fresh air. We do not say just run
buses for the sake of it because that is not going to
deliver a benefit to users, but we would want to see
buses, or an alternative service, where there is clearly
a need. Clare Kavanagh talked about measuring
social need, as did Mr MoVatt earlier.

Q184 Graham Stringer: You said the local
authorities should be fined for not providing bus
priority measures along the route. The Department
for Transport say that lack of reliability of buses is
two-thirds the bus operators’ fault. Do you believe
that bus operators should be fined for not turning
out their buses?
Mr Lynch: I think blame should be apportioned
appropriately and if the operator has fallen down on
the job then, yes, but if it is the local authority then
equally, as I said earlier, they should be blamed, but
at the moment that is not something that is possible.
Operators are fined for poor performance regardless
of whether it is their fault or not.

Q185 Mr Clelland: On concessionary fares, is the
current concessionary fare system fit for purpose?
Mr Lynch: If we are talking about England then our
belief is it is not. It is a very disjointed system, as
recognised by the Budget this year in which it was
said that there will be changes again in two years’
time in 2008, which we welcome as an organisation.
There are all sorts of inconsistencies. I live in
Cornwall. Cornish residents have a very good deal at
the moment, they have a 24/7 availability of
concessionary fares. There may not be quite the
same availability of buses, of course, but they can at
least use their passes at any time of day. Come the
national scheme in 2008 it is quite possible that the
same restriction of 9.30 will apply and I believe that
Cornish residents, for example, could end up with a
worse scheme because you will have great diYculty
in having a local variation in time just for Cornwall
where everyone else, if you live in Blackpool say, can
only use it after 9.30 in Cornwall but if you are a
Cornish resident that would be okay. I do not think
you can do that. There is a whole raft of questions to
be answered. Is it going to be a scheme that lifts up
to match the best that is available now or is it going
to be one that goes down to be a basic minimum for
all users?
Mr MoVatt: The concessionary scheme in Northern
Ireland, which gives free travel for senior citizens, is
similar to the Great Britain model in terms of its
reimbursement mechanism but the diVerence is de

facto it is a national scheme, it applies across the
whole of the Province. It has been extremely
successful in starting to rebuild confidence in public
transport after the years of troubles. We are now
extending that into the Republic of Ireland. Senior
citizens can use concessionary passes on the trains
right down into the south of Ireland. I think that is
very, very important. We all have the issue of
reimbursement rates and so forth, but our system
works pretty well and the key is to have a uniform
system because people do not necessarily travel
according to local authority boundaries.

Q186 Mr Clelland: Can I ask Ms Kavanagh if she
thinks the Freedom Pass system should be used
throughout England? What are the pluses and
minuses of that?
Ms Kavanagh: The Freedom Pass system works very
well in London. For one thing, it is much longer
established than anything else. One of the key
reasons why it does work is that it is a joint
agreement with all the local authorities, so residents
of one borough have access across London to free
travel. That element of it provides a lesson for the
rest of the country. We still have boundary issues, as
with any of these schemes, but the key issue is to try
and solve those boundary issues.

Q187 Mr Clelland: The Mayor recently announced
a new concessionary system for students in London.
Who does that apply to and how is it financed?
Ms Kavanagh: Currently under-16s travel free and it
is being extended in September to under-18s in full-
time education. It is funded from the general grant.

Q188 Mr Clelland: Just two quick questions from
something Ms Kavanagh said earlier. You talked
about bus growth in the outer areas and the question
was whether the Congestion Charge had been
responsible for bus growth and you were saying it
had grown anyway in the outer areas. How many of
the extra people using buses in the outer areas are
using them to travel in and out of the Congestion
Charge zone?
Ms Kavanagh: Again, a relatively small number.
Your average bus trip is about three kilometres, so a
huge part of our bus trips are to outer suburbs, for
example to a town centre like Croydon and all the
feeder services to that area. It is a very small number
of people who transfer from Outer London to
Central London.

Q189 Mr Clelland: Finally, on bus priority lanes,
who sets the rules and regulations for those? Are
there common rules right across the TfL area?
Ms Kavanagh: No, unfortunately there are not. That
comes back to the political negotiation about what
is acceptable. From Transport for London’s point of
view we would like all bus lanes to operate seven
days a week, 24 hours a day, but that is a matter of
negotiation with the local authority who control
those as to what levels we can get.
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Q190 Mr Clelland: So there are diVerent rules in
diVerent areas. In some areas perhaps taxis can use
lanes and in others they cannot?
Ms Kavanagh: No, taxis can use them. It is things
like the hours of operation that vary. That is not by
borough, it is individual bus lanes that have their
own set of requirements.

Q191 Mr Goodwill: I have got a question for Mr
Lynch. In my constituency I have one bus service
which leaves Scarborough to go to York and Leeds.
It used to leave at nine o’clock but it has now been
changed to 10 to nine to exclude pensioners. Is there
any evidence of that happening elsewhere in the
country?
Mr Lynch: I am surprised to hear you say it has
specifically been done to avoid pensioners. I could
not give you any evidence of that elsewhere. It
certainly has been an issue that because of the 9.30
cut-oV as the statutory minimum there are examples
in some rural areas where there may only be one
return journey a day and it happens to leave before
9.30 on the outward journey and, therefore, people
have to pay a full fare on the outward journey
although they may get a free fare on the return. I
think people have been disadvantaged from that
perspective because of this time barrier, but I have
not heard of the sort of example you have given.

Q192 Mr Goodwill: Is there any evidence that the
buses are getting filled up by pensioners and that is
maybe putting some regular travellers oV?
Mr Lynch: My colleague in Wales, who obviously
had the scheme two or three years before England,
said this happened in the Principality at an early
stage and there is evidence that is happening but
there are social benefits from that as well. It is not
just filling up buses, it is getting older people out and

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Transport for London

Response to Supplementary Questions

1. What is the subsidy figure per passenger?

Bus passenger subsidy figures for the year 2005–06 are set out in the table below.

2005–06

London Bus Services Limited costs (£m) 1,524
Revenue (£m) 939
Passengers (m) 1,816
Passenger kms (m) 6,653
Subsidy per passenger (ps) 32.2
Subsidy per passenger km (ps) 8.8

2. What is the average age of your fleet?

The average age of the bus fleet in London at the end of March 2006 was 4.3 years. Over 99% of vehicles
were under 10 years old.

about, possibly putting fewer demands on the health
service, on social services. One of the things I
mentioned in our submission was perhaps the
funding for this concessionary scheme at the
moment is coming from the transport allocation and
it may be there is an argument to say social services
or health should be contributing to this rather than
putting the full onus on the transport sector.

Q193 Chairman: Mr Doherty, do you think you can
only get a really eYcient bus system organised if
there is control over movement, there are
management controls put in on the movement of
cars and congestion, as well as the planning of bus
services?
Mr Doherty: Our position has been made quite clear.
To get an integrated transport policy put into eVect
that is going to deliver requires some sort of
overview. It is not about one mode of transport
having priority over another, it is determining what
the local needs are and what best delivers the
ultimate objective. Unless you have got someone
sitting in judgment as to what the local needs are, to
get the best eYciency from the resources that are
available, as opposed to what seems to prevail at the
moment, the commercial needs—I heard what Ms
Kavanagh said about it not being about commercial
needs, and I accept that happens in London—unless
you have got someone who sits there and says,
“What is the purpose of public transport? Is it to
make money for those who run the system or is it to
deliver the services for those who need to use them?”
and having an overview as to what is the best use of
the scarce resources that are available it does seem to
me that you are not going to get eYciency, certainly
not maximum eYciency.
Chairman: I think that is extremely helpful. On that
very useful note, can I say thank you to you all, I am
very grateful.
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3. What is the level of crime on your buses and what are the particular problem areas (vandalism, anti-social
behaviour, etc)?

Crime on the London Bus Network is measured inherently by Transport for London’s own code red
system, which relates to incidents reported by bus drivers and other TfL staV. This is integrated with the
Metropolitan Police Service reported bus-related crime data (known as CRIS data) to provide a full
intelligence picture of crime and anti-social behaviour occurring on buses.

The level of reported (code red19) Anti Social Behaviour (ASB) is broken into the categories of
disturbance, forgery/fraud, criminal damage, violent oVences and robbery/theft. The table below indicates
the percentage of these crimes against the total code red ASB oVences carried out between 1 April 2005 and
31 March 2006.

Code red ASB categories Percentage of total code red ASB

Disturbance 49%
Forgery/Fraud 25%
Criminal Damage 16%
Violent OVences 5%
Robbery/Theft 4%

It is important to note that this breakdown is of reported incidents and not reported (CRIS) crimes on the
network. It is also important to note that TfL actively encourages the reporting of these types of incidents, as
it allows TfL and the MPS to develop intelligence information for the network and eVectively deal with
issues.

As the table indicates, approximately 75% of the ASB reported incidents are associated with disturbance
(49%) and forgery/fraud (25%) oVences. Disturbances include incidents that range in severity from minor
problems such as members of the public falling asleep on buses, attempts to board buses with cycles or dogs,
or members of the public travelling on buses under the influence of alcohol or drugs, to incidents involving
on/oV bus threatening behaviour, verbal abuse or the gathering of large groups of individuals on or oV bus.
Forgery/Fraud incidents relate to individuals who refuse to pay for travel or attempt to travel with fake,
altered, out-of-date or incorrect travel passes/oyster cards. It also includes calls that involve TfL revenue
protection inspectors, who require a police response as a result of their checks into passenger travel.

London Buses provide over 6.5 million passenger journeys each day. It is therefore important to stress
that whilst any level of crime is unacceptable, the chances of becoming a victim whilst using public transport
in London are negligible. The following bullet points further support this statement:

— One anti-social related code red20 call per 33,00021 passenger journeys.22

— One code red call disturbance23 related per 68,000 passenger journeys.

— One code red call forgery/fraud related per 133,000 passenger journeys.

— One code red call criminal damage related per 204,000 passenger journeys.

— One code red call violent oVences related per 619,000 passenger journeys.

— One code red call for robbery/theft related per 763,000 passenger journeys.

— One bus related24 MPS crime allegations25 per 49,00026 passenger journeys.

TfL has demonstrated its commitment to further reducing crime and the fear of crime in many ways. The
Metropolitan Police Service Transport Operational Command Unit (TOCU) has been established through
a Special Services Agreement, funded by TfL. TfL invests over £60 million a year in the TOCU. This means
that TfL funds a Police unit which is focused entirely on policing the London bus network. The partnership
provides London with 1,200 Police OYcers and PCSO’s dedicated to policing key bus routes, increasing the
uniformed presence on the network and providing reassurance to the public. The TOCU makes over 600
arrests each month.

19 Source: SMART-CaT database, TPED, Anti-social behaviour business function Code Red calls from 1 April 2005 to
31 March 2006.

20 Source: SMART-CaT database, TPED, Anti-social behaviour business function Code Red calls from 1 April 2005 to
31 March 2006.

21 Figures rounded to the nearest 1,000 passenger journeys.
22 Source: London Buses, 1.816 billion passenger journeys from 1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006.
23 Source: SMART-CaT database, TPED, Anti-social behaviour categories Code Red calls from 1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006.
24 Bus related Crime allegation, from search query generated from the MPS CRIS database by MPS Transport OCU

Management Information Unit.
25 Source: MPS Transport OCU Management Information Unit, 36,796 bus related crime allegations from 1 April 2005 to

31 March 2006.
26 Figures rounded to the nearest 1,000 passenger journeys.
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Additionally, the Transport Policing and Enforcement Directorate (TPED) at TfL employs a specialist
Crime and Disorder Partnership Unit (C&DPU). This team continually monitors trends in crime and
disorder across all modes of transport, and is skilled in developing problem solving initiatives to undermine
the root causes of localised problems wherever they occur on and around the transport system.

TfL’s BusTag initiative uses evidence gathered from the CCTV systems installed on all London’s buses
to target graYti vandalism. Nearly 700 individuals have been arrested from this evidence. Approximately
95% of arrests have resulted in a conviction of some sort (including ASBOs, integration with Youth
OVending Teams (YOTs), final warnings and financial compensation).

Following successful discussions with the Home OYce, TfL will be granted the right to apply for Anti-
Social Behaviour Orders (ASBOs) in its own right towards the end of this year, and the C&DPU will co-
ordinate TfL’s applications across all modes.

Whilst unfortunately crime on London’s buses cannot be eliminated, TfL views safety and security on
London’s entire transport network with the utmost importance and this is reflected in the initiatives
mentioned above. TfL will remain committed to improving the bus services it provides and will continue to
undertake the necessary measures to achieve this.

4. How often does TfL change a bus route and what procedure does it have to go through in order to make such
a change?

London’s bus services are altered regularly, to reflect changing needs of our passengers. This might be
because a new school, housing or retail site will be opening or because of major changes to other modes. To
illustrate, in the near future, changes will be made to the bus service to complement changes to the opening
hours of the Tube at weekends, the opening of the White City Shopping Centre and the introduction of the
Western extension to the congestion charging zone. Therefore, the service planning process takes these
planned changes into account. All routes are also thoroughly reviewed before contracts are re-let to ensure
that new contracts start with the right structure, vehicle type and service frequency.

All proposed changes undergo a rigorous evaluation process to ensure that the scheme meets TfL
investment criteria. The process uses passenger demand information to estimate the changes in benefits to
passengers of the change. Changes which involve an increase in cost must meet a threshold of passenger
benefits per £ spend. For a reduction in cost passenger benefits lost per £ saved must not exceed a threshold.

All changes to the bus network are consulted on with our statutory consultees and others who have an
interest, which include the local authorities (consultation will be with those boroughs aVected by the
proposed changes), London TravelWatch, schools, hospitals, residents groups etc. The type of consultation
will depend on the scale of the change. A major change to the structure of the network in an area will require
a two stage process. Consultees will be informed of the proposal, the responses will be assessed, and final
proposals then developed which go through a second stage of consultation. If a proposal means buses
serving a new area or road, residents will be directly consulted by means of a letter drop. For a minor change,
such as a small change to an evening or Sunday frequency, a letter setting out the proposal and requesting
comments will be sent to consultees.

5. One Passenger Transport Authority told us in written evidence that it could deliver the benefits found in
London without any extra investment. Do you think this is a viable proposition? Could the improvements we
see in London have been delivered without the increase in funding?

In the debate on organisational structure for bus services, it is crucial to consider separately the costs of
the regulatory framework from the cost of investing to deliver a high quality public transport system which
generates demand growth including achieving modal shift from car to public transport.

The investment has meant:

— The network has been expanded by 27%.

— An end to staV shortage and poor motivation by increasing staV wage rates. In 2000, service lost
due to staV reasons was 2.5% now it is 0.05%.

— All vehicles are fully accessible to wheelchair users and fitted with recording CCTV equipment.

— All vehicles meeting the latest European Environmental standards and trials of hybrid vehicles.

— Reliability has improved to the highest level since recording began in 1977 by investment in new
schedules which better reflect road conditions and more investments in staV and systems to control
the service.

— All driving and control staV required to gain a BTEC qualification within one year of joining.

The outcome of this level of investment, together with complementary investment in priority measures,
in congestion changing, better enforcement, better marketing and information and passenger infrastructure
has been a 40% increase in passengers using the bus service, including a 4% modal shift from car.
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Improved quality on this scale requires investment. The extent to which additional investment could be
funded purely from fares income, will vary by location. The key issue is to ensure that the investment is
providing value for money. In London TfL’s role, ensuring a structured, city-wide planning process, ensures
that the bus network provides maximum benefit to passengers whatever the given investments levels. That
the regulatory system in London is delivering this value has been endorsed in recent reports by the London
Assembly, the Audit Commission and the NAO and the Public Accounts Committee.

An increase in usage of the scale achieved in London is unlikely without some additional investment,
particularly at a time when real supply side costs (wages, fuel, insurance etc) are rising at rates above RPI.
It may, however, in some areas be possible to provide additional investment if there was more opportunity
for cross subsidy and eYciencies from a centrally planned network, developed to meet the needs of all the
passengers.

6. How does the London Service Permit (LSP) work? How many examples of LSPs are there in London at
the moment?

In addition to the bus network defined by TfL there are two other types of licences to operate in London
for which bus and coach operators can apply to TfL. These are London Local Service Agreements (LLSAs)
and London Service Permits (LSPs).

A London Local Service Agreement (LLSA) service is a London local service with one or more stopping
places within London that is part of the London Bus network but which is not procured by TfL. An LLSA
is required to charge TfL fares within London and the operator is reimbursed for acceptance of TfL period
tickets and Freedom Passes.

The existence of LLSAs allows for an operator to spot a gap in the network which TfL is unable to fill
and run a service “commercially”. TfL will agree to this as long as it genuinely adds to the network and does
not largely duplicate existing services. Given the comprehensive nature of the TfL bus network there have
only ever been a small number of LLSAs. This has reduced significantly in recent years as operating costs
have risen and operators have no longer found it viable to run these services. Withdrawing such services
causes issues for TfL as it has frequently been required to step in and replace the withdrawn services at its
cost.

There are currently 11 services operating under London Local Service Agreements all of which largely
operator outside London but cross into London for a small part of the service.

A London Service Permit (LSP) service is a London local service with one or more stopping places within
London but which is not part of the London bus network. The fares are set by the operator.

There are currently 166 services operating under London Service Permits which can be broken down as
follows:

40% Local bus services (again the majority largely operate outside of Greater London and only cross into
London for a small part of their operation. There are a number of such routes serving Heathrow
Airport).

25% Limited stop coach services.
25% Tourist and hotel transfer services.
10% Special event and seasonal services.

These routes form a very minor part of the London bus service. In terms of the kilometres operated the
LLSAs within London and the LSPs which operate a local bus service represent less than 0.5% of the
network.

July 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Translink

I refer to your request for some supplementary information regarding this inquiry.

(a) Percentage of Bus Fleet That is Accessible to Disabled Persons

Ulsterbus 28%
Goldline 17%
Metro (Belfast) 93%
Overall 47%
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(b) Subsidy Figure per Passenger

Total Subsidy £2,076,434
Total Passengers excluding school pupils 43,206,157
Subsidy per passenger £0.048

(c) Average Age of Fleet

Ulsterbus 12.92
Goldline 3.55
Metro (Belfast) 4.62
Overall 10.44

(d) Level of Crime

Most crime is concentrated in the Greater Belfast Area 73%. In relation to broken windows we estimate
this damage costs Translink in the region of £500,000 per annum with damage to seats adding a further
£230,000 per year. However, in this instance this vandalism is mainly due to high levels of school services
which represents approximately 50% of passengers in Ulsterbus.

INCIDENT SUMMARY (ULSTERBUS/METRO)
JANUARY–DECEMBER 2005

Incident Type Number of Incidents

Physical Assault—StaV 36
Physical Assault—Passenger 26
Broken Windows (Fleet—includes all windows, windscreens, doors etc) 1,001
Broken Windows (Property) 24
Vandalism Property (ie damage to depot/station) 37
Vandalism Fleet (broken seats etc) 1,146
Robbery/Theft 23
Attempted Robbery/Theft 4
Fleet damaged by fire 4
Fleet destroyed by fire 1
Fire—Property 5
Vehicles stolen/Hijacked 12
Bomb Scare 13
Service Disruptions (caused by civil unrest, rioting, stone throwing, angry crowds 141
etc or anything that disrupts services)
Petrol Bombing 6

TOTAL 2,479

If I can be of any further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me.

5 July 2006
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Wednesday 28 June 2006

Members present:

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Clive EVord Mr Eric Martlew
Mrs Louise Ellman Mr Lee Scott
Mr John Leech Graham Stringer

Memorandum submitted by Stagecoach Group plc

Introduction

Stagecoach Group plc welcomes the opportunity to submit its views to the Transport Committee as part
of its inquiry into “Bus Services across the UK”. Buses are the most important mode of public transport
and are relied upon by millions of people every day to access work, education, health, shopping and leisure.
Transport is also a key driver of economic growth and social inclusion.

The environment in which buses operate is crucial if they are to deliver the high quality of services that
will cut congestion by encouraging more people to switch from car use to public transport. However, this is
far more complex than the regulatory regime governing bus services. There is a wide range of local authority,
operator, political, social and economic factors which influence the success of bus services.

Stagecoach believes that if we are to fulfill the huge potential of the bus, we need to seize the opportunity
to build on the success of deregulation and existing partnerships, and learn from what works around the
country.

Statutory quality partnerships and accompanying quality partnership agreements, with binding targets,
obligations and rewards for both bus operators and local authorities, are one part of the equation.
Innovation, investment, strong marketing and eVective operational management are also key drivers. By
introducing this package of measures, we believe we can make bus travel the mode of choice for the benefit
of passengers, the environment and the future economic prosperity of our towns and cities.

Stagecoach UK Bus

Stagecoach connects communities in more than 100 towns and cities in the UK, running a fleet of over
8,000 buses and coaches that is one of the largest and most modern in the country. We were independently
judged Bus Operator of the Year at the 2005 UK Bus Awards.

Two million passengers travel on Stagecoach services every day, using a network stretching from south-
west England to the Highlands of Scotland. We serve major cities, including London, Manchester,
Liverpool, Newcastle, SheYeld, Hull, Oxford, Cambridge and Exeter, as well as key shire towns and
rural areas.

We operate a range of local scheduled services, express coach networks, school bus operations and
demand-responsive transport. Most of our services are operated successfully on a commercial basis in a
deregulated environment. We also operate contracts on behalf of local authorities and other organisations,
including Transport for London.

Stagecoach has invested more than £150 million in new state-of-the-art buses over the past three years.
This is part of a long-term commitment to ensure all our vehicles are fully accessible to elderly passengers,
people with disabilities and families with young children.

All our new vehicles meet tough Euro III emissions standards and ultra low sulphur diesel is used
throughout the fleet. As part of our strong commitment to the safety and security of our passengers and our
people, all our new vehicles are now being fitted with digital CCTV systems.

Putting customers first is our priority. We continue to focus closely on the recruitment and training of our
people, and we have one of the best records of any major operator for social and vocational training among
our frontline drivers and engineers.

Our UK Bus division is also a major employer, providing jobs for around 20,000 people at 20 regional
companies.



3452081023 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 81

Factors Driving Bus Passenger Growth

Stagecoach has had considerable success in generating passenger growth at its provincial bus operations
across the UK. The company has recorded four years of consistent growth against a general trend of decline.
Independently-audited research compiled by the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK in 2005 showed
that Stagecoach operated 11 of the top 15 fastest growing bus networks in the UK.

The fastest-growing bus network in the UK, the Stagecoach-operated Exeter Park and Ride, saw
passenger volumes jump 34% in just 12 months. Stagecoach also ran the second and third fastest-growing
networks—BrookesBus in Oxford (24% growth in 2004, compared to the same period in 2003) and the
Cwmbran town network (20% growth). Bus networks operated by Stagecoach in Bedford (!16%),
Peterborough (!13%), rural Exeter (!13%), Basingstoke (!13%), Lancaster and Morecambe (!12%),
the City of Exeter (!12%), Devon (! 8%) and Cambridge (!8%), also featured in the Top 15 list.

Stagecoach believes its success proves there are a number of key factors that contribute to the success and
growth of bus services across the UK. Our experience in the UK suggests there are four key influencers—
local authority factors, operator factors, political factors, and social and economic factors. All of
Stagecoach’s successful, high growth networks have the following shared attributes:

Local Authority Factors

— There is a recognition that controlling car demand is fundamental to sustaining the attractiveness
of their town centre and that retail sales are being fuelled, not curtailed, by successful transport
policies.

— All of these authorities have introduced meaningful bus priority schemes, which has meant
overruling small retailers and committing scarce road space to help the bus flow more freely. Bus
priority works and enables journey time reductions and consistency of trip times. The benefits are
unlikely to be significant where the priority is piecemeal, fails to address the major delay hot spots,
or enforcement is weak.

— Car parking is less convenient for access to the shops than the main bus stops and, in every
instance, the pricing of the car parks is suYciently high to ensure modal shift to park and ride and
the bus network.

— Park and ride services are growing at exponential rates and this is undoubtedly one of the main
drivers of modal shift.

— Local authorities are very positive about the Kickstart pump-priming concept to improve bus
services and understand the key objective of the funding mechanism is modal shift.

Operator Factors

— In each area of high growth the bus company has dealt with its staV shortage problems by paying
a small premium to the market rate and implementing a set of humane schedules that people want
to work. Units where we have the best growth are where we consistently run all of our mileage.

— Networks have been reviewed and simplified to understandable new frequent service patterns, with
peripheral services tailored to meet demand and resources refocused into the areas where we know
there is latent demand. Growth is driven more by frequency of service and modal shift, rather than
by penetration. Political pressure to operate buses in areas where people say they want to see them
but do not in reality use them generally leads to higher fares and lower frequencies in areas of
low incomes.

— Bus company marketing spend has increased sharply and a co-ordinated marketing campaign
launched where we change the network or put new buses in place. New ideas such as direct telesales
and high profile competitions are combined with traditional household leaflet drops to get
maximum impact.

— There has been substantial investment in suitable low-floor vehicles and the recognition that we
need to tailor the type of vehicle to the type of route.

Political Factors

— In the Shire counties there are less layers of oYcers and the Shire also has principal responsibility
for the road network. Control of the road network is fundamental to making progress.

— There is very little backward-looking political thinking and pressure to return to an outdated and
high-cost regulatory regime that did not produce passenger growth. Even where there are
coalitions, we find that we can get consensus.

— We have had no re-regulation debates in any of these locations and the authorities are committed
to making the present arrangements work in partnership.
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Social and Economic Factors

— Very strong retail growth and a good mix of safe shopping environments and diversified leisure
activities, such as desirable restaurants, specialist shops and amenity areas, with limited dispersal
of economic activity to peripheral locations.

— Many of these towns would be described as heritage towns where congestion has been choking
visitor demand for many years and has become a disincentive for shoppers and visitors.

— Residents in these areas are intellectually convinced of the need to protect the environment and
the importance of the role of public transport. They convert easily to becoming new users and bus
travel has been largely de-stigmatised in these successful networks.

Passenger Growth in Metropolitan Areas

Figures from the Department for Transport’s regular surveys of bus use in the UK indicate that the
decline in bus patronage has been greatest in the metropolitan areas. Stagecoach believes this has been for
the following reasons:

— The links in the chain of command are too long and there are too many oYcers with specific
responsibilities for only parts of the agenda.

— Control of the highways remains with the District Authorities. Therefore, the Passenger Transport
Executive is powerless to deliver road priority schemes without district council consent, which is
frequently withheld. These areas are often dominated by councillors in favour of re-regulation and,
at a local level, they are prepared to oppose a bus lane because of local traders’ representations.

— Authorities and Executives have often devoted most of their energies to developing and promoting
tram schemes—which have subsequently been unable to be funded—to the exclusion of deliverable
bus-based schemes to meet their transport objectives.

— Bus travel remains stigmatised in most of the metropolitan areas with higher than average
incidents of violence and crime. While London also has high levels of violence and crime, there is
a greater commitment from the authorities to support bus operators in addressing this issue.

— There are no significant bus park and ride schemes in any metropolitan area.

— Congestion is progressively destroying bus services. In Manchester, for example, the mileage
operated by Stagecoach buses over the past 10 years has reduced by 10%. The company has
operated the same number of buses, but these services have become slower and more expensive to
operate. With significant bus priority, we could restore that 10% mileage for minimal cost and
generate more modal shift. Despite these challenges, Stagecoach has consistently generated adult
passenger growth in South Manchester. The number of full fare paying adults using our services
between 1996 and 2005 increased by 25%. In contrast, the number of concessionary fare paying
passengers in Manchester was in decline before the introduction of the Government’s free scheme.

— Adult fares in the Metropolitan areas where Stagecoach operates are generally lower than they
would be under a regulated regime. Indeed, fares could be lower if concerted measures were taken
to tackle congestion and ensure concessionary fares schemes are adequately funded with fair
reimbursement for operators.

— Authorities are often suspicious of the Kickstart pump-priming concept and prefer to use it for
social inclusion objectives rather than to generate modal shift.

Growth through Innovation

Developing new ideas on how to deliver bus services has been central to Stagecoach’s success and is an
important factor in revitalising public transport. Just two examples of our innovative ideas are:

— megabus.com, the UK’s market-leading inter-city bus service, has created a new market by
oVering fares from just £1. In less than three years, the service has expanded from just one pilot
route to incorporate a network of services covering more than 40 locations in the UK and carrying
around two million passengers a year.

— Growth in Stagecoach’s provincial and city networks has been driven by the company’s focus on
service delivery, customer profiling research and targeted marketing. A telemarketing unit at
Stagecoach’s headquarters in Perth discusses prospective passengers’ current travel choices, their
satisfaction with existing bus services and oVers seven days’ free travel to encourage them to try
the bus. Results show an average conversion rate of more than 25%—nearly four times the success
rate for normal telemarketing campaigns. Stagecoach is targeting up to 20% of its bus networks
using the telemarketing approach, with a major focus on mothers and commuters.
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The Regulatory Environment

Stagecoach is working hard to increase the quality, reliability and frequency of bus services to oVer car
users a realistic transport alternative and help cut congestion. Partnership with local authorities and other
stakeholders is key to achieving that objective and our local management teams have built up excellent
relationships.

Before deregulation in the mid-1980s, bus use across the UK at the regulated public sector bus companies
was falling rapidly at a time when car ownership was still relatively low. Operations were ineYcient,
management overheads were too high, the average of age of vehicles was increasing, marketing of buses was
almost non-existent and service to customers was poor.

Against this background, the number of people using buses today is greater than it would have otherwise
been. Buses are more attractive due to significant investment by operators in new vehicles, safety measures
and maintenance. Services are also coordinated with other modes where there is significant passenger
demand. While overall bus use has continued to decline, the rate has stabilised and competition from the
private car has increased by significantly more than patronage has declined. This is a key reason why
sustained patronage growth is taking place in deregulated areas where there is traYc demand management
(eg Oxford, Cambridge, York, Brighton).

The main issue for passengers is reliability and, to a large extent, this varies according to the degree of
congestion and priority given to buses in diVerent places. Whether or not the Highway Authority is taking
measures to make buses run faster and more consistently is a greater driver than the regulatory environment.

Stagecoach does not believe Quality Contracts represent best value. They will eliminate the marketing
expertise and flexibility of bus operators, both of which are major factors in driving growth. Political
expediency rather than good transport practice will drive decision-making. Without meaningful demand
management, quality contracts will require substantially more revenue support if they are to deliver
significantly more services and/or significantly lower fares. However, with meaningful demand management
the same benefits could be delivered through partnership, as operators will be able to invest more to serve
a growing market.

An important element of the regulatory regime covering buses is the network of TraYc Commissioners
across the country. They have powers to penalise operators who fail to deliver reliable and punctual services.
However, they have no powers to compel Highway Authorities to attend their public inquiries or to require
them to deliver the operating conditions for reliable and punctual bus services. If a Highway Authority
chooses to, it can ignore the Commissioners. We believe the TraYc Commissioners should have access to
more Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) resource to monitor and target low-quality bus
operators.

Stagecoach welcomes the Government’s move to consider allowing greater co-operation between bus
operators over integrated ticketing and timetabling. The competition regime to date has been a barrier to
developing bus services and we look forward to co-operation in this respect from the OYce of Fair Trading.

London is often mistakenly put forward as a model for the rest of the UK. While we support the pro-bus
measures introduced by the Mayor, we believe London is unique. The traYc conditions, parking
availability, and high level of long distance commuting are not replicated anywhere else in the UK. Bold
decisions on congestion charging, car restraint, enforcement, fares subsidy and investment have driven
growth in London, not the regulatory regime. London is also a very expensive regime and we believe that
growth can be achieved in provincial locations at a lower cost per passenger without moving to a London
franchising system.

Stagecoach believes the way forward for buses is to put the successful partnership approach for
commercial bus services on a statutory footing. This will ensure a balanced system of risk and reward is in
place for both bus operators and local authorities. Bus operators will commit to service standards, levels of
investment and network development, while local authorities will be accountable for introducing
appropriate bus priority measures, infrastructure improvements, demand management systems and
improved average bus speeds. A system of penalties and incentives should be built into the system. This
contractual arrangement will reward high quality operators and proactive local transport authorities,
improving the quality of bus services for passengers, increasing bus use, reducing congestion and ensuring
central government transport targets are achieved. By the same token, it will ensure low quality bus
operators do not undermine confidence in bus services and poor performing local authorities will be
penalised for failure to meet the needs of their constituents. In the Metropolitan areas, we believe the
Passenger Transport Executives need to be given highway powers to ensure they can fairly become part of
this contractual system and also to address the issue of a number of highway authorities with diVerent
agendas causing a policy log-jam. Decisions on whether to operate socially necessary services, which are
unable to be provided on a commercial basis, should remain with local authorities. They are best placed to
decide local priorities based on limited budgets and other social needs in their areas.
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Concessionary Fares

We believe concessionary fares schemes are an eVective method of improving social inclusion in our
communities and encouraging the use of public transport amongst an important and growing proportion
of the nation’s population. However, the structure of such schemes, which are a subsidy to the bus passenger,
is crucial. The current concessionary fares scheme in England, introduced from 1 April 2006, has produced
a patchwork of benefits with a number of inconsistencies that are confusing for passengers and drivers. A
nationwide scheme—which the Government has pledged to introduce from 2008—should remove these
problems, although how this scheme will be administered has yet to be confirmed by the Department for
Transport. The current arrangements, with locally negotiated reimbursement settlements, are very time
consuming. There is also a risk that the funds allocated for concessionary travel are put to other non-
transport uses, leading to appeals to the Secretary of State. A single nationwide scheme should be negotiated
across the country to ensure the same consistent approach as applies in Scotland and Wales. Whether
countrywide concessionary travel is appropriate and other transport modes should be included are political
decisions for the Government.

May 2006

Memorandum submitted by National Express Group plc

National Express Group PLC (NX) welcomes the Transport Select Committee’s latest inquiry into “Bus
Services Across the UK”. The bus is the backbone of public transport in the UK, with some 65% of all public
transport trips per person per year made by local bus (National Travel Survey, 2004), compared to just 21%
for rail travel. Providing high quality bus services across the UK is therefore of paramount importance.

NX believes that the on-going debate about bus policy, principally between the operators on the one hand
and the Passenger Transport Authorities and Executives on the other, needs to be brought to a conclusion
so that all parties can concentrate on what is most important, namely providing and improving bus services
for the person that counts most—the passenger. NX is committed to working in partnerships with both local
and central government, and the PTEs, to deliver quality public transport and thus grow the bus market.

National Express Group Bus Divison

NX is the major bus operator in the West Midlands, through its subsidiaries Travel West Midlands and
Travel Coventry (TWM). It also operates Travel Dundee, Scotland’s fourth largest urban bus operator, and
provides bus services in south and south west London through Travel London.

As at the end of 2005 NX’s bus companies:

— employed over 7,000 people;

— operated over 2,200 buses;

— operated over 90 million miles a year; and

— carried over 300 million passengers a year.

Through employee surveys and more formal development reviews, NX has an active programme of
engagement with its employees, many of whom are shareholders in the company, to understand their needs
and to monitor employee satisfaction levels. Strong relationships have been developed with trade unions,
leading to long-term pay deals and no company-wide strikes across the entire NX bus division throughout
all NX’s years of operation in the industry.

NX also actively engages with its customers to monitor their needs and levels of satisfaction, and we
undertake regular qualitative, quantitative and mystery shopping surveys to monitor standards.

This submission seeks to address the terms of reference for the inquiry in so far as they relate to the
individual bus companies. Issues of more general policy, while touched on, are left for the Confederation
of Passenger Transport UK, the bus industry trade association, to address.

Has Bus Deregulation Worked?

NX believes emphatically that, overall, bus deregulation has been a success and, developed by the Quality
Partnership regime established by the Transport Act 2000, can deliver significant improvements to public
transport. Although the decline of bus patronage since 1986 is often attributed as a failing of deregulation,
it is important to note that patronage was already in decline before then.

The reasons for this decline are clear. First, there has been a significant increase in car ownership across
the UK, including the West Midlands. Census results show that, over the last 20 years, the number of
households with access to a vehicle in the West Midlands has jumped by more than 10%. Second, there has
been a lack of suYcient bus priority measures to ensure that the bus can provide journey times at least as
fast as the car.
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Nevertheless, where operators work in close partnership with local authorities, with clear obligations on
both sides, there is strong evidence that deregulation works and can achieve a growth in patronage.

Indeed, in our two operations outside London, of which TWM is by far the largest, there is clear evidence
that partnerships do lead to a growth in patronage and to real private sector investment, as this submission
seeks to demonstrate. But not enough of these partnerships, statutory or informal, have been formed in
order to stem the overall decline. The following two sections will address these issues.

(a) NX’s role in the West Midlands and Dundee

NX believes its record speaks for itself, as outlined below:

(i) Investment

On investment, NX has:

— invested £85 million since 2000 in new buses, and since 1995 has bought 1,371 buses at a cost of
around £185 million;

— as a result, by 2009 NX’s entire bus fleet will have been replaced with new low-floor, easy-access
buses, six years ahead of the DDA requirement for low floor vehicles; and its double deck fleet will
have been replaced seven years ahead of the same DDA requirement;

— considerable investment has been made in depots, passenger information, security and driver
training (over 60% of drivers in TWM have an appropriate NVQ), market research and other
initiatives that emphasise the value NX places in both customers and employees;

— NX’s partnership with the West Midlands Police, with a significant investment programme, has
led to a reduction in assaults on drivers by 29%, a reduction in thefts by 25% and a reduction in
robberies of 9% between 2004 and 2005.

Since NX acquired Tayside Public Transport Company Limited in 1997 (re-named Travel Dundee), the
entire fleet had been upgraded to low-floor, easy-access buses at a cost to NX of nearly £14 million.

NX’s significant investment in new buses has resulted in cleaner, less polluting fleets and all buses in
Dundee and London are now equipped with CCTV. In the West Midlands, some 3,100 CCTV cameras have
been installed across the fleet, backed up by considerable investment in surveillance and on-board
“CrystalEyes” viewing screens.

(ii) Network coverage, cost and fares

NX continues to provide a comprehensive network of routes in the locations it serves. TWM runs some
70 million bus miles each year, the same level as was operated before deregulation. 68% of buses operate on
corridors which have a frequency of 10 minutes or less and almost 90% of the population in the West
Midlands is within 250 metres of a bus stop.

This network is being maintained at largely private risk: the subsidy bill for the West Midlands bus
network in 1985 was approximately £40 million (in today’s terms), but today it is just £6 million. Currently,
97% of TWM’s network is commercially operated. In addition, the real cost per tendered kilometre has
reduced by 31% in the West Midlands since deregulation, so providing real value for money on those
tendered services.

With a Government focus on integrated transport, TWM’s network is also fully integrated with other
public transport modes and it is now possible to buy rail tickets on TWM buses—something that would have
been unthinkable before 1986. A whole range of integrated tickets are now available to TWM’s customers.

Our approach to fares, meanwhile, is designed to encourage increased patronage. The policy of
simplification has ensured that fares are changed just once each year, in January, to co-ordinate with local
rail revisions, whilst across the West Midlands the number of fare bands has been cut to just two. The top
rate flat fare, of £1.20 across TWM services in Birmingham and the Black Country, and £1.10 in Coventry
are amongst the cheapest in the country. Similar value for money fares operate in Dundee.

(iii) Working in partnership: patronage growth and bus service improvements

All the evidence indicates that where operators are able to enter into quality partnerships with local
authorities and PTEs, patronage does increase, sometimes significantly. For example, since 1997 TWM has
entered into quality partnerships with Centro and Birmingham/Coventry City Councils on the following
routes, with impressive increases in patronage:

— on Line 33 (Birmingham to Pheasey), patronage increased by over 30% between 1997 and 2002;

— on SuperLine 301 (Walsall to Mossley), patronage increased by nearly 15% over the same period;

— on Route 67 (Birmingham to Castle Vale), patronage increased by 33% over the same period;
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— PrimeLine route 17/27 (Coventry to Walsgrave Hospital), has seen patronage increase by 13%
between 2002 and 2005. In addition, two further PrimeLine routes in Coventry saw significant
passenger growth between 2004 and 2005, reflecting heavy investment from both Travel Coventry
and the local authority.

As part of these quality partnerships, NX committed to extensive investment in new fleet and improved
driver training in return for which the local authorities introduced bus priority measures and appropriate
infrastructure.

Elsewhere within the Group there is strong evidence of the benefits of working in partnership with local
authorities. In Dundee, in September 2005, our Travel Dundee operation committed to signing a statutory
Quality Partnership with the City Council. In essence this requires Travel Dundee to:

— Continue fleet improvement.

— Continue provision of 100% easy access vehicles.

— Focus branding and marketing, working with the Council to promote the Smart bus concept.

— Review the existing network with the aim of enhancing service provision and reducing passenger
wait times.

— Improve driver training in customer care and disability awareness.

In return, the City Council, with financial support from the Scottish Executive, will deliver:

— Road improvements which benefit bus passengers (specifically bus priority).

— Improved enforcement of bus lanes through decriminalized parking and camera enforcement.

— Real time information both at bus stops and through mobile phones.

— Generally, a proactive approach to new ideas and concepts.

Already since the statutory Quality Partnership process was commenced, the indications are that
passenger numbers have stabilized, an impressive record given the rapidly increasing levels of car ownership
in the city of Dundee. Indeed, there has been an 11% jump in car ownership levels in the City between the
last two Census surveys.

(b) The role of local authorities

Despite these successes, there are areas where—in the West Midlands—the local authorities have not
shown a similar level of commitment towards improving the bus network. Birmingham City Council was a
critical partner in providing bus priority measures on the Route 67 quality partnership, for which NX
invested around £4 million in a fleet of articulated, low-floor vehicles. Sadly, a change of political control
resulted in the Council being less convinced of the value of bus priority measures. So just as a statutory
Quality Partnership for this route was on the point of being signed, the Council decided to suspend the bus
lane, and this suspension remains today.

Across the West Midlands, other initiatives to achieve patronage growth have been thwarted in a similar
manner. For example, bus rapid transit proposals along the Bristol Road in Birmingham (a congestion hot
spot) were developed jointly by TWM, Birmingham City Council and Centro but again the change in
political control curtailed the project. Meanwhile, on the Outer Circle No 11 route in Birmingham, despite
major investment by TWM, the promised significant bus priority measures that would have increased bus
speeds by an estimated 10% have not been delivered.

Meanwhile, NX has been committed to such improvements. Indeed, in 1999–2000 TWM oVered the
Council’s Central Implementation Team £30 million for investment in bus priority measures, but only £2
million has been taken up.

Currently, in the West Midlands, just 5% of the primary road network has bus priority measures. If local
authorities were willing to provide more bus priority measures, NX is confident that it would be able to grow
bus patronage in the conurbation, based on its experience of the route specific quality partnerships that
already exist.

To NX it is clear that it is how the road space is managed that is the primary factor in encouraging an
increase in bus patronage, not whether or how the bus industry is regulated. There are enough examples across
the country to show that where a local authority has the political will to provide bus priorities and make
partnerships successful, operators do respond and deregulation clearly works.

Concessionary Fares

The extension of the existing concessionary scheme to allow free travel across the country and not only
in the holders home local authority, is the ideal opportunity to standardise reimbursement mechanisms and
rates. Such a change would also reduce the costs currently incurred within individual local authorities due
to duplicated bureaucracies. The model and the associated reimbursement rates which has been operating
successfully in Wales for a number of years, and introduced in Scotland in April 2006, appear to suYciently
robust to allow easy extension to England in 2008. As an additional comment, it is important to note that
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the concessionary fare payment made by Centro is a subsidy to the passenger and not to the operator. The
operator receives payment for the fare the OAP would have made less a discount factor. Thus TWM actually
receive approximately £0.66p for every £1.20 ticket that would have been sold to a concessionary fare
passenger.

Traffic Commissioners

TraYc Commissioners do have the appropriate powers to ensure the appropriate level of regulation of
the industry but it could be suggested that increased resources would allow a more pro-active approach to
the policing of the very small number of poor and low quality operators.

Is London a Sound Model for the rest of the UK?

London, clearly, has achieved significant patronage growth in recent years. The approach for London
was the right one, and has been successful. However, NX does not believe that London provides a model
for the rest of the UK. It has a number of diVerent characteristics which are not replicated anywhere else in
the country, and London’s success has come at a significant cost.

First and foremost it has a diVerent government structure, with a Mayor with considerable powers and
financial resources. The Mayor was able to introduce the congestion charge and Transport for London has
taken a deliberate policy of discouraging car use through a range of bus priority measures as, critically, TfL
has control over parts of the highway network in a way that the PTAs and PTEs do not.

Political commitment, combined with power and control over the highway, mean that the comparison
that is often made between the success of London compared to declining patronage overall in the UK, as a
way of promoting the case for regulation outside the capital, or for the introduction of Quality Contracts,
is therefore not a valid one.

In any event there is much debate about the financial cost to TfL for its investment in the bus network.
As the London Assembly Transport Committee report of March 2006 has noted, costs have risen faster than
revenues. The TfL subsidy to London Buses has increased from zero in 1997–98 to £555 million in 2004–05
to meet the estimated £1,400 million costs of the contracts tendered by London buses. As this Committee
therefore noted, the improvements have come at a large financial cost.

Given inevitable financial constraints on public expenditure, outside of London, the private sector
operators are therefore an essential partner with local authorities and the PTAs and PTEs in the investment
in, and the provision of, bus services.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

NX believes that the reality is that it is diYcult for any local authority or PTE to prove that a Quality
Partnership, where it exists, has not worked. NX’s experience is that they do, as indicated above. This
experience is based on what has been achieved in the West Midlands, not simply in a small number of “shire”
towns. But equally important is the failure of PTEs to actually try the Quality Partnership approach.

NX firmly believes that more needs to be done to develop the Quality Partnership approach rather than
to use the Quality Contract route. The reality is that a Quality Contract would have a number of downsides.
Chief of these would be the massive uncertainty that the industry would be thrown into, with no guarantee
or even indication that the new system would deliver better results than the current system. Moreover, there
would be the distinct possibility that, like many structural reforms, delivery to the passenger or user would
be less satisfactory.

Equally, employees are any public transport operator’s most valuable asset, and it is these people whose
jobs and pensions would be thrown into question. Finally, the level of financial risk local authorities/PTEs
would be exposed to would rise significantly.

It is also unclear whether the local authorities or PTEs would have the skills or resources to manage a
Quality Contract regime. They would certainly need to resource up to manage such a regime, at some cost.
By contrast, current operators are dedicated to serving customers rather than simply planning to a pre-
prescribed contract that may not serve the best interests of the paying public.

The reality is that the deregulated bus market is now a mature one, and unpicking it now would be
disruptive for no obvious gain, given the improvements that are already being secured in quality partnership
agreements, and elsewhere throughout the industry. Indeed, it is unclear what public policy objectives would
be secured through a Quality Contract that cannot be secured by a Quality Partnership.
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What is the Future for the Bus?

NX believes emphatically that there is a very strong future for the bus and every opportunity to grow
passenger numbers through working in partnership.

Although this submission has pointed to a number of initiatives taken by NX to develop its bus market,
it is far from complacent. NX recognises that it needs to constantly strive hard to drive up its performance
and provide a level and quality of service that encourages more people to travel by bus and leave their cars
at home.

To this end, NX is committed to a continued investment programme and our new Premier 997 service in
north Birmingham, which has seen 20% growth since its launch in 2005, is clear evidence of this. We will
also continue to invest in new buses and new technology, with the roll out of automatic vehicle location
equipment and mobile phone based real time information. Indeed, our bus businesses depend upon meeting
passengers increasing expectations.

Clearly more needs to be done if, across the UK, we are to reverse the general national trend of decline.
But there are more than enough examples, not simply outside the metropolitan areas but within them, where
true partnership with local authorities can and does work.

The fundamental change required, NX believes, is that the PTAs and PTEs should be given control over
the highways to ensure that proper priority can be given to the bus, and so that bus priority measures can
be properly and rigorously enforced. Indeed, NX’s experience in Dundee—where the local council has the
capacity to implement road enforcement measures—has proved highly beneficial to Travel Dundee in
certain key locations. It is undoubtedly a problem that while the PTAs and PTEs have responsibility for
promoting the bus, they do not have the full range of powers to facilitate this ı in particular the management
of the road space.

In addition, NX believes that the introduction of a demand management system in many of the more
congested conurbations would help considerably in freeing up road space and enabling the bus to provide
a more reliable—and therefore more attractive—service. The experience of London does clearly indicate
that a congestion charge, combined with eVective bus priority measures, does facilitate a growth in bus
patronage, and would be welcomed in the West Midlands.

For the future, NX is committed to working in partnership with local authorities and PTEs to develop
and improve the bus market.

The key issue is how the road space is managed to enable the bus to provide a faster and more reliable service
and if local authorities were to commit to more bus priority measures—and to their enforcement—then the
future of the bus is a very positive one.

NX believes that if these issues can be addressed the barriers to improved bus performance, leading to
patronage growth, will be overcome.

May 2006

Memorandum submitted by FirstGroup plc

FirstGroup plc welcomes the Committee’s further focus on bus services in the UK and is grateful for the
opportunity to submit a memorandum.

First we would like to answer the Committee’s specific points in the order they were raised:

Has De-regulation Worked?

The UK bus network is now generally very eYcient, innovative and well-funded, delivering more reliable,
comfortable and eYcient services than at the time of de-regulation but at a fraction of the cost to the public
purse. There are numerous examples of real growth and modal shift in towns and cities in the UK and in
general these are where high quality operators and far-sighted local authorities have worked together.

Since the Committee’s last inquiry, First has:

— developed and introduced a revolutionary new concept in bus travel, ftr, which oVers tram like
quality and reliability at a fraction of the cost of a light rail scheme. ftr is designed for high
passenger volume corridors to be a real alternative to the car. Already in operation in York with
a second service planned for Leeds in the Autumn, a number of other towns and cities across the
UK are now developing proposals for their own services;

— continued to invest heavily in new buses, operations and infrastructure;

— seen passenger growth of 5.5% over five years especially in areas where we have been able to work
in close partnership with local authorities (eg Leeds, York, Manchester);

— taken advantage of new technology in the introduction of real time information and ticketing
initiatives;



3452081025 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 89

— completed the delivery of the first commercial city-wide park and ride scheme in the UK (in York),
carrying two million passengers a year. The local authority has delivered a parking strategy for the
City that makes park & ride particularly attractive. First believes there is scope for similar schemes
elsewhere;

— worked closely with DfT and local authorities to deliver free travel for senior citizens and within
the current legislation;

— been active in the delivery of several statutory quality partnerships in the UK;

— developed and implemented region-wide bus/rail ticketing initiatives;

— encouraged local authorities and PTEs across the UK to develop quality partnerships;

— continued to promote home to school transport where First has pioneered American-style yellow
school bus services in UK.

These initiatives have, however, been delivered despite an environment where:

— Fuel prices, a major factor in bus operations, have gone up by 170%27 since the Committee’s last
inquiry—indeed 40% in the last year alone. We had reported then that fuel prices had risen by 74%
in the six years since the Committee had reviewed the industry last.

— Significant increases in the cost of labour, including maintaining pension schemes and
accommodating changes in employment law.

As a result of these and other cost rises, our cost base has risen such that fares have had to rise significantly
faster than inflation. Ongoing political clamour for light rail schemes and for local authority political control
of bus operations has continued in some quarters, at the expense of developing quality corridors in
partnership with operators, a proven factor in delivering bus passenger growth.

Lack of priority and focus by many local authorities, and PTEs, on working with operators to develop
improved bus services.

Few local authorities outside London are developing serious proposals for tackling traYc congestion
despite being given Parliamentary powers and being eligible to compete for Transport Innovation Fund
pump priming funding to do so.

Is Statutory Regulation Compromising the Provision of High Quality Bus Services?

In general, whilst the bus industry is extremely highly regulated; from VOSA to the TraYc
Commissioners, local authorities, OFT, DfT, to the HSE and Treasury, there is little which fetters the ability
of operators to provide a high quality service. Much of this regulation is designed to ensure that minimum
quality thresholds are maintained. For instance, regarding vehicle design, safety and maintenance, the
registration of services, schedule adherence and good repute among operators. It is further accepted that
there is a need for competition law to apply to the bus industry. However, local authorities are continuing
to press for greater co-ordination between operators on service frequencies and common fares. The balance
between commercial freedom and competition law requires further review and First welcomes the DfT’s
work in this area.

The reality is that if bus companies are to be profitable and to grow the market, they have to provide safe,
regular, reliable services on modern, comfortable vehicles, going where passengers want, when they want
and at a price they believe is fair. Passengers expect no less and if operators do not provide that, they will
soon go out of business and others will take their place.

Are Priority Measures having a Beneficial Effect?

Where bus priority measures are well designed they have a significant beneficial impact on journey times
and improved reliability delivered through reduced variability of running times. These in turn can help
deliver increased passenger use. However, bus priority is only of benefit where buses are adversely aVected
by traYc congestion or other encroachment on road space such as parking and delivery areas. The most
eVective forms of bus priority are those, which are self-enforcing, such as bus gates and guided busways.
Once bus priority measures have been introduced local opposition tends to disappear, there are calls for
more widespread introduction in the city and many car users develop the confidence to use the service for
some of their journeys.

However, delivery of bus priority is hampered by the local government election cycle across the UK.
Introducing bus priority measures can require diYcult decisions from local authorities. Local residents,
shopkeepers, businesses and motorists often initially resent proposals that reduce either parking/delivery
spaces or road space for cars even though, time after time, examples from elsewhere can be shown to
demonstrate the value of priority measures.

27 Brent Crude Price in $.
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New proposals can therefore be politically contentious and, with an electoral cycle that has some
councillors up for re-election every year, are often seen as a political step too far—particularly in areas with
hung councils, small majorities or particularly opportunistic politicians.

A further factor, which hinders progress, is the local government structure in PTE areas. While the PTE
and PTA are responsible for the policy, delivery and part funding of public transport in their areas, they are
not the highway or traYc authority. They therefore have no powers to introduce priority measures and are
often in conflict with the local authorities they serve which have diVerent spending priorities, diVering local
political imperatives as set out above, or are keen to encourage car drivers and collect revenue from city
centre parking.

Given that diYculty the suggestion that they are given powers to regulate bus services as well can have
no advantage.

Priority measures are arguably the single most important factor in growing passenger numbers and
encouraging people to leave their cars behind for some of their journeys. Sitting in a car stuck in a traYc
jam on the way to work and watching the bus speed past you on its dedicated lane is a powerful influencer,
particularly when the bus can also trigger traYc light changes to give it junction priority. In combination
with improvements in vehicle quality, fares/ticketing initiatives and improved passenger information,
priority can deliver real passenger growth, as evidenced most spectacularly by the success of the bus-way
schemes in Leeds and Bradford.

Financing and Funding for Local Community Services

This is an area where a radical re-think could deliver more eYcient, cost eVective and better targeted
services. There are two elements to this.

Firstly, the provision of new services such as health centres, community centres, schools etc, should take
full account of the geographical characteristics of the region and accessibility criteria. Ease of access by
public transport should be of paramount importance.

Secondly, the provision of local community public transport services, such as social services transport,
home to school transport, socially necessary supported bus services, community transport, hospital out
patient ambulances, staV transport and local taxi services for school children, the disabled and social services
provide a high degree of duplication by a disparate group of service providers. Many studies have been
proposed to rationalise the provision of such services and to increase eYciency, but little has been delivered,
and the growth of demand responsive transport systems provides a further opportunity to explore such
possibilities.

A modern computerised booking and route system supporting an eYcient transport provider could
revolutionise both provision and cost of these services. However, as a caution, over-specification in this area
in the past has diverted funding which could have been used for service provision itself.

Concessionary Fares

Scotland and Wales have seen a significant growth in bus use since their earlier introduction of free local
concessionary bus travel. It is too early to oVer any analysis of the impact of this April’s changes in England.

However, there is an important matter of principle which we are pleased to see has already been addressed.
The creation of a multiplicity of individual local schemes causes potential confusion for the passenger and
undoubtedly requires a great deal of administration for both local authorities and bus operators. As schemes
have been modified in England from April 2006 under both the 1985 and 2000 Transport Acts with, in many
cases, apparent confusion by local authorities over how to make such revised schemes, a great deal of activity
has been required by operators to ensure that they remain adequately compensated under the revised
arrangement, thereby ensuring that the commercial viability of existing bus services is not threatened. The
move to a national scheme in April 2008 should alleviate these problems.

However, whilst it is extremely good to see the extra mobility that these benefits oVer the beneficiaries, it
is important to ensure they are properly funded. Pass holders often want to travel at the same time as full fare
paying passengers. Unless operators are properly compensated for carrying discounted passengers, there is
no incentive or business case for providing additional vehicles. At the same time, full fare paying passengers
can be discouraged by being forced to stand on the services they have used habitually, thus encouraging
them to seek alternative transport.
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Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Quality Contracts were intended as a last resort where local bus services have failed, and local authorities
were able to demonstrate that there was no other practical means of implementing their bus strategy. The
principal reason why there are no Quality Contracts is that local bus services have not failed.

Quality Partnerships were always presented as the Government’s preferred policy option, combining an
operator’s ability to invest in vehicle quality and service delivery with the local authority’s ability to provide
the essential infrastructure and priority measures to give the services the opportunity to succeed. This is a
proven formula with many notable examples of success where both operator AND local authority/PTE have
delivered on their commitments. The development of Statutory Quality Partnerships has provided a greater
degree of safeguard for both parties’ investments and such schemes are supported by First; indeed First has
been instrumental in the development of several such schemes with a view to implementation in due course.

Some bus strategies appear to have been written in manner favouring Quality Contracts and this is clearly
not the intention of the legislation, it is poor value to the public purse, and equal passenger benefits could
have been delivered by Quality Partnerships.

Historically, local authority provision of bus services relied on high levels of taxpayer subsidy and
standards of provision were often poor. Private sector operators are obliged to succeed to ensure survival,
and thereby are incentivised to grow the market and encourage new users. The overall cost of provision of
a network of services is much lower than when under public sector control. However, it is accepted that there
is more than can be done in many areas, and action will be taken by operators provided that they can operate
in an appropriate environment.

Whilst some authorities may claim that there is a need for Quality Contracts as they have been or will be
unable to deliver their bus strategy, this is generally due to a failure to control traYc congestion and deliver
the bus priority measures to give the bus a chance to succeed. Without those measures buses are just going
to be stuck in the same traYc as everyone else and there will be no incentive for motorists to make the switch.
Without the potential for growth in patronage, the ability of operators to invest in quality is drastically
reduced. An improvement in operators’ ability to provide a service which is attractive to the public, in an
eYcient manner, will grow the market and permit operators to reinvest in quality, and in improved service
frequencies, thus generating a “virtuous circle” of growth.

Traffic Commissioners

A more co-ordinated regulatory system would be better placed to deliver for the passenger and industry.
At the moment, as indicated above, the HSE, OFT, DfT, Treasury, VOSA, TraYc Commissioner and local
authorities all have a say over operations.

At present the TraYc Commissioner sets minimum reliability standards nationally, but operators face a
wide range of traYc conditions where some local authorities are providing bus priorities and others are not.
There should be pressure on local authorities to provide adequate bus priorities and some relief for operators
where a lack of them causes variable traYc conditions beyond its control to aVect delivery. The TraYc
Commissioner’s powers could be adapted to secure better delivery from highway authorities.

Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?

Buses perform well in London for a number of very important reasons. The capital has a mayor who has
placed transport at the top of his agenda and is determined to implement his proposals despite occasional
very vocal opposition. The Mayor has driven through congestion charging, further extensive bus priority
measures and enforcement at a pace not matched elsewhere in the UK. He has introduced a comprehensive
system of ticketing that is flexible and easy to use. (See below regarding boarding times). The special
circumstances of London, has allowed him to invest on a scale which could not be aVorded generally in UK.

However, the real reason why the bus has performed so well in London is the lack of a credible alternative
for many travellers. Not just the congestion charge, but a lack of parking at both the workplace and, in many
cases, the home have led travellers to rely more on public transport in London than elsewhere in the UK.
Furthermore, severe overcrowding on rail and underground services, particularly in peak periods, has led
travellers to rely on the bus. The benefits to service reliability, from the reduction in overall levels of road
traYc (from the congestion charge) and bus priority, have ensured the economic viability of the capital as
buses provide an attractive travel mode, rather than the last resort which those wishing to travel are
compelled to use.

London has achieved very fast boarding times with a consequent benefit to reliability and is rapidly
moving to being entirely cash free. This has, however, only been able to be achieved thanks to the increased
integrity of the Zone system, whereby a very high proportion of bus passengers have had their entry into
the Zone permitted by the exit gates of the National Rail and London Underground stations. This is not
the case elsewhere.
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These, rather than the regulatory regime, are the real reasons why London has done so well. It is entirely
within the gift of other local authorities and PTEs to introduce a range of similar measures. They already
have the powers, although in certain areas lack the political will, and they would be able to deliver similar
results. Overcoming the split responsibilities between the various agencies responsible for regulation and
legislation, as described above, would go a long way towards facilitating this, and deliver results quickly,
eYciently and cost-eVectively.

What is the Future of the Bus?

The bus can and should continue to be the solution to transport needs. Bus services are local, accessible,
flexible, aVordable and deliverable, and new services can quickly make a major impact. It has been
demonstrated frequently that bus operations can be adapted rapidly to meet huge surges in demand (eg free
concessionary fares, the 2002 Commonwealth Games) and meet changing demographic needs. The great
majority of local bus services can be operated commercially without subsidy. It is only on those additional
services and routes that local politicians deem to be socially necessary that a public subsidy is required.

The bus will, for the medium term, continue to be the most environmentally friendly vehicle for urban
and rural transport. Having delivered exceptionally reduced emissions from conventional diesel power,
diesel/electric hybrid vehicles are now coming to the market and we have, in partnership with our European
colleagues, successfully demonstrated hydrogen-powered vehicles where there are no emissions from the
vehicle at all, and can use renewable power at source.

Bus operators need to continue to maximise their investment, which ensure that a high quality of service
is provided to the passenger. These include concentrating on service delivery, investment in fleets that are
modern and comfortable, real time information to remove the uncertainty of bus travel, and new networks
and styles of service (such as the ftr) to keep pace with changing customer expectations.

However, in order to grow the market for bus travel and meet the Department for Transport’s target of
10%28 increase in bus travel outside London by 2010, there needs to be a new focus locally on tackling traYc
congestion and giving buses more priority.

This can be addressed through demand management, using combinations of road pricing, congestion
charging and parking policy (reducing numbers of spaces and duration of stay; increasing parking charges).
It also requires development of bus priority measures. These all require local authority commitment and
support, funding and a desire to work in partnership with operators.

For the longer term, there needs to be a stronger link between transport and land use planning. It is no
good building out of town shopping centres, hospitals or other major trip generators, without thinking
about the transport links on what may not be natural bus corridors.

There is also scope to develop new types of feeder services for outlying estates, feeder or demand
responsive services to link with rail and trunk bus services and others, which have not been properly
exploited in many areas.

In many urban areas we are seeing strong growth in use of local bus services where operators and the
public sector are working in true partnership. There is no reason why that should not develop further and
be rolled out elsewhere.

In rural areas, the growth in car availability and use has changed the market. Many rural shops, pubs,
post oYces and petrol stations have disappeared through lack of demand, as larger more centralised
facilities have come within the range of car users. In consequence so have many bus services disappeared.
There is no longer suYcient demand in some rural areas to support regular bus services, particularly at a
time when operating costs are rising so fast. Local people say they want them but, even when they are under
threat, are not prepared to make enough use of them to change the economics.

Unless action is taken to arrest falling demand in many rural areas, traditional bus services cannot be the
right solution. There are many more focussed opportunities (demand responsive transport, feeder services,
community transport, shared resources with other local transport needs) that can be more relevant to small
communities and at a competitive cost.

23 May 2006

28 Spending Review 2000 PSA Target (DfT Annual Report 2003–04).
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Memorandum submitted by Arriva

1. Introduction

Arriva is one of Europe’s leading passenger transport services organisations. Over 30,000 employees
provide bus and train services in the United Kingdom, Denmark, Holland and Germany and bus services
in Spain, Portugal, Sweden and Italy. In the United Kingdom, we operate buses in London and in Scotland,
Wales, the North-east and Yorkshire, the North-west, the Midlands and to the north and south of London.
We do not operate in Northern Ireland and make no submission about the provision of bus services there.
We have structured our comments in line with the specific questions set out as the Committee’s areas of
focus.

Buses provide an important service for our passengers and for the communities that we serve. Many of
our passengers choose to use the bus, even when they have a car available for their journey. In many towns,
the single largest contribution to retail spending is shoppers arriving by bus.

The current regulatory and organisational arrangements give good value for money both for passengers
and for the public purse. Much more could be done, particularly outside London, to improve the
performance of buses both in terms of the numbers of passengers carried and in the quality of service oVered.
Our key theme is the integration of buses into the management of the highway and the importance of public
transport to every decision reached by every public authority.

2. Has Deregulation Worked? are Services better, more Frequent, Meeting Passenger Needs?

In the nearly 20 years since bus services were deregulated there have been many studies into the eVects;
commentators have pointed out both success and failure. We believe that the stronger focus on the interests
of passengers was a positive and enduring eVect. The long-term decline in the number of passengers
travelling by bus was not reversed by deregulation—neither did it make that decline markedly worse. One
lesson from deregulation is that wholesale change defers delivery of improved performance as markets,
employees, suppliers and users adapt to and regain confidence in a new environment.

Looking at the public money spent on buses before 1986, we see that about £1,000 million a year at current
prices has been released for other government priorities. Whatever objectives may have been set out by the
architects of deregulation, the eVect on the costs of running buses in Great Britain has benefited public
spending.

It is not possible to make generalisations about whether bus services are better or more frequent: in some
cases they are—often substantially so; in some cases passenger needs have changed, such that services are
reduced or removed; in some cases new services have developed that were discouraged or prevented by the
earlier arrangements (for example, where local authorities decided that passengers should change modes
rather than being oVered a through bus). Services still oVer opportunities that match the major traYc
demands of all our towns and cities. In rural areas and at times and areas of low demand, local authorities
have been able to secure the provision of services that match the social needs that they have identified. It is,
however, important that authorities have the resources for the services that they wish to support.

There have been significant population changes in major urban areas over the last 10 years; all the
metropolitan conurbations outside London saw reductions in population in the 10 years up to the 2001
census, some by up to 9% (Manchester). Each metropolitan area now has a large regional shopping centres
situated away from traditional shopping areas; there are similar trends in leisure and employment.

Public transport is a mass-market service; every public transport provider, whether state or privately run,
has to find a balance between the specific needs of individual passengers and what can be eYciently and
eVectively provided for passengers as a whole. This always means making diYcult choices about routes,
timetables and fares; the challenge is as great in London and Northern Ireland as it is in the rest of the United
Kingdom: there will always be individuals or groups of people whose specific needs are not met by
traditional bus services. The bus operating industry has become more responsive to passenger needs:
significant steps and initiatives have been taken to stimulate and increase ridership by making networks
more relevant to customer demand and by better promotion of services. Our networks in Telford,
Gillingham, Durham, Runcorn and elsewhere exemplify Arriva’s approach.

3. Are Bus Services sufficiently Co-ordinated with Other Public Transport?

We aim to assist passengers’ need for co-ordination in any aspect of their journey as easily and eYciently
as we possibly can. We believe that “co-ordination” does exist to a greater degree than before. However, it
can mean diVerent things to diVerent people and users of the transport network as well as embracing many
diVerent attributes—ticketing, physical ease of interchange, information etc.

Arriva operates many bus services to and from railway stations, airports and ferry terminals. In some
places, the location of railway stations can be a barrier to eYcient co-ordination; town centres change and
move over time; it may not always be in the best interests of the majority of our passengers to divert buses
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to run past a station. In other cases, eYcient operation of buses may not permit the extension of a route to
a station. This is an area that requires constant review and improvement where necessary and practicable,
to match changes in services, expectations, etc.

The co-ordination of timetables with other modes is a matter of seeking to provide the best fit between
the diVerent services, balancing the competing needs of those making connecting journeys and those
travelling only on a bus (or train or ferry). The providers of the diVerent modes have a responsibility to see
what level of co-ordination can reasonably be achieved. Arriva takes a full part in the Plusbus initiative and
is gradually extending the coverage of this bus-train through-ticketing initiative.

It is important that local authorities and operators can work constructively with third-parties (eg
developers, landowners in the case of interchanges) to develop approaches that benefit passengers.

4. Are Buses Clean, Safe, Efficient?

Travelling by bus is extremely safe. We put the safety of our passengers and employees as one of our key
values. Our policy is continuously to seek ways of improving the safety of our operations. We undertake
safety audits, have group-wide safety standards and procedures and seek to extend best-practice in
engineering and safety across the Arriva group.

We comment about “clean” in two senses; the first of these is the environmental cleanliness of buses in
relation to exhaust gases; as standards have progressively improved, we have invested in buses that make a
smaller contribution to overall transport exhaust gas emissions than ever before. We aim to replace our fleet
on a regular basis and to maintain vehicles to standards that reduce the environmental impact in line with
good European practice.

All our buses are cleaned both internally and externally every day; there are regular programmes of more
intensive cleaning as part of our standard maintenance procedures; in some areas buses have additional
cleaning during the course of their operating day.

The interior cleaning of buses is a major challenge, particularly after journeys from schools; sadly, some
aspects of the appearance of buses are a reflection of a more widespread approach to litter across society.
For our part, we recognise that we have to take changes in behaviour into account when planning cleaning
schedules. Damage to buses from vandalism and window etching is not confined to major urban areas; we
seek to mitigate the poor appearance that results from the actions of a small minority of people by taking
prompt action to remedy the problem.

The eYciency of buses depends, crucially, on highway management and design; we have made significant
investment in computerised scheduling systems, in GPS and other vehicle location technologies, in
monitoring and reviewing service timetables and, through negotiation with employees and their trades
unions, we seek to maximise the eYciency of our operations. We believe that the single largest contribution
to the eYciency of bus services now rests with highway authorities.

We were pleased to see a specific reference to bus services included in the DfT’s guidance to local
authorities about the TraYc Management Act. We have yet to see the full eVect of this legislation; we hope
that the Government will continue to press local authorities to work with bus companies to find practical
ways of reducing delays on the highway, of improving the punctuality and predictability of buses and of
minimising the impact of traYc congestion.

We are committed to working with local authorities to find solutions to the complex and politically
diYcult challenge of maximising the eYciency of bus services and of the highway network as a whole.

5. Can De-regulation be made to Work?

We support the view of the National Audit OYce that improvements can be made. In particular, we
believe that much more needs to be done to secure highway design and management that supports
improvements in the eYciency, eVectiveness, punctuality and predictability of buses. We have, for example,
made long-term commitments to the operation of high-frequency bus services on Merseyside and are
anxious to work with the local authorities to benefit passengers. In our report “Arriva’s vision for buses on
Merseyside”, published in 2005 and updated in 2006, we explain how we have fulfilled our promises on
network stability and investment and our long-term commitment to service development. We have given
explicit commitments for our own actions; we have indicated our willingness to work with local authorities
on more radical undertakings that would match the radical nature of measures to improve the operation of
services. We have also proposed the formation of a Bus Board composed of local authority and operator
representatives to map out the strategic development of the network. We will continue to urge authorities
to engage with us on measures of this type.

Elsewhere in our network, we can show how we have worked with local authorities and other stakeholders
to develop innovative and creative approaches that take full advantage of the diVerent skills and
responsibilities involved in partnership working to develop a common vision of what can be achieved.
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We remain confident in the future for buses; there are tremendous opportunities to introduce
improvements that, as we can show from our own work, bring increases in the number of passengers
travelling thus strengthening the financial performance of the services and leading to increases in frequency
and in investment. There is a tremendous prize within the grasp of bus companies and authorities of vision
and commitment. Passengers want better and more reliable services and we can, collectively, work to deliver
that now.

6. Is Regulation Compromising the Provision of High Quality Bus Services?

We do not believe that statutory regulation is compromising service quality. There has been recent
recognition of how further work with the OYce of Fair Trading could help to improve the attractiveness of
buses; we welcome this.

7. Are Priority Measures having a Beneficial Effect? What is Best Practice?

Several years ago, the Buses Partnership Forum published a report on Understanding Passenger Needs
and followed this with a tool-kit for local authorities with practical advice about how best to design
improvements for bus services. We believe that the work outlined in that report and in the tool-kit remains
relevant; there are many examples of good practice in the introduction of bus passenger priority measures.
Best practice should include commitment to the long-term maintenance and updating of priority measures
to give security for bus users to know that they can rely on improved journey speeds.

Arriva is committed to the Bus Partnership Forum Service Stability Code that recommends a limited
number of changes to networks each year. Although recent fuel price increases have presented real
challenges, we believe that we have worked within those commitments. We do not support frequent changes
to services, although we also believe that there is a diVerence between “change” and “instability”.

From time to time, services are changed as passenger needs change or as external pressures, such as traYc
congestion, force a re-evaluation of timetables. Across our network, the principal reason for changes to bus
service registrations is requests from local authorities.

8. Financing and Funding for Local Community Services

We are unable to comment about whether the needs identified by local authorities are matched by the
necessary funding or whether there are unmet needs that cannot currently be accommodated.

9. Concessionary Fares

The provision of travel at a reduced price is a matter for the Government and local authorities to
determine. Arriva supported the proposal to introduce free travel people over 60 and those with disabilities
as we were aware of the disparity between those areas where free travel was provided, notably Merseyside
and London and areas where levels of concession were much lower.

The arrangements from April 2006 have required considerable eVort from the DfT, local authorities and
the bus operating industry in England to introduce a large number of local travel schemes; we do not believe
that this arrangement is satisfactory and there are many operational problems, notably at local authority
or scheme boundaries. For this reason, we welcomed the Chancellor’s commitment to a national free scheme
from April 2008. We believe that this must be managed centrally; we would not support an arrangement
where over 300 district councils had to manage, negotiate and fund free travel across England. A key issue
for all operators is that we are properly reimbursed for the cost of providing the concession in line with UK
and EU rules. We are aware that the formula grant system for the distribution of Government money to
local authorities has created winners and losers; we can understand the concerns that have been raised by
local authorities about this.

For those reasons, we welcome a new start from April 2008; Arriva is taking an active part in the
development of the new scheme. Whether free travel should be extended to other modes is a matter for the
Government; we can see the distorting eVect of oVering free travel only on buses when other modes, such
as rail, are not included. It is, however, a matter for the Government to determine in the light of the money
available for this and other spending priorities.

10. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

The Transport Act 2000 (and the parallel Transport (Scotland) Act 2001) promoted partnership working
as the key approach to improving the quality and performance of bus services. That approach has worked
and should be more widely encouraged across the country. Much more can still be done. The DfT is shortly
to publish guidance on partnership working, designed to help local authorities to develop statutory Quality
Partnership Schemes and parallel Quality Partnership Agreements that would support them.



3452081026 Page Type [E] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 96 Transport Committee: Evidence

Quality Partnership Schemes are a powerful tool for local authorities; they allow the specification of
standards for buses using new infrastructure and create a clear link between buses and highways; having
parallel agreements over other aspects of the operation of services can provide a solid, enforceable
foundation on which to build closer working between the parties. This could include matters such as
network stability, information, marketing—in fact, any aspect of the provision of services for the public that
the partners wish to agree. We look forward to the early publication of the new guidance.

Quality Contracts, on the other hand, are a fall-back position for circumstances where partnership
working has failed or could not produce the necessary results. Like many reserve powers available to public
bodies (the power for the Secretary of State to intervene in highway matters under the TraYc Management
Act, for example, as well as other powers in other parts of the economy) Quality Contract powers are linked
to specific criteria for their use that demonstrate the objective of encouraging a process of partnership and
engagement by operators and authorities as the primary approach.

11. The Powers of the Traffic Commissioners

TraYc Commissioners have substantial powers to regulate operators in relation to safety, maintenance
standards, operating performance, financial standing and repute. They are supported by the Vehicle and
Operator Services Agency, VOSA.

The resources available to VOSA and the TraYc Commissioners are very limited. The TraYc
Commissioners are unable to influence other key aspects of the operation of buses that aVect service quality,
notably the management and design of highways.

We would support arrangements that would allow the TraYc Commissioners to take prompt and
stringent action against operators who fail in their responsibility for the running of their services and, in
particular, would welcome a closer link with the actions of highway authorities. We do not believe that the
TraYc Management Act (which applies only to England and Wales) has yet demonstrated its full potential;
the DfT guidance encourages closer co-operation between highway and transport authorities and bus
operators for which progress is currently very limited. The TraYc Commissioners could have a role in
that process.

12. Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?

In transport, as in many other areas, London is diVerent; commuting habits, the cost and availability of
parking, the unified control over major parts of the highway network and the substantial sums of money
available for transport are major diVerences. The use of buses is promoted and encouraged in London with
good information and through strongly enforced bus priority measures. The capacity of local rail and
underground services is severely constrained; the population is growing, with some boroughs seeing
increases of 17% in the period 1991–2001. Car ownership is low and almost unchanged for decades. There
is strong growth in economic activity. There is clear political leadership and much higher levels of public
spending.

Against this background, the use of London’s buses has grown substantially—as a key part of the process
of managing mobility across the capital. The costs have also increased substantially; the public sector’s
commitment to buses in London has not always been so great. Some improvements in bus services in
London have not secured media support; as in the rest of the UK, local newspaper reporting can on
occasions concentrate on a small vocal minority while ignoring a much larger number of people who are
pleased by (or unconcerned at) the changes.

Some of the powers that London enjoys are already available to other local authorities without any need
for regulatory reform but are not widely used; political leadership and money are crucial.

13. The Future of the Bus

Arriva is strongly committed to buses. There are economic forces that present challenges to all parties
involved in operating and promoting bus services, not least of which is the continuing high price of oil; there
is nothing to suggest that oil prices will fall in the near future. While the overall cost of motoring is predicted
to fall, there will be a continuing disparity between the rising cost of public transport provision and the
falling cost of private motoring.

There are structural problems in the management of highways, notably in the metropolitan areas where
the split responsibilities of Passenger Transport Authorities and the Metropolitan Boroughs present a major
problem. There is no conurbation-wide strategic approach to highway management that would benefit
public transport users.
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We look forward to seeing the Government’s White Paper on options for the reform of local government;
we hope that this will present opportunities to create the vision, commitment and resources that are
necessary to drive through the radical change that will deliver improvements in public transport; Arriva is
ready to work with authorities to develop radical approaches to improving bus services that will benefit local
and national economic competitiveness and the communities that we serve.

23 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by The Go-Ahead Group plc

1. Introduction

1.1 The Go-Ahead Group plc (Go-Ahead) is one of the leading providers of passenger transport
management services in the UK. Operating in the bus, rail and aviation services sectors, Go-Ahead employs
around 24,000 people and undertakes almost 800 million passenger journeys each year. With a turnover in
excess of £1.8 billion, Go-Ahead’s customers include Transport for London, Local Authorities, BAA and
major airlines. Details of each of the companies within the Go-Ahead Group are provided in the Annex.

1.2 Go-Ahead operates a range of bus services throughout the country. With the exception of Go-North
East which operates in the Tyne & Wear Metropolitan region (a PTE area controlled by Nexus), the majority
of bus companies, including Brighton and Hove Bus Company, Oxford Bus Company, parts of Metrobus,
Wilts and Dorset Bus Company, Solent Blue Line, Southern Vectis and Birmingham Bus operations,
operate outside PTE areas. London General and London Central and parts of Metrobus operate contracts
in London for TfL.

1.3 Go-Ahead was the first public transport company to produce an annual “Environmental and Social
Report” detailing our commitment to the environment. We regularly renew and up-date our fleet with the
most environmentally friendly and accessible vehicles. All our buses run on ultra low sulphur diesel fuel,
69% are fitted with regenerative traps and 83% have a Euro II standard engine or above. In the last year
alone (2004–05) we spent £37 million on 269 new buses and our average fleet is 5.52 years, well below the
Industry-Government target.

1.4 The bus is a key part of public transport policy. Buses provide about two thirds of all public transport
journeys—four billion journeys in England, with about one quarter in PTE areas. They continue to play a
critical role in promoting accessibility, social inclusion and reducing congestion.

2. Has Deregulation Worked? Are Services Better, More Frequent, Meeting Passenger Need? Are
Bus Services Sufficiently Co-ordinated with other Forms of Public Transport? Are Buses Clean,
Safe, Efficient? If not, can Deregulation be made to Work? How?

2.1 The freedom that deregulation has brought has resulted in innovation, both in product quality routes
and ticketing. It has oVered the consumer new travel choices in many areas. While market forces have
created the position where one operator remains dominant in a number of areas, there are plenty of examples
of ongoing direct competition, for example in Oxford, which drives up service quality and delivery. Indeed,
even where the majority of the market for bus travel is served by one operator, delivery standards are
invariably better and more consistent than in the previous regulated regime.

2.2 Since 1986 there has been greater economic prosperity and inevitably car usage. This has been
reflected in the growth of out of town shopping, living and business locations rather than the traditional
town concentrations. Turning the clock back to the pre-1986 era is not the answer. It is making sure the
system we have in place works better. The key to a successful bus operation is to ensure that bus users receive
a reliable service with competitive journey times. This can only be achieved with local authority action and
it is essential that we find a mechanism that supports the LA/PTA to deliver.

2.3 Co-ordination is often constrained by the variance in dates between school terms, which in many
areas dictate when timetable changes should occur and for example National Rail timetable alteration dates.
Nevertheless, co-ordination between modes and within the mode has been developed where feasible.
Moreover, the deregulated industry has developed initiatives in ticketing, such as the “PlusBus” add-on bus
travel for rail journeys, now available throughout the UK.

2.4 Where there is demand for integrated travel, such as in Tyne & Wear, this is fully provided for. In
Tyne & Wear a passenger can purchase a ticket on a bus, or at a Metro station that allows a bus journey to
be completed by Metro or a Metro journey to be completed by bus. Network tickets allowing unlimited use
of bus and Metro can be purchased for a day, week or month and Go Ahead is an active participant in these
schemes, which are run as a joint initiative of transport operators through an independent company. Over
half a million multi-modal tickets are sold a year and Go North East is currently pressing Nexus, the
Passenger Transport Executive, on new integrated ticketing initiatives and promotions.
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2.5 Buses have maintained an excellent safety record, and vehicle presentation standards are generally
high. Exhaust emissions from buses are a fraction of those which prevailed pre-deregulation. Whilst this has
been driven by legislation, the deregulated industry has led the way in this regard in many instances for
example the promotion of CRT in Oxford, which in fact was used by Oxford Bus Company as a
“competitive selling point” to give its service a USP against its direct competitor. In achieving clearer
emissions, however, bus manufacturers have significantly increased fuel consumption. This is having a
detrimental eVect on operators’ ability to contain costs, especially at current fuel prices.

3. Is Statutory Regulation Compromising the Provision of High Quality Bus Services?

3.1 There is far too much regulation and legislation impacting upon bus operators (eg EU Driver
Training Directive, Digital Tachographs, Drivers Hours changes, Health and Safety regulations, Disability
Discrimination Act). In the UK we appear to readily adopt a far higher proportion of EU legislation than
our European colleagues, which combined with the UK’s domestic legislation, presents an overwhelming
force to operators. All of the legislation and regulation can be dealt with, and is invariably well motivated,
but it is driving up cost levels and therefore adversely impacting the ability of operators to supply the same
levels of high quality bus service commercially, without subsidy.

4. Are Priority Measures having a Beneficial Effect? What is Best Practice?

4.1 Measures introduced by local authority partners to speed the passage of the bus are enormously
helpful. All customer research leads to the conclusion that service reliability is paramount.

4.2 Bus priority measures help to ease traYc congestion, help bus operators to provide better and more
reliable bus services for our passengers and make better use of travelling time for our vehicles. Without a
doubt, bus priority measures are essential to ensure a smooth running bus service for the travelling public.

4.3 These measures demand the commitment of local authorities to ensure that bus operators can play
their part. In Brighton & Hove, for example, the Council invests an average of around £1 million a year on
bus priority measures, accessible bus stops and real time information which is matched by the Brighton &
Hove Bus Company’s investment of £3 million a year in new buses, expanded frequencies of service, real
time equipment and high profile marketing.

4.4 A continuing problem is enforcement of bus priority measures, which can so easily be negated
through abuse by private motorists which the enforcing agencies do not address. The extension of powers
to provincial authorities to use on-bus CCTV to prosecute oVenders is welcomed in this regard. Segregated
priority measures eg guideways are also successful in that they are self-enforcing.

4.5 “Best practice” are measures where the bus can demonstrably beat traYc queues and thus be visibly
judged as a better alternative than the private car. Therefore bus lanes and guideways, giving the bus
dedicated space, are most successful. That said, even smaller measures to allow buses to “leapfrog” queues
eg priority phasing for buses at traYc lights, can be of significant benefit.

4.6 The increasing development of “Bus Rapid Transit” (BRT) will be helpful in winning the public’s
hearts and minds on bus priorities. New modes such as the Wright Streetcar, which aim to match people’s
perception of a tram within the technology of a bus, are finding favour. Guided bus schemes and BRT are
presenting aVordable solutions where tram and rail schemes have been rejected on cost grounds.

5. Is Financing and Funding for Local Community Services Sufficient and Targeted in the
Right Way?

5.1 Current systems for securing transport systems for local communities are flawed. Education, social
service, community transport and “mainstream” bus services are frequently procured independently of each
other, with little or no co-ordination. Nexus has recently pursued a novel approach in Tyne & Wear under
which they have awarded a contract for operation of a minibus fleet that will fill gaps in provision and meet
local needs in an integrated way. We believe that this approach has merit and could oVer eYciency savings.

6. Concessionary Fares—What are the Problems with the Current Approach? Does the
Government’s Proposal to Introduce Free Local Bus Travel across the UK for Disabled People
and the Over 60s from 2008 Stand Up to Scrutiny? Should there be a Nationwide Version of
London’s Freedom Pass—Giving Free or Discounted Travel on all Forms of Public Transport?

6.1 Concessionary fares are a sound use of public funds, and bring some degree of equality across the UK
compared to the previous mix of free schemes, half fare, no scheme at all or some other variant. Research by
TAS29 argued that: “Funding passengers by providing lower [concession] fares for deserving social groups
[young, elderly, disabled, students, jobseekers etc.] has significant social inclusion benefits but also delivers

29 Investment for Congestion Relief: Options for EVective Public Funding for Buses: A report by TAS for the Confederation
of Passenger Transport UK, April 2004.
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patronage growth and improves commercial viability of services, as secondary eVects. Taken within the
context of rationalised national schemes, as successfully developed for the elderly in Wales, it provides a
relatively easy and cost eVective approach.”

6.2 However, the lack of primary legislation and guidance from Government has led to a muddled
approach. Many schemes have been sensibly implemented and are already generating significant additional
travel, while others are not correctly reimbursing operators as a “fixed pot” is allocated, meaning the bus
operator gets the same reimbursement regardless of numbers carried.

6.3 It is fundamental to the principles of these schemes that operators get fairly reimbursed (ie at a
discount to take into account the generative eVects of free travel) for each concessionary passenger carried.
The positive eVect of additional usage and additional capacity requirements will encourage operators to
improve services and frequencies, thereby improving the level and quality of service for all users. Revenue
from additional travel will also help to oVset the huge extra costs being borne by operators as a result of
escalating fuel price coupled with the higher consumption rate of modern, low emissions buses.

6.4 The proposed move to a nationwide scheme in 2008 is welcomed. This will address the variations
between schemes which are causing user and bus driver confusion, and the additional funding will help
address the shortfall in funding the free local schemes.

7. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

7.1 Quality Contracts should be considered where this is the only means for a Local Transport Authority
to deliver its strategy.

7.2 Greater use of Statutory Quality Partnerships—where participants sign up to fixed commitments—
is anticipated, as this gives a Quality Partnership “teeth”. However, some of the best examples of existing
partnerships between local authority and operator are not even documented! EVective Partnerships between
Local Authorities and bus operating companies oVer the most successful model for increased passenger use
and innovation. Brighton & Hove and Oxford Bus companies are two good examples of how this model
can succeed.

7.3 In Brighton & Hove the Local Authority’s investment in bus priority measures, parking management,
traYc enforcement, accessible bus stops with real time information and an eVective edge of city park and
ride is accompanied by Brighton and Hove Bus company’s investment in new vehicles, improved frequency,
simple pricing structure, continued investment and a passion for community service. This partnership mix
has given rise to passenger growth of 5% every year since it was purchased by Go-Ahead in 1993.

7.4 In Oxford a successful partnership model has delivered a 50% increase in patronage since 1994. Now
almost 50% of people travelling to and from central Oxford do so by public transport. A great deal of credit
must lie with local authorities in the Oxfordshire area which have a positive attitude towards public
transport. Since 1973 the company has worked with Oxfordshire County Council and Oxford City Council
to deliver a large modal shift away from private car use in the city. This has been supported by bus priority
measures. From the operator’s perspective—we can bring initiative and innovation and tailor their services
to meet customer needs, including:

(i) The development of 24 hour, seven day “Airline” coach service links between Oxford and
Heathrow and Gatwick airports and London.

(ii) Pioneering a permanent park and ride operation in the UK.

(iii) Taking steps toward integrating a fully integrated public transport system in Oxford.

7.5 Other examples of successful partnerships can be found throughout the UK and in Go-Ahead’s
operations, including the Metrobus Fastway scheme, a partnership between Metrobus, BAA Gatwick, West
Sussex County Council, Surrey County Council, Crawley Borough Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough
Council and British Airways.

8. Are the Powers of the Traffic Commissioners Relevant; are they Adequately Deploying the
Powers and Resources that they Currently have? Do they have enough support from Government
and Local Authorities?

8.1 The resources available to the TraYc Commissioners to police and enforce operating standards are,
in our view, inadequate and we would welcome the allocation of greater resources to assist in ensuring the
raising of standards in the bus industry. Responsible, quality bus operators, such as Go Ahead Group
companies have no fears about the enforcement of standards and would welcome greater attention in this
field.

9. Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?

9.1 A regulated system has worked in London due to a number of factors which are unique to the capital.
It cannot be used as a comparison for other metropolitan areas. These factors include:

— London’s demographics, population density and size.
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— Limited workplace parking.

— Historic use of the rail and tube networks, which are part of the general public transport system.

— Mayoral fundraising and authority through the TfL resulting in the UK’s first major congestion
charging scheme, £1.4 billion comes from congestion charging and local tax payer. £1.4 billion
comes from the state.

9.2 These factors have resulted in increased bus patronage by increasing bus speeds in central London.
This means that car ownership in London is far lower than the national average:

1. 36% of London households have no car, compared with 25% across England as a whole.

2. Only 20% of people in London have two or more cars, compared with 31% nationally.

9.3 These conditions do not prevail elsewhere in the UK. The public cost of bus provision in London is
unaVordable throughout the UK.

10. What is the Future for the Bus? Should Metropolitan Areas outside London be able to
Develop their own Form of Regulated Competition? Would this Boost Passenger Numbers? If not,
what would? Does the Bus have a Future? In Addressing Rural Railways, the Secretary of State
has said that we “Cannot be in the Business of Carting Fresh Air Around the Country”; is the same
True for Buses?

10.1 The current regime is delivering—where passenger numbers have reduced this reflects other changes
in demographics, development of out of town retail centres etc. Even in these cases, the rate of reduction in
bus usage is less than was the case in the previous regulated regime.

10.2 It is a misconception that bus usage in metropolitan areas is in decline because of deregulation, in
fact figures show that in the period from 1994–2005 the decline in bus usage is beginning to slow as the
industry matures and finds new ways to retain existing customers and attract new ones.

10.3 The graph below shows that in the period before deregulation (1974/1975—1985/1986) there was a
significant decline in bus usage. This decline continued in the 10 years (1985/86—1994/96) after deregulation
as a result of a significant fall in pubic subsidy, rendering certain routes uneconomic and also as the
privatised industry found its feet. However, in the past 10 years (1994/1996—2004/2005) this decline is
beginning to slow due to a greater maturity in the industry and the eVect of significant investment in vehicles,
services and marketing initiatives.
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10.4 There is fundamentally nothing wrong with the current system. EVort should be concentrated on
making it work—there are plenty (but admittedly not enough) of examples of growth and increasing public
satisfaction where operators, local authorities and other parties are using the current regime and legislation
to best advantage, to work together for better public bus services.

24 May 2006
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Annex

GO-AHEAD OPERATING COMPANIES

Bus

Go-Ahead operates over 3,310 buses in the UK, delivering 220 million vehicle KMs each year across a
range of markets, including deregulated services in Tyne & Wear and the south east/south west, as well as
regulated services in the capital operated on behalf of Transport for London. We are one of the largest
operators of articulated buses in the UK and over 527 million passenger journeys were undertaken on our
bus services in 2004–05. With an average fleet age of just over 5.5 years, Go-Ahead operates one of the most
modern, least-polluting fleets in the country. Over 68% of Go-Ahead’s bus fleet is comprised of low-floor
accessible vehicles.

Brighton & Hove

Joining the group in 1993, the company was combined with Brighton Transport in 1997 to create a single
bus operator for the area. Operating a fleet of over 200 buses, an average of 4% patronage growth has been
achieved year-on-year and the company now provides over 34 million passenger journeys each year.

Go North East

As the founding company of The Go-Ahead Group, Go North East is one of the largest bus operators
in the north east of England, employing over 2,00 staV and providing over 70 million passenger journeys
on its fleet of more than 800 vehicles.

London Central and General

Our London bus companies operate a combined fleet of over 1,300 vehicles, providing tendered bus
services in the capital on behalf of Transport for London. Employing almost 4,500 staV, our services
undertake over 289 million passenger journeys each year.

Metrobus

Since joining the group in 1999, Metrobus has undergone significant expansion and now operates a fleet
of over 300 vehicles in both the regulated and deregulated bus markets. Predominantly operating in the
Croydon, Bromley, Crawley and Gatwick conurbations, almost 40 million passenger journeys are
undertaken each year.

Oxford Bus Company

Operating in three distinct markets—express coach services, park-and-ride and urban bus services—the
company has grown patronage by 50% since its acquisition in 1994 and now provides around 20 million
passenger journeys each year.

Wilts & Dorset

Acquired by the group in 2003, Wilts & Dorset operates an extensive bus network across Dorset, Wiltshire
and South West Hampshire, including an intensive urban network in the Poole-Bournemouth-Christchurch
conurbation. With a fleet of over 360 buses, close to 17 million passenger journeys are undertaken each year.

Southern Vectis

Acquired by the Group in July 2005, Southern Vectis is the principal operator of bus services on the Isle
of Wight. The company’s network of services is comprehensive and through strong partnership with the IW
Council, delivers eYcient and widespread coverage of the Island. The Company operates a fleet of 87 buses
that in 2005 covered 4.7 million kilometres.

Solent Blue Line

Solent Blue Line was acquired by the Group in July 2005 and runs a network of bus services in southern
Hampshire based around Southampton and Eastleigh. The Company operates a fleet of 73 buses covering
4.85 million kilometres in 2005.
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Birmingham Bus and Coach Company

Acquired by the Group in December 2005, the Birmingham Bus and Coach Company is the second largest
operator of local bus and express services in the West Midlands, operating 116 buses covering 9.8 million
kilometres.

Probus

Acquired by the Group in February 2006, Probus operates over 100 buses in the Greater Birmingham
area.

Rail

Southern

Southern (formerly South Central) operates a mix of suburban commuter and main line routes, oVering
fast and frequent train services between London and the South East coast—through South London, Surrey,
East and West Sussex, and to parts of Kent and Hampshire. Southern is currently investing £1.2 billion to
upgrade trains and also the 160 stations and depots it is responsible for managing. Last year our fleet of over
300 brand new trains carried 116 million passengers and travelled 27 million train kilometres.

South-Eastern

In November 2005, Go-Ahead /Govia were also awarded the Integrated Kent Franchise. The franchise
includes routes on the national rail network currently operated by South Eastern Trains throughout Kent,
parts of Sussex and South East London, plus from 2009 the planned high speed services on the Channel
Tunnel Rail Link (“CTRL”) from the Medway towns, Ashford and East Kent to Ebbsfleet, and on to
Stratford and St. Pancras. The franchise runs from 1 April 2006 until 31 March 2012, with an automatic
two year extension subject to the achievement of specified performance targets.

Aviation

Aviance

aviance UK provide a range of airport services to customer airlines. We load and unload commercial
cargo from freight flights, provide baggage handling and check-in services for passenger airlines, operate
executive lounges and information desks, and manage aircraft slots and customs clearance. We provide
services at 17 airports across the UK and Ireland, employ nearly 5,000 staV and during 2004–05 handled
nearly half a million aircraft “turnarounds” and 44 million passengers on behalf of our customer airlines. In
doing so we operate approximately 1,300 diesel and electric powered vehicles and specialist ground handling
equipment.

Parking

Meteor

Meteor, now the third largest parking company in the UK, manages over 70,000 car parking spaces for
a range of clients including retail outlets, local authorities, airport operators, NHS trusts, hotel groups and
train operating companies.

Memorandum submitted by Uni-Link

I hope that the Committee will be able to look at the performance graphs (appended) for uni-link’s 19-
bus publicly available operation which strongly contradicts the Committees view in the press notices that
use of buses is in decline.

It is in fact showing here the most remarkable growth year after year after year—never less than by 24%
more passengers than the previous year. This is on an almost unchanged route structure; and a second
graph—sanitised for commercial reasons, but showing that the growth in passengers has also been reflected
by even stronger growth in on-bus revenues.

Nineteen buses and three million passengers annually may be tiny, but there may be lessons here that an
industry may like to learn when they stop dismissing us as “niche” and “non commercial”. To operate such
a network which will be cost neutral for the university within the next year cannot help but be commercial.
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The Committee might also consider that this is not just an odd phenomenon for Southampton. Of the
five fastest growing bus operations reported last year, three were university sponsored operations—Oxford
Brookes and Bournemouth unilynx were there with us. The University of StaVordshire’s X1 service is yet
another example of high quality, popular public bus service. Are there lessons to be learned whereby the
quality enhancements that attract big customer growth are being achieved, not through regulation (possibly
in spite of it), where big travel generators like universities are actually taking on the regulatory and standard
setting roles that seem to be failing to work for the current regulatory environment inhabited by local
authorities and the TraYc Commission?

Relating this success to the questions being asked by the Committee:

Has deregulation worked? Our services are far better than anything available in the area—or even much
wider. Every bus is accessible (and that goes for any on hire as well); they are as frequent as we can aVord
for them to be but more importantly our frequencies are maintained from first thing until late at night, and
weekend services are not much reduced; they coordinate with other transport—our services are designed
around linking other travel interchanges—one route connects with:

— air at Southampton Airport;

— rail at the same Airport Parkway and Southampton Central;

— National Express coaches that we have arranged to call at our main interchange on our
principal campus;

— and ferries for the Isle of White and Hythe at Town Quay.

Our buses are renowned for being not only modern but clean—and we do not have the benefit of a depot
with bus wash. Using the public hand wash at Town Quay means that they stay very shiny, and the same
firm valets every bus regularly, and this aspect is noticed and commented on widely.

But this is nothing to do with deregulation beyond the fact that we were able to create it in a deregulated
environment. Regulation would have seen the existing operators influencing the regulator to protect their
territory from the introduction of uni-link—which is what bus operators do, work hard to protect territory
rather than fight for customers.

We had no practical help from our local authority to set the service up however unhappy they might have
been with the existing providers.

It is highly likely that in an increasingly regulated world uni-link would not have been created, and the
steady growth in patronage would not have existed and we would still be served by a poor performing local
bus service in decline, one that we would not as a university have been able to encourage any of our
community or its visitors to use.

Our local authority even in an unregulated situation is nevertheless a huge purchaser of bus services—
about £3 million a year. If they are unable to use this strength to force operators to achieve acceptable
standards then handing them even more power is not likely to improve anything on the basis of this evidence.

Is Statutory regulation compromising provision? If what is meant here to be the work of the TraYc
Commissioners then for someone outside the Industry it has to be seen to be almost irrelevant in the
achievement of services of a quality suYcient to attract custom. It is hard to think of any other successful
service industry provider that does so little to measure its own customer satisfaction—let alone respond to
it—than the bus industry. The result is clear. Customers vote with their feet (or more likely their car). You
will be aware of the Commissioners’ views from their annual report—one compliance oYcer for 2,500
operators—“insuYcient to scratch the surface”. Yet reliability is the single most important element in the
fight to attract and retain custom. And again as an outsider I find it strange that even when operators of any
stature are found to fail by the commissioners their penalty is the withdrawal of licences which it would seem
they have so many spare so that reports seemingly invariably state that consequently there will be no impact
on services. One wonders what the point of it is. Shame does not seem to have much impact. But as the need
for the Inquiry suggests—the customers are taking their own action. Fuel duty rebate is a real benefit
potentially to the customers—a tool with which the government can reward good, successful operators and
punish the poor performers, yet this tool is seemingly hardly used. Our poor performing competitors get
rebates on exactly the same basis as we do, yet the cost of providing quality is high for us.

Priority measures. What we have are not enforced so they make little impact. Further resistance to their
introduction has to be seen from the viewpoint that the bus in many cases is a failing operation—the last
resort for all too young, too old and too poor to travel in any other way. For car users to give up road space
for this is challenging and in the circumstances resistance to the provision is understandable.

Community services. Supporting uncommercial services potentially gives a direct involvement in the
quality of services that local authorities are after all purchasing. This opportunity seems to me from local
experience to be lost. Contracts are awarded on price. I conducted a survey of three local authorities some
time ago and asked the question of terminating contracts for supported services. Each of the three
authorities agreed they had done so where buses had not operated. But not one had terminated for any other
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reason—most specifically reliability. In fact our local authority had not purchased monitoring until last year
at all on the grounds that money spent here would reduce money available for the services. It would seem
that little eVort is made to establish the value of the services secured in this way. Our experience further
shows that they are provided on a very political basis—a few residents on a route with a couple of local
councillors standing for a finely balanced council can influence services in a way that might have little
relevance to the actual need of the wider population. The Committee needs to ask what would change in
this situation were regulation to be introduced, or any current regulations extended.

Concessionary fares. For us is a superb scheme if there is a wish to provide free local travel for the older
people. They mix brilliantly well with our student travellers; we have addressed the ridiculous problems they
used to have to face with photo id cards and small flat fares (was 30p). We have promoted the local smart
proximity card programme in line with the associated university card and the technology the concessionary
travellers find absolutely delightful. We have been smart since we started; we enabled smart for concessions
two years ago. Our competitors are still not equipped and will not be for some time yet. The repayment
method per passenger is an excellent incentive to positively welcome concession travel; they tend to travel
oV peak (so the start time of 0900 is a quite unnecessary irritant in our view). However as a measure to reduce
cars the scheme might have been better aimed at the student population. These are the people who are
looking to purchase and use cars.

In general. The industry is out of touch with its customers. Asked to supply a picture to be projected at
an awards ceremony recently, it was sadly predictable that every picture was of a BUS—shiny they might
have been but with people around they were not. The trade press is all about new models, technology, Best
Impressions. It is far less about people choosing to travel by bus and the real customer care issues that are
ignored; and that regulation will do little to address.

The industry blinds itself with technological development that impacts very little on the need of the
customer to have reliable travel with friendly helpful drivers. We are now looking at ftr in York; an
investment of 11 x £300,000 % £3.3 million vehicles set according to reports to increase ridership hopefully
by 30% in six years. I wish someone would ask why we have achieved 173% in four years with a fleet of similar
capacity—and we both serve universities.

The nature of the competition with which we are concerned is not obvious. Passengers will not stand at
the stop and make a purchasing decision in the way they favour one manufacturer’s can of beans over
another. They will take the first bus that comes along—possibly reflecting the lack of confidence when they
will not know how long they will wait for the best one. This is rather at variance with our commitment to
the provision of new and clean vehicles, a longer campaign to get the image right and convert more non users
over the long run. Whatever they say they cannot say uni-link’s buses are old and smelly. The current system
seems to ensure that an all new, all accessible fleet policy will make it almost impossible to compete to
operate supported services where the big company competition has large fleets of under-utilised vehicles so
old that they have been depreciated years ago. Thus the system ensures that bus operations continue as they
are typified by so many as old and uncomfortable. Further regulation may well strengthen this current
diYculty rather than resolve it.

I believe that the bus industry simply does not seem to recognise the abysmal expectations that the
population has of its bus services. I received an e-mail recently from a manager. In this he said that he has
started using unilink to get to study at another campus and had decided to use the bus to get there. In it he
praised us for the punctuality, the cleanliness of the bus, the modest fare (£1 anywhere at the time) and the
nice drivers. All of which was good to hear (but not unusual). But it did raise the question as to why he didn’t
e-mail the MD of Marks and Spencer to congratulate him on his stores opening at 9, the staV being nice and
shop being clean. What we expect of other service providers we find remarkable on the bus. What regulation
there is has created an industry in decline. More regulation will not reverse the trend. Means need to be found
through which the enterprising and enthusiastic are not suppressed in the way that they are now. The means
may already exist by which support can be selective and penalties for poor performance can be eVectively
imposed.

The damage being done within the existing regime is substantial and the eVects will take a long time to
reverse. The remorseless growth in car traYc, the lengthening lines of taxis all point to the reality that is not
being eVectively addressed—until now?

18 May 2006
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Chairman: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.
We have one or two little bits of housekeeping before
we start. Could members having an interest to
declare please do so.
Clive EVord: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union.
Mr Martlew: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union and the General Municipal
Workers’ Union.
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Amicus.
Chairman: I am a member of ASLEF.
Mrs Ellman: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union.

Q194 Chairman: Good afternoon to you all. You are
most warmly welcome. May I ask you for the
purposes of the record to identify yourselves,
beginning with my left and your right?
Mr Waugh: I am John Waugh, Transport Services
Manager of the University of Southampton
responsible for Uni-Link.
Mr Huntley: I am Peter Huntley, Managing
Director of Go North East, part of the Go-Ahead
Group.
Mr Cooper: I am Mike Cooper, Managing Director
of Arriva Regions.
Mr Warneford: I am Les Warneford, Managing
Director of Stagecoach UK Bus.
Mr Wormwell: Good afternoon. I am Denis
Wormwell, Chief Executive of National Express Bus
Division.
Ms Shaw: Nicola Shaw, Managing Director of First
Group UK Bus.

Q195 Chairman: Thank you very much. Does
anyone have anything they specifically want to say
before we start? If not, you will know that we are
very concerned about the decline in bus patronage.
Why do you think that is happening?
Mr Waugh: Can I quote from a report from the
British Psychological Society, quoted in Local
Transport Today? They said, “Our participants [in
the survey] did not feel ‘valued’ or listened to by
transport operators and so felt unable to bring about
improvements in services”. That lay behind all our
eVorts at the university to introduce a service over
which we had better control and which we felt would
oVer much better service to our people. Having done
so, we have achieved amazing results. This is not
simply a question of the University of Southampton.
There are seven other universities of which I know
which are achieving amazing growth through their
approach to bus provision.

Q196 Chairman: Can you give us the names?
Mr Waugh: Yes, I can—10% increase at
Bournemouth unilynx; 16% at Oxford Brookes,
Brookesbus; 11% at the University of Derby Uni-
Bus; UEA, Norwich, University of East Anglia, is
achieving improvements in annual pass sales from
300 to 5,000 in a year, and 5% extra staV travelling
by bus; double-digit growth in every one of the past

four years by Hertfordshire’s Uno Bus; never less
than 24% from Uni-Link, Southampton; and 60%
revenue growth in StaVordshire University’s
Bakerbus X1 service run in conjunction with Central
Trains. Where organisations are getting a grip on
this and providing a service people will respond.

Q197 Chairman: Just as a matter of interest, did you
have diYculty setting it up in the first place because
you were not getting the co-operation of the
companies?
Mr Waugh: Yes, we had huge diYculties. We failed
on two occasions. Our first eVort was to sign up to a
three-year deal with First Southampton, and in that
period of time this lack of involvement and lack of
responsiveness that our students had experienced
was treated on to us at the same time. We received
little interest in our requirements and the services
continued to decline although we were providing
large amounts of business for the company. At the
end of the three-year contract we moved on to
provide a service with a smaller operator, Minerva
Accord, not a main-line bus operator by any means
but an operation with which we could do business,
and in the first two years the attitudes from the
original bus company were transported into our own
sub-contracted operation. It was not until we forced
them to appoint George Fair, who sits behind me, to
manage the operation, who shared our ideals, that
we continued on our upward path. It was a very
diYcult five years until we got what we wanted.

Q198 Chairman: That is very interesting, Mr
Waugh. I wanted to ask you one other question
about financing. You got a Kickstart grant from
Government monies, did you not?
Mr Waugh: We did indeed, and that was for one of
our routes.

Q199 Chairman: I was a bit concerned about how
long that was going to go on.
Mr Waugh: It will go on and on because as far as we
are concerned our service is improving all the time
and we are getting benefits, some improved revenues
and improved patronage.

Q200 Chairman: Well, now, lady and gentlemen.
That is a very clear story. Who has got some
comment to make on that?
Mr Warneford: Oxford Brookes’ bus is in
partnership with Stagecoach and is very successful,
as has been said and as are our other university
services.

Q201 Chairman: So you can do it when you choose
to?
Mr Warneford: Passenger decline is not universal.

Q202 Chairman: Give me a reason why it works in
some of yours and not in others.
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Mr Warneford: Intrinsically we have growth of car
ownership and therefore decline of bus usage should
be the norm. The reason it is not in places where we
are successful is by working with the local
authorities to improve the bus service generally.

Q203 Chairman: We have had it suggested to us that
operators are making excessive profits. Tell us the
level of profitability that you think is necessary to
sustain a viable bus network.
Mr Warneford: It is the level necessary to invest in
replacing the assets plus—

Q204 Chairman: What return on assets are we
talking about? 10%, 12%, 110%?
Mr Warneford: We have just announced our results
today and my bus division made 11%.

Q205 Chairman: Is that approximate across the
whole of the system or is that the lowest figure? What
is that?
Mr Warneford: That is the average for Stagecoach
UK Bus.

Q206 Chairman: Does anybody else want to tell us
what they think is a proper return on assets?
Mr Wormwell: We did a TAS (The TAS Partnership
Ltd) study which indicated that a 15% return would
adequately support sustainable investment in fleet in
order to provide for continued improved services.

Q207 Chairman: Anyone else?
Mr Huntley: I concur with the 15% target. Our latest
interim results indicate 10.3%; that is common to
both our London and outside London operations,
but we would aspire to 15% to provide the capital for
reinvestment in the business.

Q208 Chairman: Are you telling us you achieve that?
Mr Huntley: It is 10.3% at the moment but we aspire
to get to 15%.

Q209 Mr Martlew: Are profits down because of the
cost of fuel at the moment?
Mr Warneford: It is the cost of fuel and all the other
costs. There have been very big increases in labour,
fuel, oil, insurance, gas, electricity. I cannot think of
things that have not gone up dramatically in the last
three years. The industry average is something like
8% cost increase across the whole bus industry.

Q210 Chairman: Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: I was just going to quantify the increase
and Mr Warneford has done that.

Q211 Chairman: So you are agreeing with Mr
Warneford’s figure?
Mr Cooper: That is an industry number and it
therefore would apply to bus operators typically
across the UK, that is right.

Q212 Chairman: Have you escaped all these
increases, Mr Waugh, that you are so successful?

Mr Waugh: The point I want to make at this point
is that it is not inappropriate that the bus companies
should want to make profits out of their business,
but the nature of the industry is such that what is
rewarded is poor quality. A major element of the
income for bus companies is the fuel duty rebate or
operator grant. That is applied equally across the
industry. Our objective within the university is to
provide a service which does not cost the university
anything and provides a profit for our operating
company. We do that on the basis of providing a
quality service. We could make staggering profits for
the university tomorrow if we were to operate in the
same way as the rest of the bus operators do, in other
words, if we reduced recovery time, risked our buses
becoming more unreliable, if we cancelled the order
on the nine buses that we are about to re-order
because at five years they are too old, and if we cut
our services to hourly in the evenings instead of
maintaining them through the day. If we did all that
we would save a massive amount of money. The
service would be poor but we would be meeting the
objective which presumably other people here have
to do, which is to make profits.
Mr Cooper: Could I challenge this point of view that
the industry is rewarded by oVering poor quality?
The industry, like any other industry, is rewarded by
generating customer satisfaction. If the customers
are happy with us they will return to us. Arriva
conducted a survey amongst 18,000 customers in
October last year. We found that 91% of our
customers were currently satisfied with the service
that they received.

Q213 Chairman: Does someone else want to add to
that?
Mr Huntley: Without wishing to detract in any way
from the work that John and his colleagues have
done with Uni-Link, which is a superb operation, I
do point out that students that arrive at university
have a compulsory levy that they pay into as part of
their hall fees which helps fund the bus service. If
someone would like to invent a compulsory levy for
everyone coming to live in Gateshead we could
certainly provide the same level of service and the
same improvement.

Q214 Chairman: I would point out to you that we
have received evidence of one return in the Midlands
of 19%. We were told by someone else 25% on some
routes. The relationships between the PTEs and the
operators appear to be strained. What are you going
to do about that and why is that?
Ms Shaw: We work hard to ensure that the
relationships are not strained but there are various
reasons why they would be strained. Exactly the
sorts of things we have to face about where our costs
increase and how we need to manage that, what we
do in relation to our fares, are exactly the sorts of
things that give politicians problems because we are
creating an environment which makes it more
diYcult for them to deal with what is going on in the
City. Also, the problems that the PTE faces in
delivering bus priorities are what give us a problem,
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so we are both faced with diYculties in the
relationship and, although we work hard to stay in
partnership, those are the things that both sides have
to deal with, particularly for them when we raise our
fares or change the nature of the service, and for us
when bus priority is not delivered, because it is the
bus priority which really allows us to deliver the
service over time.

Q215 Mr Leech: Bus operators have been quite
quick to put all the blame on politicians, that
politicians are all in favour of re-regulation and that
is the key to the problem in the relationship between
yourselves and the transport authorities. Would you
accept that there are things that you could do better
to improve your relationship with passenger
transport authorities and, if so, how could you
improve your relationship with them?
Mr Huntley: For Go-Ahead Group we would
certainly accept that that is the case. For instance,
within the last week we have put proposals to Nexus,
the Tyne and Wear PTE, about what we are calling
a third way partnership within Tyne and Wear which
would bind us to achieving higher standards for the
customer in terms of reliability, in terms of customer
service and in terms of commitment from their side.
We think that we have to improve what we are
oVering to the public in our area, and certainly my
mission and my appointment in Tyne and Wear is to
achieve that. I have put on record with Mike Parker,
the Director General whom you heard evidence
from last week, that if over a period of time I cannot
reverse the decline in patronage on our buses in Tyne
and Wear I will apologise to the people of Tyne and
Wear and I will resign.

Q216 Graham Stringer: The burden of evidence we
have had previously from West Midlands and
Greater Manchester, and I think the other passenger
transport authorities or executives approved it, was
that they were aggrieved because you as bus
companies were making much larger returns on
capital in those areas than you were on your train
services, where you run them, and you are in Greater
London. Is that a fair criticism and analysis of the
structure of your profitability?
Mr Warneford: The profit margin is higher on bus
services because we have to provide the capital
investment in the fleet—the depots, et cetera. On
trains we are talking about leased trains rather than
cash investment. In London our margins are quite
similar to our group average but we are not making
much more or less in London than anywhere else.

Q217 Graham Stringer: So you are saying that you
make the same return in London as you do in south
Manchester?
Mr Warneford: Manchester’s profit margin is
slightly higher than London’s. London’s profit per
bus is slightly higher than Manchester’s. It is about
which measure you are looking at.

Q218 Graham Stringer: Is that true for First Group
and the other operators?

Ms Shaw: It is for First Group in relation to London
and Manchester.

Q219 Graham Stringer: So when the PTA and the
PTE say that you are making 25% return as opposed
to 8% return in London, they are lying?
Mr Warneford: I do not have any company
making 20%.
Mr Wormwell: With regards to question on the West
Midlands, the 19% was quoted from, I think, the
2004 accounts which have since been restated, under
FRS17, with final costs at 17% which, with the
pension costs, has brought the figure down to just
under 15% which is the figure that I said you would
need to have a sustainable bus business. I would also
concur that we make slightly more in West Midlands
than we do in London.
Mr Cooper: Could I on behalf of Arriva say that
those numbers are spurious. We operate in a large
conurbation in Merseyside and we make
dramatically lower returns in Merseyside than we do
in London.

Q220 Graham Stringer: Can I just go back to
Stagecoach? If you are making as much profit in
south Manchester as you are in London or as much
in London as you are in south Manchester why have
you sold your business in London?
Mr Warneford: For two reasons. One is that we
received an oVer that was too good to refuse and the
other is that we believe our entrepreneurial style of
management is better suited to outside London
than inside.

Q221 Graham Stringer: Could the diVerent
companies provide us with figures for return on
capital over the last four or five years and
profitability on a PTA and a Greater London basis
so that it gives you an opportunity to scotch some of
the figures that have been put round? Can you do
that?
Mr Warneford: I think so.

Q222 Graham Stringer: Is that true of the other
groups?
Mr Wormwell: Yes.
Mr Huntley: We would be happy to, although
there is—

Q223 Chairman: We cannot record nods, I am
afraid. Ms Shaw, yes?
Ms Shaw: Yes.

Q224 Chairman: Mr Wormwell, yes?
Mr Wormwell: Yes.

Q225 Chairman: Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: Yes.

Q226 Chairman: Mr Huntley?
Mr Huntley: I am happy to provide that data,
Chairman, but I would point out that there is an
annual report that is undertaken independently of—
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Q227 Chairman: Forgive me, Mr Huntley, but we
were just told by Mr Wormwell that the figures that
have already been taken from an annual report
needed to be re-jigged on the basis of all sorts of
things, which obviously we can talk about, like
pensions and extraneous sums like that, so you will
forgive us if we say we are very happy to look at the
annual general reports; however, if, when we quote
those figures you then say they are not accurate, that
confuses us because we are not terribly bright.
Which would you rather we did: take the figures that
you gave us, Mr Huntley, or the figures that you
published in your annual general report?
Mr Huntley: My suggestion, Chairman, was that
there is a report called the Annual Bus Industry
Monitor which attempts to equalise all the diVerent
accounting practices between diVerent groups and
provide a comprehensive comparison of
profitability on an equal basis.

Q228 Chairman: I do not think that is quite what Mr
Stringer was asking you.
Mr Huntley: I am happy to provide the data that Mr
Stringer asked for.
Chairman: Good; that is very kind. Mr Stringer?
Graham Stringer: No; I am happy to see those
figures.

Q229 Clive EVord: Mr Waugh has suggested that his
Uni-Bus was set up in response to an identified need.
Can you give us some idea of what steps you take in
order to measure need in the market place and how
you go about responding to that?
Mr Huntley: I am happy to do that. I should point
out that I have been in my current appointment for
eight weeks so whatever I describe to you is the
approach that I took in taking up that appointment.
Before I took the job I spent two weeks travelling on
the buses talking to passengers and local
representatives and understanding the relationships
in the area. I went on from that to spend a lot of time
with our driving and supervisory staV to understand
their perspective and points of view. I then
commissioned a series of particular surveys of
customer requirements so that I understood what
my customers were requiring of me. Some of that, I
have to say, was not entirely complimentary about
the services that we have been operating and that
was my basic agenda for improving the service that
I provide to my customers.

Q230 Clive EVord: It was not complimentary—in
what way? Give us some examples of what
customers were saying about the services.
Mr Huntley: We had in past periods had problems
with bus mileage due to driver shortage between 12
and 18 months ago. The standards of cleanliness on
our buses was not entirely satisfactory and we had to
bring in new standards and new cleaning
arrangements for that. We had not always been
responsive to what customers had said to us in terms
of getting back to them and responding on our
services, and we proceeded to have an inquiry into
that. Communication was a major issue relating to

our customers and I think that is where the
diYculties of being a larger operator compared to an
operator like Uni-Link, which is much more able to
communicate with its market and its customers
more closely, more locally, come into focus.

Q231 Clive EVord: Can I push you on that a little bit
more? You are saying because you are a big
company you provide a worse service?
Mr Huntley: No. I am saying that it is more
challenging to ensure that our people relate to what
customers want on the ground and therefore it has
been necessary for us to address the restructuring of
the company and the empowerment of staV locally
to be able to respond better to our customers.

Q232 Clive EVord: Can I have some examples of how
you go about measuring customer need in the
market place and how you respond from the other
bus companies?
Ms Shaw: We review on a regular basis the
demographics of the areas in which we operate and
where people are travelling to or need to travel to.
We undertake surveys to understand what they are
doing and we review on our own catchment levels
what is changing, and particularly where routes are
doing less well we sit down with the local stakeholder
groups or local authorities to talk about what we
might change to try and improve the performance of
the route and keep reviewing it on a constant basis.
We try and do that on a regular basis across the
network so that we make sure that we look for other
opportunities to serve the area in which we operate.
Mr Cooper: The picture that Ms Shaw has just
described is a lot more accurate certainly in terms of
what I have seen in Arriva in the last 12 months. Mr
Huntley was describing a company that clearly was
ineYcient and his predecessor was asked to leave, so
I do not think it is at all typical of large operators
across the UK. I think Ms Shaw’s description was a
lot more accurate.

Q233 Clive EVord: What about a large company like
Stagecoach?
Mr Warneford: It is much the same as Ms Shaw has
said. We also find increasingly that the promotion of
our website gives us lots of feedback from
customers.

Q234 Clive EVord: Can I ask you why in your view
there are no quality contracts?
Mr Warneford: In our view because they will not
achieve anything more than the current system can
achieve.

Q235 Clive EVord: Can you elaborate on why you
have come to that conclusion?
Mr Warneford: Yes. By “quality contracts” I take it
that you mean eVectively regulating our business.

Q236 Clive EVord: Yes.
Mr Warneford: Confiscating our business.
Chairman: Boring things like asking you to turn up
on time and be clean.
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Q237 Clive EVord: It is a contract for running a
service and not having competition on a straight
competition basis.
Mr Warneford: I understand that very well. I do not
see that a change in who decides the timetable is
going to carry more passengers. I said in my opening
answer to your question that the real challenge is
that we have rising car ownership and use. If we are
going to overcome that we need better bus services.
We are solely in the business of running buses. We
are solely motivated by carrying more passengers.
That is how we make more profit if we can.

Q238 Chairman: Mr Waugh wanted to comment
on that.
Mr Waugh: I would just like to pick up the comment
about running buses. I do believe that is the
problem. The industry is all about running buses and
they lose sight of the passengers. It should not be a
problem for bus companies to do as we do and put
post-paid cards on every bus asking people for
comments. The amazing thing is that the comments
that come back are really rather nice because people
want to be talked to, they want to be involved in the
service. It is not a function of size. It is not so much
a function of control either. The examples of
university sponsored bus services that I quoted at the
beginning are all diVerent and all appropriate for the
local conditions. They are designed by people who
have an investment in the quality of the service.
Before anybody starts thinking I am going on to
support this regulation business, I am very worried
about somebody sitting in remote County Council
oYces deciding on our revenues and our services. We
can do that perfectly well ourselves because we have
a contract in place and the ambition to achieve what
we need. What needs to be created, at the end of the
day, is dictated by finances. I have to go back to the
fuel duty rebate. At the end of the day, that should
be used to reward companies rather than them
getting it automatically. If they want the fuel duty
rebate they should apply for it and justify it on the
basis of audited figures about reliability because it is
reliability at the end of the day that is absolutely
crucial.
Chairman: You have started all sorts of interesting
hares running.

Q239 Mr Martlew: We are sitting here and the
Government have brought in a scheme that is going
to allow a fair proportion of passengers to travel for
nothing and yet there seems to be no enthusiasm
from our witnesses for it. Surely, where you have got
a scheme where even the cost of the fare is
discounted you can raise passenger numbers. Has
the eVect of the new concessionary schemes raised
passenger numbers?
Mr Warneford: Without a doubt it has, yes.

Q240 Mr Martlew: By what sort of percentage?

Mr Warneford: It is very variable. It is as low as 20%
in some areas; it is as high as 100% in others. On the
south coast we have a serious problem as a result.
We have had to put 20 more buses on the road at
very short notice.

Q241 Mr Martlew: So there is a massive increase in
passenger numbers?
Mr Warneford: And we are very excited by it.
Mr Martlew: You disguise it very well; that is all.

Q242 Mr Leech: On the point of quality contracts,
do any of you see any benefits in having quality
contracts?
Mr Warneford: Picking up on what I was saying, I
see disbenefits because I think there will be a period
of serious upheaval and disruption in the industry,
and the only way to dramatically improve services
will be a considerable increase in public funding.

Q243 Chairman: Is that what you found in London,
Mr Warneford: uproar in the industry and
disbenefits and no buses? Companies still seem to be
applying for these franchises. It is extraordinary, is
it not?
Mr Warneford: They do indeed, Chairman. The
industry in London went through a very diYcult
time of staV shortages at the time when it was
expected that the business would be self-financing
without public money, and I think the change of
direction for Transport for London and the political
direction, backed by this huge increase in public
funding, is what has delivered a good bus service in
London.

Q244 Chairman: I am not clear the point you are
making then, Mr Warneford. They have gone
through all this upheaval but they are now receiving
better conditions than they were before in London.
Is that it?
Mr Warneford: The services in London are quite
unique, Chairman. They are not replicated
anywhere in the country.
Chairman: We know that. This Committee is very
well aware of that.
Graham Stringer: Can I follow that up? That is an
extraordinary statement, that things were more
diYcult in London. Between 1984 and 2000, when
the Mayor of London came in and there was a large
increase in subsidies for running the system, London
was the only place in the UK that was not losing
passengers. Are you saying that the part of the
country where your business market was staying the
same whereas it was declining dramatically, by
between a third and a half, elsewhere, was a problem
for you and the rest of the country was not?
Chairman: And that is why you sold the bit in
London?

Q245 Graham Stringer: You did better in London
than anywhere else in terms of passenger numbers
over 16 years of regulation before the Mayor came in
compared to anywhere else without public subsidy.
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Mr Warneford: Under the original franchise system
without the public funding we did nothing but cut
costs. It was a very diYcult time for us as an industry
in London.

Q246 Graham Stringer: Yes, but we are talking
about passengers.
Mr Warneford: Yes.

Q247 Graham Stringer: And passenger numbers did
not go down, did they?
Mr Warneford: But that is why I say London is—

Q248 Graham Stringer: Whereas everywhere else,
and my memory is in south Manchester which I
know best with Stagecoach, you were also cutting
costs. Drivers’ wages were going down, the
cleanliness of the buses was going down, the
reliability was going down, but so were the
passengers, so there was nothing fundamentally
diVerent, was there, except that passenger numbers
stayed up in London and not elsewhere in the rest of
England?
Mr Cooper: Could I scotch this myth about London
once and for all please? Commuting habits are
diVerent, cost and availability of the parking is
diVerent. There is a congestion charge. London is
seeing population growth whereas other parts of the
country have seen significant reductions in
population. You cannot say that the two are
analogous; I am sorry.
Graham Stringer: If you do not mind my saying so,
that was not the point I was asking Mr Warneford.

Q249 Chairman: Mr Warneford, tell us the answer.
Mr Warneford: If I may, with respect, we do not
have passenger decline in south Manchester. You
are saying they are diVerent. We have passenger
growth—

Q250 Graham Stringer: It has stabilised at the
moment but over the 16 years when it was
comparable—the point we were making, Mr
Warneford, was that London was a problem when it
was separated out from the rest of the system in
1984. The point I was asking you to accept was that
the problem was stability of passenger numbers
while in south Manchester the figures went down by
between a third and 50%. They have stabilised now
at a much lower level.
Mr Warneford: The passengers went down in south
Manchester under public ownership, not under our
ownership. They have increased under our
ownership. Those are PTE figures.

Q251 Graham Stringer: Yes, over the last three or
four years.
Mr Warneford: Over the last 10 years.

Q252 Chairman: Mr Huntley?
Mr Huntley: Just on the issue of quality contracts,
can I say on behalf of Go-Ahead that we are agnostic
in terms of the regime of quality contracts. We are
engaged with PTEs in discussions on quality

contracts. I have explained that we are the largest
operator in London and are very happy to work
under the London regime. We have what is widely
regarded as the most successful partnership
operation in Brighton and Hove, and I have
mentioned the proposals for Gateshead, but we are
in those discussions because we think that hopefully
we can get PTEs and others to recognise that the
regulatory regime is not the fundamental issue. If we
look at the long term trend on bus use from
Transport Statistics Great Britain from the
Department for Transport, over the last 50 years the
loss in bus use has continued and if we add them up
14% of the bus passengers have gone since we have
had deregulation. Eighty-six per cent went before we
had deregulation. The losses in bus passengers in the
1960s and the 1970s were more than three times the
level we have had since that time. That seems to
suggest to us that it is not the regulatory regime that
is the problem; it is other things, and that is why we
are keen to focus on what else we need to do to bring
customers back.

Q253 Graham Stringer: Just on quality contracts,
are any of you going to take legal action against any
of the PTAs? Are you going to take the matter to
court if South Yorkshire or Tyne and Wear or any
other PTA or PTE tries to bring in quality contracts?
Mr Warneford: The answer is for Stagecoach that we
could not say yes or no, we will or we will not. We
would want to see what exactly the terms of it were
and take legal advice.
Ms Shaw: I have the same position. There is a long
way to go before we know what a quality contract
would look like even, and it would be foolish of us
to say one way or the other at this stage.
Mr Huntley: We would certainly hope not to, but,
given that we are defending the interests of our staV
and our investors, we would have to look at it on the
basis of what was proposed at the time.

Q254 Graham Stringer: Do any of you believe that
there are human rights issues involved in issues of
quality contracts outside London?
Mr Cooper: I am not competent to comment.
Ms Shaw: It is arguable that if you constructed them
in some particular way there might be.

Q255 Mrs Ellman: Mr Cooper, you made a
comment earlier on to the eVect that you had to look
after your customers and that was because you
needed them to come back to you, but that is not the
reality, is it? Is the reality not that you and other
operators simply cut and stop bus routes operating
when it does not suit you to operate them, so you are
not really waiting for people to come back to you at
all; you just chop the services?
Mr Cooper: No, I disagree with that.

The Committee suspended from
3.17 pm to 3.26 pm for a division in the House

Q256 Mrs Ellman: I think I had put to you, Mr
Cooper, the proposition that it was not really that
you had to look at the needs of your customers to
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come back because you and other commercial
providers simply cut services if it does not suit you to
run them. That is right, is it not, on the facts?
Mr Cooper: That is not right. Our customers are our
life blood and without them we would have
absolutely no future at all. If we look at the reasons
we change our services and other network changes,
looking at Arriva in the last 12 months, the principal
reason is the question of local authorities. Just under
50% of the changes that Arriva has made in the last
12 months have been because of local authority
instigation. Commercial changes account for less
than 20%.

Q257 Mrs Ellman: It is all very odd because I am
looking now at a list of approximately 36 services
which are going to be changed to the detriment of
passengers in Merseyside alone and this is identified
for the weekend 23/24 July, changes like frequency
reduced and some journeys withdrawn, most
journeys curtailed, one service to be withdrawn. I
could go on. Those are all where there are changes,
not at the request of the local authority, the PTA,
but to suit the commercial benefit of the operators,
of which Arriva is one and Stagecoach is one, and to
the detriment of passengers. That is not really about
passenger service, is it?
Mr Cooper: As Ms Shaw said earlier, when we look
at our networks we are looking at them in a very
structured way. We look at the demographics in the
area and we look at the latent demand in a particular
area as well, so I refute the point that because we are
making network changes we are going to see fewer
passengers. The objective that I lay down to the guys
out in the field is that they should be delivering
patronage increase. There are going to be occasions
when we cannot serve all customers and many of
them are going to be vocal in their response to that.
Chairman: Mr Cooper, does that mean that this list
of changes—

Q258 Mrs Ellman: I have got a list here of itemised
changes, approximately 36 in Merseyside in one go,
to the detriment of passengers. I have quoted some
of them—services withdrawn, services having longer
times between them, single and afternoon journeys
withdrawn and even some journeys withdrawn, the
number 50 bus most journeys curtailed. I could go
on. This is not from time to time. This is not an
anomaly. This is an example of what is happening in
other places as well. I am not suggesting that
Merseyside is the only place where this is happening.
What I am saying to all of you is that what you are
doing is looking at your own commercial interests,
not public need, and therefore the proposition that
you have to do it well so that your customers come
back to you is just not tenable because in reality if the
customers do not come back you just chop the
service.
Mr Cooper: I think you are focusing on input rather
than output. The output that we all want is more
people travelling by bus. We feel that patronage in

Merseyside in the last year has increased, so if you
look at that in terms of are we achieving our end
point, which is increased patronage, yes, we are.

Q259 Chairman: Mr Cooper, that is not quite an
answer what Mrs Ellman asked you, is it?
Mr Cooper: Sorry, Chairman. I was trying to answer
the point. The point that I think was being made was
the focus on the network changes. The point I was
trying to make was that we both have the same
objective, which is more people travelling by bus.

Q260 Chairman: They cannot travel by bus if the
services are withdrawn, can they? It is diYcult.
Mr Cooper: If those services are then redirected so
that they are benefiting other customers then yes,
they can. The point I am trying to make is that if we
look empirically at what has happened in Liverpool
in the last 12 months more people are travelling by
bus.

Q261 Chairman: Oh, so there are too many people?
Mr Wormwell?
Mr Wormwell: I was just going to comment on the
West Midlands where we have a very stable network.
We operated 70 million miles before deregulation
and we operate 70 million miles now. There
inevitably are some service changes and, in fact, one
of the things that sometimes happens with a stable
network is that the network ossifies and we do need
to make sure that we try and take on board what
customers want and change services, some due to
local authority, some seasonal. Even with a
regulated authority like London, in the first three
months of this year London had made 146 service
changes, so service changes are inevitable but
obviously we all hope that they are in the best
interests of the customer.

Q262 Mrs Ellman: Does anyone else have anything
to add?
Ms Shaw: In many cases, as well as changing because
we have had a discussion with the local authority
about changing the service, we also change because
of traYc conditions. One of the points Mr Waugh
made at the beginning was that we were not able to
schedule our services and we were not able to be
eVective so that we had enough recovery time, et
cetera. I take quite strong opposition to that. What
we do is try and make sure we have got the right
resources in the right place. For example, we have
major works in SheYeld city centre at the moment.
We have injected more buses onto the routes that are
going through that city centre during the period of
construction works in order that we can get as many
people through and we can give as reliable a service
as possible. If we had not done that, if we had not
made those changes to that route, we would not have
met the needs of the large numbers of people that
travel on those routes. As a result we have reduced
the service on some other routes to remove the
vehicles that we do have and put them onto those
high capacity routes that are going through places
that are being dug up, so we try to meet the needs of
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the majority and make sure that we minimise the
impact on others who are travelling around other
parts of the city. That is the sort of thing we do all
the time to ensure that our network best meets the
needs of the most people that we can achieve. The
other thing about the long list we have got at the
moment is that in the summer we often make
changes because the nature of travel patterns
changes in the summer. A lot of our passengers are
young, they are at school, they are at university. In
the summer the numbers of people in the city change
and we also know that our staV want to go on
holiday, so we try and change the services to
accommodate the fact that there are fewer people
travelling anyway, give our staV more chance to go
on holiday so that in heavy periods in the winter
months we can put services back. I am not sure
about Merseyside because we do not operate there,
but if you had a long list of service changes for me in
the summer one of the things I would probably say
is that that results from the fact that we are trying to
meet the level of service we need in the summer.

Q263 Mrs Ellman: How serious is congestion in
relation to bus passenger transport? Is it an
impediment to buses?
Mr Warneford: Linked to the question you just
asked on the south Manchester experience, we have
owned that company for 10 years. We run 10% less
mileage now than we did 10 years ago but we run it
with exactly the same number of buses. Our entire
fleet of 600 buses is running 10% slower, which
eVectively means 10% more cost per mile, but we
carry 25% more adult passengers than we did 10
years ago.

Q264 Mrs Ellman: Does anyone else want to
comment on congestion?
Mr Wormwell: Congestion is the biggest single
factor that is aVecting bus usage in that journeys are
slower and we have to put more capacity in to keep
the same frequencies without proper bus priorities.
When we have worked in voluntary partnerships,
although I know there are no statutory ones yet, we
have seen that we are able to deliver reliable and
frequent services that deliver double-digit growth.

Q265 Mrs Ellman: What about the role of the
Department for Transport? Do you think they could
be more active in supporting buses? Is there anything
you would like them to do to assist you more?
Mr Huntley: One thing we are very conscious of is
that this issue of bus operating speed and bus
operator costs has a direct impact on the local
community and what we are able to do. It is not
currently part of the transport plan targets or
measurements. It would be extremely useful to be
able to have targets for bus operating speed built
into that so that we could all see transparently that
if buses in a particular town or city were not able to
run at a reasonable speed then that impacts on the
service that can be delivered and we can be judged
empirically on what we are actually delivering for
those speeds.

Q266 Mrs Ellman: Would you say that you have
made a success of deregulation?
Mr Wormwell: I think deregulation was trying
initially to cut costs, bring competition to the market
and grow patronage. We did see the patronage
decline lessen, so although it has continued it has
slowed. We have substantially cut costs and I know
from the West Midlands that for what would have
cost £40 million to run the service before
deregulation the subsidy is less than £6 million now.
Of course, we have also invested heavily in the
industry, in our business we have invested nearly
£200 million on vehicles in the last 10 years, so I
would have thought that deregulation has worked.
Mr Cooper: If you look economically at what is
happening, in 1985 one billion pounds of the public
purse has now been directed elsewhere so, if I look
at that on the one hand and what my customers are
telling me on the other, given the earlier point, and
91% of them are saying that they are satisfied with
the service, I would judge deregulation to be a
success, yes.

Q267 Chairman: Mr Warneford, you are convinced
it is a success, are you not?
Mr Warneford: I think we can do more. I think we
have achieved some success. I think the partnership
schemes that we have been seeing in parts of the
country in the last two or three years are delivering
greater success and we could replicate that more.

Q268 Mrs Ellman: What kind of success do you
think you could achieve?
Mr Warneford: For our part we have managed on
average about 2% passenger growth over the last
two or three years now. It has been very hard work.
It is not universal. We have got more growth than
that in some places and we have got decline in other
places. What could we achieve? If I said that the best
growth we have got is perhaps four to 5% in the
really successful places, if we could replicate that
everywhere, and that would be enormously diYcult
but not impossible, that would be a huge success.

Q269 Chairman: Mr Waugh?
Mr Waugh: I just have to repeat the point I made in
my written evidence, that we would never have been
allowed to exist with regulation. The big operators
would have worked with the local authority in a very
heavy way and would have seen us as a threat. That
is a serious concern to me. We are part of Solent
Transport, which is trumpeted as a superb exercise
in joint operation between bus companies. We are
now finding that it is showing a potentially
depressing impact on our business because it is
designed and run by big companies whose aim is not
to see us grow and flourish but to keep us in our box.

Q270 Clive EVord: I want to come back on
something that Mr Cooper said about customer
satisfaction. You said that 91% of your customers
were saying they were satisfied. What do you do to
measure the dissatisfaction of people who are not on
your buses? I go back to a question I asked earlier
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on. The position here is about passenger decline
resulting in more and more people stopping being
your customers. That is the issue we are trying to
address and what do you do to measure that
satisfaction and demand to improve services that
will address that problem and get those people back
on buses?
Mr Cooper: We asked people, if they said they were
dissatisfied with us, “Why is that?”, and if you look
at the three major reasons for that, one is down to no
provision of a bus shelter, secondly, the condition of
the bus stop, and finally they talk about the
smoothness of the journey. There are strong
arguments to say that at least two and possibly three
of those are down to external factors away from the
operator, but could we improve that? Certainly we
should be trying.

Q271 Mr Scott: One of the reasons why passengers
do not travel is because they do not necessarily feel
secure. Can you tell me, particularly for vulnerable
groups and particularly at night, how do you make
passengers feel safer on your vehicles?
Ms Shaw: We run a significant night bus service in
Glasgow and we work very hard with the police and
the traYc commissioner there to develop a
partnership in which, where the levels of crime rise
in a particular area, and we have seen that happen,
we agree with the police that we will pull out of the
area and the traYc commissioner agrees that we will
not run the route until the point at which the police
say we can come back because it is safe. We work
hard with the police to ensure that any crime that
takes place on the bus is prosecuted and we are
installing CCTV on all of the vehicles coming onto
those routes, so we are working hard to ensure that
we cover a lot of the security aspects but also the
communication and the prosecution of oVenders.

Q272 Mr Scott: Is that CCTV going to be monitored
or is it just recorded?
Ms Shaw: We are hoping to introduce a system
where we can have digital downloading. Currently
we only monitor the CCTV when an incident has
developed.
Mr Huntley: We certainly have used closed circuit
television as an important part of our eVorts to
improve safety and we are using special techniques
whereby the driver has an alarm button which
immediately captures the digital CCTV into the
police network. From the survey responses from our
customers, it is not the time that they are spending
on the bus that appears to be the problem. It is
walking from bus stops to where they live which can
be the most dangerous part of the journey. That is
part of the challenge that faces us all in our urban
environments, to make the whole environment safer,
not just the bus journey.

Q273 Mr Scott: No-one else has any problems with
antisocial behaviour on buses?
Mr Wormwell: I think antisocial behaviour is a
problem everywhere, especially in the larger
metropolitan areas. Like the other groups, we have

worked very closely on safer travel initiatives with
the police. Seventy% of our vehicles in the West
Midlands have CCTV on them, most of those digital
CCTV, and 100% in Dundee.

Q274 Chairman: Can we determine who else has got
CCTV? What is the percentage, Ms Shaw?
Ms Shaw: It is 100% in London and it varies outside
London. We have focused on urban areas and the
new vehicles.

Q275 Chairman: From what to what?
Ms Shaw: I do not have the details but I can get those
for you.

Q276 Chairman: Would you give them to us please?
Who else? Mr Warneford?
Mr Warneford: I do not know our percentage,
Chairman, but I can say that every new bus that we
buy is now fitted with CCTV.

Q277 Chairman: Yes, but your existing fleet—
perhaps you would be kind enough to supply us with
that. Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: Likewise, 100% in London. It varies
outside. I can provide that data for you.

Q278 Chairman: Oh, how strange. Where you have
got a franchise it does not seem to be 100%. Mr
Huntley?
Mr Huntley: Just over 66% of the total fleet has it.
Mr Waugh: And 100%.
Chairman: Well done, Mr Waugh.

Q279 Mr Scott: Did you want to add something,
Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: Buses are safe and buses are perceived
to be safe. If you ask customers what is important to
them in terms of their journey they really have to
work hard to get to this feeling of lack of personal
safety. All the research that we have done tells us
that.

Q280 Mr Martlew: Do schoolchildren travelling on
buses at peak times create a problem for you with
other customers? Should we be saying, especially
with secondary school children, that we should be
bussing them on their own vehicles?
Mr Warneford: A small minority of schoolchildren
are a problem in some places. There are diVerent
arrangements in diVerent authorities as to how
school transport is organised. By and large, and
inevitably there are some exceptions, we work pretty
well with the education departments of local
authorities and it is managed reasonably well.
Chairman: I do not want to go down that particular
road at the moment.

Q281 Mr Leech: Mr Warneford, you said before that
in certain areas you got increased bus patronage but
it is patchy and in other areas it declined. One of my
criticisms of bus companies is that where patronage
is going up you are very good at trying to continue
to raise that bus patronage. Where I think the bus
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operators struggle is where there is declining
patronage. What are the bus operators doing to try
and arrest that decline and turn it round? Is it a fair
criticism that I have that in many cases you are
abandoning services that are declining and
concentrating on services that are improving?
Ms Shaw: Can I give you an example that would
help to illustrate the point? On one of our services in
West Yorkshire we experienced decline over some
period and we wondered why, so we set about asking
people. We asked them what they liked about our
service and what they liked about services provided
by other operators in the area, and we asked people
who had used the bus in the past and people who
were currently using the bus. We tried to focus on
those two categories because we thought they were
the most likely to be the people who would be willing
to come back and use us again or to increase their
use. We also provided the people who were not using
the bus with free travel to encourage them to come
back and see what it was like. As always in these
surveys, we found out that reliability was very high
on their list, making sure the bus turned up and then
making sure the bus turned up and delivered them
where they wanted to get to at the time they
expected. Interestingly they also, on that route in
particular, liked our drivers. People who had
experienced the interface with the drivers found that
they had good information and that they treated
them with respect. So we reinforced that campaign
with the drivers to give them a sense ownership of the
route and we saw growth from those activities to
bring people back to the route. It does get down to
that very great level of detail to understand what
people’s travel habits and to really understand at a
route level what is going on. We put in that
investment because of course we only run buses and
we need people to ride on buses because that keeps
us in business, so we have to find why in some cases
they do not travel with us and they tend to decrease
travel over time. It is that kind of research about why
people are using us less that has made quite a big
diVerence in getting people back on to the buses.
Chairman: We are running out of time now, ladies
and gentlemen. Mr EVord on this one?

Q282 Clive EVord: It is another question leading on
from that which is how do we overcome this problem
of the pressures on bus companies to deliver
dividends to shareholders but also the essential role
that the bus services play in tackling social exclusion,
ie on the whole, bus services that are needed
essentially to be provided in areas that are maybe not
so profitable. How do we overcome that tension?
Mr Wormwell: In the West Midlands, 90% of the
population live within 250 metres of a bus stop. As
we have already mentioned, we have a very extensive
network of over 70 million miles. We do provide a
lot of services which are cross-subsidised by more
profitable routes. So where there is a network in
place we are able to provide a socially inclusive
service. Just to go back to something you said
earlier, we are all guilty of not doing enough to look
at non-users. We all do research on present usage

and attitudes on surveys of our present customers.
We do need to do more to understand the people
who do not use us and have their own perceptions of
the bus industry.

Q283 Chairman: I want to ask you some questions
and I would be grateful for brief answers. You could
all provide performance data to the TraYc
Commissioners voluntarily but you do not; why is
that? Why do you not tell the TraYc Commissioners
what you are doing voluntarily?
Ms Shaw: From September we will be publishing the
data we do have on punctuality for all of our
companies. We do not have complete data for all
routes for all companies.

Q284 Chairman: You do not know what is
happening entirely on your routes, Ms Shaw? You
are not telling me that, are you?
Ms Shaw: We know exactly when the route starts
but we do not have information about all the points
along the route about what time the bus arrived
there, no.

Q285 Chairman: Is there anybody else in the dark
about various routes? Why do you not tell the TraYc
Commissioners? What is so terrible about the TraYc
Commissioners that they should not be given
accurate information about your performance? Mr
Warneford?
Mr Warneford: Chairman, I do not recall ever being
asked to do so. I do not have a problem. Whenever
they ask for information they are always supplied
with it.

Q286 Chairman: So they have to send you a detailed
letter each time asking you for stuV about which you
should know anyway under your normal
management procedures?
Mr Warneford: If I can amplify, we were asked two
or three years ago by one TraYc Commissioner
because our service was not up to scratch and we had
to fix it to send the data regularly and we did, and
eventually we were asked to stop because it was
information overload.

Q287 Mr Martlew: Just on that, the train companies
that Stagecoach run have to publish their
punctuality. Would that not be a good idea for
your buses?
Mr Warneford: The only reason we do not is we fear
that the media would use it as another reason to tell
people they should not travel on buses.

Q288 Mr Martlew: Only if the information is bad.
Mr Warneford: We can provide very factual
information but it will not say that buses run 100%
on time; they cannot.

Q289 Clive EVord: Can I just ask though following
on from that, Chairman, the TraYc Commissioners
have the power to fine bus operators for failure to
operate services in accordance with registered
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details. If they do not have that information and do
not even request it, how do they carry out that
function?
Mr Warneford: They monitor it using their own staV
or local authorities provide them with the
information.

Q290 Clive EVord: But they have hardly any staV.
The TraYc Commissioners have very few staV to
actually carry out that function so the statistics are
really going to be a very, very important tool for
them in order to carry out their function. Surely you
are aware of that?
Mr Warneford: It is not for me to comment on the
level of resource but it does seem very low for what
they need to do.

Q291 Chairman: How often are your bus fleets
cleaned?
Mr Warneford: Every day.
Ms Shaw: Every day.

Q292 Chairman: Is that everybody, every day?
Mr Wormwell: Every day.
Mr Huntley: Every day.

Q293 Chairman: Oh dear, I must have missed those!
How do you ensure that buses are generally safe and
maintained to a high standard, because we had some
very interesting evidence?
Ms Shaw: For us we have detailed standard
operating procedures which each company applies
to the maintenance of all vehicles and those include
standard 28-day routine inspections and services
and then annual MOT checks, as you would expect.
Sometimes we have more frequent inspections if the
vehicle runs more mileage.

Q294 Chairman: Mr Wormwell, how often are your
vehicles inspected?
Mr Wormwell: Very regularly. We operate to
IS09000 and we have a very strict engineering regime
and we are fortunate not to have had any incidents.

Q295 Chairman: Mr Warneford?
Mr Warneford: We inspect buses every 21 days,
coaches every 14 days, and very high mileage
coaches every seven days.

Q296 Chairman: Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: Every 21 days and there is also a first-
use inspection every day by the driver.

Q297 Chairman: Presumably all of you would be
surprised if somebody reported to us that wheels had
come oV buses in service and a number of vehicles
were in use in spite of having expired Ministry of
Transport certificates, would you? You would not
find that possible given your maintenance regimes?
Mr Warneford?
Mr Warneford: I will own up, Chairman. We have
had occasionally a wheel come oV one of our buses.
It is always thoroughly investigated and reported to
VOSA. We had one recently on a Scottish motorway

which was a very alarming incident which proved to
be a component failure in the wheel hub and the
VOSA conclusion was that it was nothing to do with
our maintenance regime. Very, very occasionally it is
down to human failure and we have to deal with that
on a disciplinary basis.

Q298 Graham Stringer: This is not to you Mr
Warneford, this is to Arriva, when Arriva had 20
buses examined randomly, five had prohibition
notices put on them and five had delayed prohibition
notices put on them. Can you explain this if you got
such good maintenance and inspection regimes?
Mr Cooper: I am sorry, I do not recognise those
numbers.

Q299 Graham Stringer: This is in South Yorkshire,
I think.
Mr Cooper: Again, I am sorry, I do not recognise
those numbers.

Q300 Graham Stringer: Perhaps you could tell us
how many inspections there have been when buses
have not been found roadworthy?
Mr Cooper: The bulk of vehicle inspections are
successfully concluded and found to be roadworthy.
I am quite happy to give the Committee the data to
support that around the UK.

Q301 Graham Stringer: What did First Group do
when the wheels fell oV your buses and how did you
change your inspection regimes?
Ms Shaw: As I say, inspection regimes have been
changed fairly radically since the events I think you
are talking about in Manchester some time ago, and
we have introduced the standard operating
procedures I have described which bring in best
practice from across the group to make sure that
everybody in the group is maintaining vehicles to the
same standard.

Q302 Graham Stringer: Have any of you had
inspections recently that have found buses that
needed to have prohibitions put on them?
Mr Wormwell: We monitor PG9 instances every
month at our board meetings. We have very, very
few instances and we have a very, very high first-time
MOT pass rate.

Q303 Graham Stringer: Would anybody care to
quantify the number of prohibitions you get a year?
Mr Warneford: The Stagecoach average across our
fleet is 95% of the vehicles are prohibition free. I
cannot remember the split between delayed and
immediate, delayed being less serious than
immediate.

Q304 Graham Stringer: I do not want to distort what
you are telling me because at least you are
volunteering some figures. Does that mean on
random inspections 5% of the vehicles get either a
delayed or an immediate prohibition notice put on
them?
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Mr Warneford: Yes, but it really does need to be
taken in context as to what a prohibition notice is
given for. It can be a torn seat cushion on a school
run.
Mr Wormwell: I would like to add to that. We have
92% prohibition-free. For instance, it may be a seat
belt in a coach which would be issued with a
prohibition notice.

Q305 Graham Stringer: First Group?
Ms Shaw: My figures are slightly higher than that
but I would make the same argument.

Q306 Graham Stringer: You mean they are better
or worse?
Ms Shaw: We have more prohibitions across the
country per bus than as described by my colleagues.

Q307 Graham Stringer: Five, 10, 15%?
Ms Shaw: The national average is I think 13%.

Q308 Graham Stringer: And First Group?
Ms Shaw: That is the national average for First
Group and the national average for the whole of the
country for buses is higher than that.
Mr Warneford: The industry average pass rate is
about 91%.

Q309 Chairman: Should bus services be exempt from
the Competition Act?
Mr Huntley: I think we made a suggestion in our
written evidence that because of the particular local
details that apply to many of the ticketing and co-
ordination schemes that this is an area that would be
more properly lodged with either the TraYc
Commissioner or the local transport authority. If
the local transport authority is happy that in a
particular instance two operators working together
is in the public benefit there does not seem to us to
be any reason why the OYce of Fair Trading should
overrule local elected members who are looking
after the people in their area.

Q310 Chairman: Well, they are overruling it because
they have got the powers and because they do not
agree. Are you saying that they should or should
not?
Mr Huntley: They should not have the power. Under
the block exemption there is a provision whereby
local co-ordination agreements could be delegated
to another body, ie the local transport authority, to
issue a certificate of exemption, which would give
operators the confidence to know that they could
engage in those discussions and could engage in the
provision of a facility which the local community has
asked for.

Q311 Chairman: Do you have diYculty recruiting
drivers?
Ms Shaw: Chairman, we have had diYculty in
recruiting drivers. I think the diYculties are being
turned round at the moment. It is fairly well

publicised that we have recruited from Eastern
Europe where we have not been able to recruit
drivers locally.

Q312 Chairman: Eastern Europe? Do they speak
English? Do you make sure that they are capable of
understanding traYc signs and that they know all
the relevant regulations?
Ms Shaw: We put them through a significant test
programme before they go on the road.

Q313 Chairman: Do all your drivers receive
professional training?
Ms Shaw: Yes.

Q314 Chairman: How long?
Ms Shaw: They all train before they start. It depends
on how long they take to get through the course. The
average is between three and four weeks, I think, but
I can take advice on that, and then they get training
every year. We will also be under the European
regulation shortly which requires us to introduce
training over the course of five years.

Q315 Chairman: What level of complaints do you
get from passengers about bad driving? Does
anybody know? Mr Wormwell?
Mr Wormwell: I do not know exactly that figure on
bad driving but I think it is low. We get 24,000
complaints a year.

Q316 Chairman: What are they about mostly?
Mr Wormwell: They are mostly about reliability,
punctuality and frequency.

Q317 Chairman: I see. Mr Warneford?
Mr Warneford: I do not have the figures, I am afraid.

Q318 Chairman: You will let us have those?
Mr Warneford: We will.

Q319 Chairman: Mr Cooper?
Mr Cooper: I have not got those figures to hand but
I can certainly let the Committee have them.

Q320 Chairman: Jolly good, you must have such a
nice time you do not know if you get any complaints.
Mr Huntley?
Mr Huntley: Ditto, Chairman.

Q321 Chairman: Mr Waugh, who complains about
your buses?
Mr Waugh: It is an insignificant number.

Q322 Chairman: Do you train your drivers?
Mr Waugh: Yes, they are trained.

Q323 Chairman: And how long do they train for?
Mr Waugh: It is on-going basically. They start with
two or three days’ training when they start with us
and then they get training on and oV the job as the
years go on.
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Q324 Chairman: Should local authorities have
control over your fare prices?
Ms Shaw: No.

Q325 Chairman: Come on, somebody put your nose
over the parapet! Mr Warneford, you have just sold
a bus company recently. You must be rich enough to
run the risk of disagreeing with somebody.
Mr Warneford: I must say I am personally not,
Chairman, but should they have control? No.

Q326 Chairman: Why?
Mr Warneford: Because they would have to take all
the revenue risk.

Q327 Chairman: I see. Mr Wormwell, yes or no?
Mr Wormwell: No, I think revenue is key to this. We
do operate the services, set the fares and take the risk
on the revenue.

Q328 Chairman: Ms Shaw?
Ms Shaw: I agree with the previous witnesses except
I also think we take the cost risk and the two parts
of the equation are important.

Q329 Graham Stringer: What outside of London are
the public getting for increased subsidy going into
the bus service and where there are less passengers
and poor reliability and punctuality figures? What
should I say to the people I represent when there is
more money going into buses and there is a worse
service and their taxes are going into it, either
nationally and locally? Why should there not be
some accountability of that?
Ms Shaw: We seem to have got into the notion that
London is the only place where we have seen growth
in bus patronage. That is certainly not the case. In
York, in fact we are getting greater growth than we
are getting in London. There are places outside
London—
Graham Stringer: There are certainly towns and we
have had evidence on that, but in every region except
for London bus patronage is in decline, these are
government figures, and yet the money is going up.
So can you tell me what I should say to the people I
represent who pay their taxes, including nationally,
what accountability there is for that money going
into your bus companies?

Q330 Chairman: Briefly please. Mr Wormwell?
Mr Wormwell: I would just say the subsidy is going
down in the West Midlands.

Q331 Chairman: That was not the question. The
question was what would Mr Stringer say to the
people voting for him about this subject. Mr
Waugh?
Mr Waugh: The question should be directed to the
local council and council staV who are dishing out
the money. I find it absolutely amazing that they do
not actually audit the buses themselves. They have
not cancelled any contracts—

Q332 Chairman: Are you talking about auditing
physically? Do you think they should send their
people round the streets to start auditing how many
buses turn up and how late they are and how many
people are on them?
Mr Waugh: Or they should buy it, as we do. We buy
audited figures every month. At the end of the day
they are paying all this money out and they have no
idea, as far as the local authorities are concerned,
what they are getting for that money. In fact, I would
go further than that. When they have forums when
passengers gather and shout at the generally
assembled bus operators and council staV, the
minute people complain about the service they are
getting on the buses the council oYcers are saying,
“Take it up with the bus companies,” but who is
buying that product? The people who are doing the
buying on their behalf are the local authorities.

Q333 Chairman: They do not have the right to
dictate, do they? We are talking about quality
contracts again so we are going round in circles here.
Ms Shaw: The local authorities through the tendered
services are dictating the services that we provide.
One of the points we make is that the costs of
providing the services have increased and those costs
are necessarily reflected in the tender price.

Q334 Graham Stringer: But there is a great deal
more money going into buses which is not to do with
just letting the contracts. They are only letting
contracts in the deregulated part of the system by
fuel subsidy and via improvements to bus shelters
and everything else, so there is a considerable
amount of money going into buses.
Mr Huntley: I think it is important that we
diVerentiate between subsidy and the other forms of
public sector payments to our industry.
Concessionary fares are not a subsidy as far as I am
concerned to my business. If the pensioner comes
along and pays a fare, I get the fare. If the local
authority decides it wants a scheme whereby it pays
the fare instead of the pensioner, then I end up with
exactly the same amount of money. That is not a
subsidy in my books.

Q335 Chairman: You do if it is the same number of
pensioners, do you not Mr Huntley. If you get a vast
number more coming on because they are paid for,
actually you are doing quite well.
Mr Huntley: Then the local authority absolutely
discounts the amount it gives us. It does that very
astutely. We get on average for our free travel 46%
of the fare. They are already reclaiming from us
more than half of the fare to allow for the growth in
pensioners, so that is not a subsidy. On the fuel duty
rebate, I can understand how that can be perceived
as a public subsidy. I just put it in the context that
this happens to be an administrative arrangement
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for our industry. If we were the rail industry or the
air industry we would simply pay no tax and nobody
says the government is paying a subsidy on air fuel
or rail fuel. In our industry it happens to work that
we pay the tax and we reclaim part of it, and for
some reason that seems to fall as a subsidy rather
than what the other industries are allowed.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by National Express Group plc

In response to your enquiry of 29 June 2006, I have set out below the answers to your questions.

1. Return on Capital

In 2005 the bus business earned a post tax return of 14.5% although it should be noted that 2005 profits
did benefit from historic fuel hedging arrangements. Based on 2006 Budget expectations the return is
projected to reduce to around 13%, due in part to rising fuel prices.

These calculations divide company operating profits by tangible fixed assets. Tangible fixed assets
combine an estimate of the market value of the properties with the book value of the fleet and other plant
and equipment.

No adjustment has been made for assets acquired using operating lease financing techniques. The use of
such leases tends to overstate the return as no tangible fixed assets are included in the balance sheet but this
is in accordance with UK Generally Accepted Accounting Practice.

2. Profitability

The operating margins earned in our West Midlands business as per our 2005 statutory accounts were
just over 15%; our London operations returned an operating margin of just under 6% but it should be noted
that our London businesses were only acquired in 2004 and 2005 and there is still some restructuring and
expansion to take place. In the longer term we aim to achieve an operating margin in London of at least 10%.

Our London operations are likely to earn a lower return as a number of our assets are subject to fixed
term, operating leases which seek to match hire periods with the life of individual TfL route contracts.

3. Low Floor Fleet

— 79% of operational fleet in the West Midlands is accessible/low floor;

— 100% of operational fleet in Dundee is accessible/low floor; and

— 100% of operational fleet in London/Surrey is accessible/low floor.

4. Average Age of the Fleet

— 8 years in West Midlands/Dundee; and

— 4.5 years in London/Surrey.

5. CCTV

— 70% of operational fleet in West Midlands is fitted with CCTV;

— 100% of operational fleet in Dundee is fitted with CCTV; and

— 90% of operational fleet in London/Surrey.

All systems are recorded.

6. Complaints (2005 Totals)

Drivers Conduct: 8,077
Driving Standards: 1,061

Total: 9,138

This represents one complaint per 40,000 passenger journeys.

Denis Wormwell
Chief Executive

13 July 2006

Chairman: I can assure you this Committee has lots
to say about subsidy across the transport industry,
Mr Huntley, whatever form it takes. Thank you very
much, ladies and gentlemen, you have been
extremely helpful. We are very grateful to you and
we shall look forward to your homework which we
would like to receive quite quickly.
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by Stagecoah UK Bus

In reply to your letter of 29 June, the information requested is:

— Return on capital for Stagecoach UK Bus year to 30 April 2005 is 18%, calculated as operating
profit (before interest and tax) over capital invested (tangible assets and stocks).

— Operating profit for Stagecoach UK Bus year to 30 April 2005 is:

Tyne & Wear 13.2% (£14,000 per bus)
Manchester 12.4% (£12,400 per bus)
London 8.4% (£13,900 per bus)

Note that recent new acquisitions in Merseyside and South Yorkshire are currently loss- making. Year
to 30 April 2006 Stagecoach UK Bus profit margin down from 12.2% to 11.4%.

— Stagecoach UK Bus fleet at May 2006:

DDA Age CCTV
% Years %

Scotland 34% 9.1 30%
North East 41% 9.6 33%
North West 46% 7.8 24%
South East 45% 7.6 17%
South West 56% 7.3 19%
Wales 45% 7.8 9%
London 98% 4.1 100%

UK Total 52% 7.7 36%

Notes:

(a) Stagecoach acquired large numbers of pre-DDA new buses in 1995/6/7 (2,286 in total) when the UK
manufacturing industry was desperate for orders.

(b) Average fleet age Scotland and North East is depressed by recent acquisition of Yorkshire
Traction Group.

(c) All new buses are now fitted as standard with CCTV cameras (£1.5 million pa cost)

— Passenger complaints for Stagecoach UK Bus year to April 2006 were 31,850 or one in every
25,000 passengers. Approximately 50% of these relate to driver performance.

13 July 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Arriva

1. Arriva provides this supplementary evidence to expand on points made in our original submission to
the Select Committee’s inquiry into bus services in the United Kingdom, to answer specific points that were
raised at Arriva’s appearance in front of the Committee and to answer questions that were raised in the
subsequent letter from the Committee.

2. During our appearance at the Committee, questions were raised about Arriva’s bus services on
Merseyside. In addition, comments were made at an earlier hearing about the number of changes made to
bus services in the Merseyside area with specific reference to changes being introduced in July 2006. It was
alleged that 75% of commercial buses are changed every year on Merseyside.

3. We are happy to reassure the Committee about the positive changes being introduced to our services
in the St Helens area in July 2006. Our witness, Mike Cooper, was asked about reductions in service
frequencies. We comment on this below: as an annex to this note, we have included a note about the
registration process and, in particular, how this impacts on passengers.

4. We carry almost 250,000 passengers a week in St Helens and with 400 employees are the largest
employer in the area. Our review of the network highlighted that it had remained largely unchanged for
many years, despite industrial and residential developments. The main network operated on a commercial
basis during the day, with evening and Sunday services provided by Merseyside PTE (Merseytravel); in some
cases, this had resulted in diVerences in routes and route numbers between day and evening journeys and
timetables that were not easy to understand.
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5. The new network oVers more direct links into and out of St Helens town centre and reduces the number
of route numbers from 21 to seven. Each of the six main corridors will run commercially at least every 10
minutes during the day and every 30 minutes in the evenings and on Sundays. These high frequency services
will encourage a “turn up and go” approach to bus usage. We are increasing the resources used on our St
Helens network by 10%.

6. The new network has been developed using the latest available demographic information, identifying
car ownership and age distribution. Current ridership patterns have been taken from ticket machine data;
general traYc flows, population and bus stop locations have been considered in detail with the help of aerial
maps. In-service observations and local knowledge have contributed to the review process

7. During the planning stage, discussions took place with employee representatives (the TGWU) and with
Merseytravel. With Merseytravel we reviewed the impact of the proposed network on journeys that
Merseytravel supports financially. Where feasible, we have absorbed subsidised journeys into the
commercial network. The consequence of this will be that Merseytravel will withdraw journeys on eight
services currently subsidised by the PTE.

8. We have printed 40,000 new timetable leaflets detailing the new services and 94,000 area guides (which
will include maps and timetables) which will be distributed to 67,000 households aVected by the changes.
An Information Roadshow will be held for four days in St Helens town centre for local people to meet Arriva
representatives who will explain the changes.

9. We refute the suggestion that 75% of our commercial buses are changed every year on Merseyside. Our
most frequent services on Merseyside, promoted as Le bus, were introduced with a five-year commitment
to maintain frequencies. We are convinced that we can build on the increase in patronage that we have
managed to deliver in Merseyside. This increase has been achieved against a background of historic
economic decline as well as new regeneration opportunities that have often favoured greater car usage.

10. Even if there were changes to 75% of commercial bus service registrations every year, this would not
in any sense aVect 75% of journeys or passenger trips or of passengers. We are aware that since Stagecoach
acquired the virtually bankrupt Glenvale business, that company has made a number of changes to former
routes. This may have the eVect of increasing in the short term the number of service changes that would
be typical in an area the size of Merseyside.

11. It is important not to confuse change and instability; all networks change as passenger numbers and
passenger needs change. We have many routes and networks where passenger numbers are increasing. There
are also areas where passenger numbers are falling as a result of population reductions, changes in local
economic activity, changes in land use and the like. Our business is a mixture of such routes and networks.

12. Arriva companies are happy to restrict the number of dates in a year on which services can change
and to agree those service change dates with local authorities. We have such agreements in place in most
urban areas; where there is no such agreement, we aim to adopt published DfT guidelines. In all cases, there
may be occasions when services have to change on other dates (for example, not all school terms have
common dates).

13. The majority of changes to bus service registrations are for minor changes to a departure time (which
we define as a movement in the departure time by not more than five minutes), usually done to improve
service punctuality. As might be expected, most of these changes take place in urban areas. A very significant
number of changes in registrations occur at the request of local authorities or as a result of factors that are
outside our control (such as changes in highway networks).

14. On Merseyside major changes to the road network have been implemented, both in preparation for
the proposed Merseytram scheme and as part of the general rebuilding of Liverpool city centre (known
locally as “the Big Dig”) and other areas. This has resulted in service registration amendments as routes
have to adapt to road closures and other changes. Further changes in Liverpool city centre are now being
introduced, with the City Council providing less notice than is normally necessary for operators to give the
necessary eight weeks’ notice to the TraYc Commissioner. Merseytravel and the City Council have written
to the TraYc Commissioner to outline the background to this problem.

15. Outside London, there is a direct relationship between the number of fare-paying passengers travelling
and the revenue we receive from them and a less direct link between the number of passengers travelling at
concessionary fares and the revenue we receive. Our objective is to create the optimum balance between the
needs of passengers and potential passengers, the scope and size of networks, frequencies and fares and costs
and revenue.

16. Concessionary fare schemes are built on the principle of operators being neither better oV nor worse
oV as a result of a scheme—passengers who do not pay a fare make more trips than they would do if they
had to pay; operators should receive what they would have been paid if fares were payable. Each of the
councils that operates a concessionary fare scheme has to make a judgement about how to implement this
objective (which is part of both EU and British law). All concessionary fare schemes reduce the payment
per passenger to take account of the generation of extra passengers from the existence of the scheme itself.
The reimbursement arrangements for concessionary fares vary widely across the country.
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17. In London, there is no link between the number of passengers travelling on the services we operate
under contract to TfL and the revenue we receive. As TfL takes the revenue risk, it is for TfL to decide on
the balance of costs and revenue in the light of the availability of public funds. TfL also has to take constant
note of changes in passenger needs; there are changes to bus services in London every week of the year, which
is not unreasonable, given the very dynamic nature of the TfL operating area.

18. The Committee asked about levels of profitability in London and in the PTE areas. The following
figures are based on our statutory accounts and show the average level of profitability before and after
taxation over the past five years. As our operating companies serve both PTE areas and adjoining shire and
unitary authority areas, the figures in this table do not represent only PTE areas but include some services
in adjoining authorities. Our operating company in the North West serves both Greater Manchester and
Merseyside (along with adjoining counties) and the company in Yorkshire serves both West and South
Yorkshire PTEs and North Yorkshire. Our operation in the West Midlands PTE area is largely confined to
routes to and from adjoining counties; we have not therefore included figures for West Midlands in this
table.

Pre-tax margin Post-tax margin

London 9.7% 5.3%
Tyne and Wear 12.4% 10.1%
Greater Manchester and Merseyside 9.6% 8.4%
West and South Yorkshire 6.0% 3.9%

19. The Committee also asked about the return on capital employed in our UK bus operations. The return
on capital employed before taxation for each of the last five years is shown below:

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

15.3% 14.0% 11.6% 12.2% 12.4%

20. Turning to the issue of reliability and punctuality, we note that a member of the Committee has
suggested that DfT figures attribute two thirds of delays to buses to matters in the control of operators. We
do not recognise that figure and note that the Senior TraYc Commissioner himself did not support it.
Without sight of the actual comment made by the DfT we cannot be sure of how this misunderstanding has
arisen; however, we suggest that it would be helpful to consider the two linked but separate issues of bus
service reliability and punctuality. Both are highly valued by passengers and remain the two key themes of
our evidence to the Committee and our discussions with the DfT and local authorities across the country.

21. “Reliability” is whether we run the buses that we advertise in our timetables; “punctuality” is how
closely those buses operate to the timetable. We monitor both the reliability and punctuality of our services.
Reliability is largely a matter for operators; punctuality is aVected both by the robustness of operator
timetables and—crucially—by traYc congestion and highway management. As the Senior TraYc
Commissioner has said “if you want a transport system that enables buses to run on time, let the buses
through. If you do not let them through you will not get anywhere and you will continue to lose passengers’
(Uncorrected transcript, 21 June evidence).

22. The third, related, concept is “predictability”—whether the bus will always take the same amount of
time (at any given time of the day) to complete the journey that a passenger wants to make. Predictability
is behind our eVorts to secure traYc management that does not simply increase the speed of operation of
buses but also reduces the variability between speeds across the day.

23. We have a good record for reliability. We operate well over 98% of our scheduled mileage across the
UK. Reliability can be aVected by weather conditions, by unexpected problems (such as motorway closures
leading to extreme traYc conditions through adjoining towns) or by other highway problems, such as
planned or unplanned roadworks, meaning that a bus may arrive at a terminus too late to start its next trip,
irrespective of the time allowance that will have been provided to take account of normal operating
experience.

24. Reliability can be aVected by engineering issues; although we aim to maintain our buses to a high
standard of safety and reliability, there may be engineering failures either in service or before a bus leaves
its depot.

25. The Committee asked a specific question about engineering issues in Arriva Yorkshire. In August
2004, VOSA inspectors visited Dewsbury and Heckmondwike depots; they examined 20 vehicles and issued
five immediate and five delayed prohibition notices; six of those prohibitions were removed following
repairs on the day. The inspectors also examined vehicle records and found them to be complete and
satisfactory; they noted an issue of oil leaks where leaks had been logged for “cleaning and observation”
rather than being repaired.

26. The VOSA inspector noted that “some of the defects indicate a lack of attention to detail . . . in that
a vehicle was found to have seats contaminated with chewing gum yet had just been cleaned . . . [Arriva]
has taken the fleet check very seriously and its national audit team has instigated a 100% audit [of
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maintenance record and procedures] . . . it is my opinion that [Arriva] is trying very hard to ensure standards
have been met and have all the necessary procedures and facilities available. They have identified
shortcomings within their own systems and are taking action to address these”.

27. At the subsequent TraYc Commissioner inquiry, the Managing Director of Arriva Yorkshire outlined
that three long-serving employees had left in March 2004 along with the Dewsbury Engineering Manager;
initially, we employed engineering contractors to cover the departure of staV. All replacement staV were in
post by the time of the TraYc Commissioner inquiry at the beginning of December 2004. Engineering staV
were reminded that logging and monitoring oil leaks “for cleaning and observation” was not an acceptable
practice; the policy is to record and repair.

28. Having considered the evidence at the inquiry and the way in which engineering arrangements are
subject to continuous review and improvement, the TraYc Commissioner decided to take no action against
Arriva but to issue a formal warning based on the undertakings given at the hearing. She noted “it is
regrettable that the loss of experienced fitters earlier in 2004 caused the improvements which were in the
process of taking place to be interrupted”; she noted the undertakings given about engineering procedures
and the use of Arriva’s national engineering audit team; she noted also that “further staV changes and re-
organisation took place after [the VOSA inspector’s] visit in August 2004 and his whole report and evidence
was very positive”. She recorded that she was “satisfied that [Arriva] does appreciate the seriousness of the
issues which have been raised and is doing its best to address them . . . a programme [of improvements] has
been in eVect for about a year and it is now a question of fine tuning”.

29. Arriva aims to learn from past experience and has used this inquiry as part of its constant review of
engineering standards and procedures. The availability of properly maintained buses is a key factor in our
eVorts to secure good service reliability. Problems can and do occur during the working day and there are
processes in place to record and rectify problems in a systematic and structured way so as to maintain our
commitment to the safety of passengers and employees.

30. We make regular and substantial investment in the Arriva fleet. The Committee has asked about the
average age of buses: this is set out below. Figures for buses outside London include vehicles operated on
contracts to local authorities (particularly for transport to and from schools) where the average age is
generally higher than our main network. As the Committee knows, Transport for London has paid for new
buses to be included in most of its recent contracts, particularly the substantial purchase of articulated buses:

Great Britain 7.4 years
London 3.9 years
Midlands 9 years
North East 8.9 years
North West England and Wales 8.3 years
South East 8 years
Yorkshire 9 years
Scotland 9.6 years

31. A key determinant of bus service reliability is, of course, the availability of drivers; although we make
strenuous eVorts to ensure that there is a driver allocated to every bus journey every day there can be
problems with last minute sickness absence, the very human failure of lateness for work, family emergencies,
traYc hold-ups and the like. It is part of our obligation to passengers to manage these problems. All
professional operators ensure that they have some level of additional resource available to cover for last-
minute failures; there can, however be occasions when the careful judgement of how many spare drivers may
be necessary proves to be wrong. Arriva operates well over 98% of its scheduled mileage. We can accept that
about two thirds of the very small percentage of mileage that is not operated over a year (that is, slightly
over 1% of total scheduled mileage) may be lost for what we can characterise as internal operator reasons,
as outlined in this paragraph.

32. Our aim is to mitigate the impact of reliability problems on passengers; this could include making a
choice to cancel a trip on a frequent service rather than on a less-well used but more infrequent route. The
impact on passengers on the frequent service is that a specific bus may be busier than usual—as one trip in
the cycle may have been cancelled—whereas the eVect on a less-frequent service would be much more acute,
albeit for a smaller number of people.

33. Punctuality is a diVerent matter and is the most common problem for passengers; a bus that runs late
has still run but, from the point of view of the passenger, this is unsatisfactory. Worse, if a bus is scheduled
to run every 15 minutes and one trip is delayed by 20 minutes, the passenger will see this as an issue of
reliability rather than punctuality; the bus did not appear to run and the fact that it is five minutes behind
the bus that the passenger did take is, quite rightly, of no value to the passenger. The key factor for bus
service punctuality is traYc congestion.

34. We do not believe that DfT figures show that “late running” comes in the main from matters within
an operator’s control. In our report “Arriva’s vision for buses on Merseyside” (copies of which can be
provided to the Committee), we describe some of the obstacles that we encounter—like traYc delays,
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congestion and road network capacity—in trying to deliver a punctual and reliable service. We are working
to overcome these obstacles through measures like satellite tracking technology covering every journey that
our buses make in Merseyside; we can analyse every trip to help identify problems and seek solutions.

35. We proposed last year the creation of a Merseyside Bus Board, bringing together bus operators
committed to quality improvements, Merseytravel and the metropolitan district councils. The aim was to
have a focus for the organisations that can deliver a vision of a high quality bus network at the heart of local
transport on Merseyside. We saw this as a way of identifying and prioritising problems, developing solutions
and overseeing their implementation. In particular, we see the need to match the investment by Arriva in
buses, facilities, training and employee development and by Merseytravel in improvements at bus stations,
stops and in publicity with policies to manage the highway to the benefit of bus users. We remain committed
to this approach.

36. In our report on Arriva’s vision for Merseyside, we commented about the standards of vehicles and
operators being used on some local authority-supported services. The Committee raised questions about
the number of bids submitted for “tendered services”; we do not submit bids for all tenders that are issued
by authorities. Our decision whether to submit a bid or not is based on the result of an analysis of factors
such as:

(a) Whether a bid is likely to be successful or not based on the price being paid for the current contract
and our assessment of whether such a price would be commercially viable for Arriva, particularly
given that our driver costs are based on properly negotiated wage rates, holiday and other leave
allowances, pensions, etc.

(b) Whether we have an appropriate vehicle in our fleet: this will often be based on whether an
authority wishes to specify a type or age of bus. Where no age is specified on school buses—or
where other bidders oVer lower prices with older buses—we often cannot compete on price.

(c) Whether we have drivers or administrative personnel available; if a journey starts or finishes outside
our normal hours of operation, it is unlikely that we would be able to oVer a winning price if this
had to include the cost of providing the additional administrative cover in addition to the
operating costs of the journeys themselves.

(d) Whether, at the time that the bid is submitted, we have drivers available to cover the work; Arriva
will not take on commitments to operate additional work that will risk damaging the reliability of
our main network, as this aVects many more people and our core commercial revenue.

(e) Whether the administrative process of dealing with the tender documents themselves are likely to
be worth the eVort when balanced against the risk that the bid will not be successful. We do not
wish to divert management attention away from our core network to seek speculative new work
of limited benefit; this will be a local judgement based on the work being oVered and the likelihood
or otherwise of success.

37. Arriva commissions a major research project each year using NOP to interview approximately 18,000
users across our bus operating companies outside London. The research helps to identify those aspects of
our operation that are most important to customers and those where we or our partners in local authorities
need to concentrate the greatest eVort to match our customers” expectations. Passenger opinions about our
employees are particularly positive, with over 90% of those interviewed saying that they were fairly, very or
extremely satisfied with the appearance and behaviour of our drivers.

38. We also measure and record complaints. Where necessary and appropriate—and after proper
investigation—this may result in remedial action with an individual driver. The latest figures for which we
can provide statistics are set out below. The figures record all complaints made, irrespective of where fault
or blame lay after investigation. Although the categories within which we record complaints do not exactly
match those requested by the Committee, we have attempted to provide figures that should help the
Committee’s understanding of the issues raised with us.

39. We have considered how best to present the figures in a way that will also give the Committee an idea
of scale; we show therefore the number of complaints per hundred thousand passenger trips:

Complaints per 100,000 passenger journeys

Driving Standards 0.76
StaV Attitude 1.37
StaV Actions 2.46

40. Safety and security is an important issue for us. Closed-circuit television is included on all buses that
Arriva is now buying. In many areas, matched funding arrangements have accelerated the process of
equipping existing buses with CCTV under joint Arriva-local authority initiatives. We are proud of our
work on CCTV and of the benefits that it has brought both to passengers and to employees. We would be
pleased to provide more information on this topic or to oVer the Committee an opportunity to inspect the
work directly.
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41. All our CCTV works on the basis of being digitally recorded rather than monitored. In some areas,
we are working on proposals to link CCTV images to the police or other agencies in situations where a driver
asks for assistance. In London, TfL has paid for the whole fleet of buses operating on its contacts to be
equipped with CCTV. These figures show the percentage of our operating fleet equipped with CCTV:

Great Britain 49%
London 100%
Midlands 30%
North East 36%
North West England and Wales 41%
South East 20%
Yorkshire 52%
Scotland 1%

42. We have been asked to comment about buses that are “accessible to people with disabilities”; our most
recent passenger studies show that the percentage of passengers travelling with us who indicate that they
have a physical disability is the same both in areas where all buses are low-floor and in those areas where
only a proportion of the fleet is of this design.

43. We have taken the Committee’s question as being one that is related to the issue of access for people
using wheelchairs; our figures show the percentage of the operating fleet that is low floor. Figures for buses
outside London include vehicles operated on contracts to local authorities for transport to and from
schools, where low floor buses are not usually specified. The Committee will know that all Transport for
London contracts include the cost of providing low-floor buses:

Great Britain 60%
London 100%
Midlands 47%
North East 34%
North West England and Wales 52%
South East 53%
Yorkshire 56%
Scotland 4%

44. We have sought in this note to provide additional information that should help the Committee in
its inquiry. We understand the Committee’s wish to present its report as soon as is practicable and have
therefore attempted to answer the Committee’s questions promptly and to provide additional
information in a way that should assist the Committee’s consideration of the issues.

July 2006

Annex

BUS SERVICE REGISTRATIONS

Operators have to register details of their services with the TraYc Commissioner; any changes have to be
advised to the TraYc Commissioner and to the relevant local authority or PTE not less than eight weeks
before the change is introduced. When this process was introduced in 1986, the notice period was six weeks;
it was increased to eight weeks as the Government accepted that local authorities needed more time to react
to proposed changes primarily to deal with two key areas of activity:

— Some, but by no means all local authorities publish timetables; Arriva itself issues timetables for
all its services and is part of a number of timetable and service information initiatives such as
traveline; all Arriva’s services are also published on the internet and are accessed over 2.5 million
times a year.

— All authorities have to consider the eVect of any service changes on the need to provide or modify
subsidised services or trips; for example, in the case of the St Helens services reviewed elsewhere
in this note, some journeys previously subsidised by Merseytravel will be included in the new
commercial services.

The service registration process is an administrative procedure, not an operational one. For example, a
passenger waiting at a stop in an urban area may be making a journey that can be made on any of a number
of routes that come together to form common frequencies along main roads. Services may be entirely urban
in character or may run outside the urban area but be so timetabled in the urban area that they work with
other services to make up a higher frequency service. Thus, a journey could be made on (for example) route
1 that runs every 30 minutes at 10 and 40 minutes past the hour, or route 2 running at 30 minute intervals
at 00 and 30 minutes past the hour and route 3 running at 30 minute intervals and passing the stop at 20
and 50 minutes past the hour. From the point of view of a passenger boarding at any of the stops on common
sections, there is a 10-minute frequency. The passenger has, rightly, no interest in the technical issue of
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whether routes 1, 2 and 3 are operated by buses allocated to one service registration or to three separate
registration documents. In many cases the actual allocation of buses and routes to registration documents
is a product of history—and, from the point of view of the passenger, this has no eVect.

When networks are revised, we take the opportunity to review the registration documents and may decide
to simplify the technical issue of service registrations as part of the network revision process. This can mean
that, for example, we will move the buses currently registered on the route 1 registration and the route 2
registration so that all trips are now registered on the route 3 registration; a simple reading of the registration
changes will make it appear that we are reducing two services and increasing one when there will be no eVect
on an individual passenger.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Go-Ahead Group Plc

Key Performance Indicators

1. In our 2004–05 financial year [our last full year] we operated 98.87% of our scheduled mileage.

2. Over 68% of our fleet had disabled access at 1 April 2006 and current investment plans will push this
figure beyond three quarters of the fleet.

3. Our latest published results [December 2005 Interim] show a 10.3% pre tax profit margin.

4. Although the new concessionary fare scheme [from 1 April 2006] has increased overall passenger
volumes our trend on fare-paying passengers outside London remains marginally negative
[approximately "0.1%].

5. Punctuality [TraYc Commissioner standards] is currently between 94% and 95% for North East
operations.

Clarification on Questions Relating to Whether Deregulation “Has Worked”

We understand that the Committee has received evidence on the decline of bus use since deregulation in
1986. We have not seen any reference in this to the greater levels of decline that existing prior to 1986 under
the preceding regulatory regime. Taken in isolation the more recent data is misleading.

A long-term trend analysis from 1950 shows that United Kingdom bus use has suVered an overall loss of
817 million passengers since 1986 but suVered a loss of 10,804 million before 1986.30 Thus 86% of the
reduction in bus passengers from 1950 occurred before bus deregulation in 1986. Passenger loss was at it’s
highest in the 1950s and 1960s [average 3.5% a year], which we believe is significantly higher than the average
rate since 1986.31

Whilst deregulation did not halt the trend of passenger decline it has not increased it either.

Competition Legislation

We fully accept that the public interest needs to be protected through competition legislation and that any
operator that seeks to conspire with other operators to take actions that are against the public interest should
be punished appropriately. We do not believe that the OYce of Fair Trading is best placed to undertake the
detailed evaluation of particular local circumstances and are aware of numerous cases where the OFT
position appears to be in conflict with the wishes of local authorities and the representatives of bus users.

We believe that either the Local Transport Authority or the TraYc Commissioner should be empowered
to issue a “Certificate of Exemption” that would enable local service and ticketing co-ordination initiatives
to be pursued under a specific bus Block Exemption power.

Congestion and Traffic Priority

We are grateful for the measures taken by highway authorities to provide us with some relief from the
increasing eVects of traYc congestion. Unfortunately, from our perspective, this is usually “too little and
too late”. We understand the diYculties faced by authorities, and are painfully aware of the adverse public
reaction to bus priority measures that is sometimes encountered. Unfortunately we have frequently failed
to make well known the direct link between traYc congestion, increased costs for bus operators and the
consequent increases in fares or reductions in services.

30 Transport Statistics Great Britain: Department for Transport.
31 Bus Industry Monitor: The TAS Partnership Ltd.
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We believe that there is substantial merit in the establishment of targets for bus operating speeds in Local
Transport Plans. An empirical approach, based on objective data would help to demonstrate the links
between the operating conditions and what it is reasonable to ask an operator to deliver in terms of service
and fare.

Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?

To clarify our position we should make it clear that we are agnostic on the issue of regulatory control,
provided that the resources and commitment of the relevant public authority is commensurate with the level
of control sought. In our substantive evidence we expressed the view that the public cost of bus provision
in London is unaVordable throughout the UK. This judgement is based on the comments made to us by
local authorities and PTEs on their resources and budgets.

We would welcome Department for Transport proposals for “partnerships with teeth” that would allow
us to make greater and earlier progress. At the same time we are fully co-operating with Tyne & Wear and
South Yorkshire PTEs on “market consultation” on possible Quality Contract schemes.

Go Ahead is the largest provider of bus services to Transport for London and is proud of our quality
levels, which regularly place us top of the London performance league. In Brighton & Hove we operate in
partnership with local authorities, in a working relationship that is widely acknowledged to be eVective and
probably the best of its type. In Tyne & Wear we have recently made proposals to Nexus for a “Third Way”
agreement that would give the PTE unprecedented involvement in the planning and supervision of our
services in East Gateshead. We are open to suggestions for improvements to the regulatory systems for any
of our businesses.

What is essential, however, is that we recognise that each of these alternatives has implications for public
authority spending, resource allocation and traYc management functions. We would be delighted to oVer
the “Rolls Royce” standards of London in Tyne & Wear, but could only do this at Rolls Royce costs. This
implies a need for spending in Tyne & Wear at around four times the current level. Equally we are happy
to work with authorities on less expensive models that we believe could deliver the greater part of the
London benefits, at a substantially lower cost.

Transport for London has clearly indicated that London quality levels cannot be achieved without the
investment, revenue support and traYc management measures implemented in London.32 We accept that a
more closely regulated environment is necessary in London to achieve the benefits delivered. However the
evidence shows that it is these features, and not the regulatory system itself, that delivers the service quality—
the regulatory controls are “necessary but not suYcient”.

27 June 2006

Further supplementary memorandum submitted by the Go-Ahead Group Plc

Request for Additional Information

1. What is the return on capital for your bus business?

Pre Tax Earnings Post Tax Earnings

BUS Division (including
PTE areas & London) 12% 9%.

2. What is your level of profitability in each PTE area and in London?

Pre Tax Earnings Post Tax Earnings

North East 8% 6%
Birmingham "8% "6%
London 18% 13%

3. By UK region and as a national average what percentage of your bus fleet is accessible to disabled persons?

The percentage of fleet with low floor buses for each Go-Ahead bus company and as a total for the Group
is listed below:

32 Peter Hendy, Director of Surface Transport, Transport for London.
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Percentage of fleet
with low floor buses

Company (2004–05)

Brighton & Hove 63
Go North East 54
London General &
London Central 82
Metrobus 83
Oxford Bus Company 45
Wilts & Dorset 49
Go-Ahead Group Total 68.15

4. By UK region and as a national average what is the age of your bus fleet?

Average age of fleet in each of Go-Ahead’s bus companies and as a total for the Group is listed below:

Company Average Age of Fleet

Brighton & Hove 6.8
Go North East 7.1
London General &
London Central 4.7
Metrobus 4.6
Oxford Bus Company 6.5
Wilts & Dorset 9.9
Southern Vectis 11.3
Solent Blueline 10.2
Birmingham Coach
Company 9.6
Go-Ahead Group Total 6.7

5. By UK region and as a national average what percentage of your buses carry CCTV? Are they monitored
or recorded?

CCTV fitment stats for Go-Ahead bus companies are as follows:

CCTV Fitment (as
Company at end of June 2005)

Brighton & Hove 100%
Go North East 50%
London General &
London Central 92%
Metrobus 78%
Oxford Bus Company 90%
Wilts & Dorset 33%
Solent Blue Line 13.7%
Southern Vectis 27%

6. How many passenger complaints do you receive per annum about drivers? Where possible, please
diVerentiate where complaints apply to bad driving, rudeness, poor training etc

Please find below details of the total number of complaints received by each operating company and by
the Group. We do not record our complaints by categories listed above, therefore we are unfortunately not
able to provide the Committee with a further break down.



3452081034 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 129

Passenger Complaints
Company (2004–05)

Brighton & Hove 4,089
Go North East 8,304
London General & 4,031
London Central
Metrobus 1,173
Oxford Bus Company 1,290
Wilts & Dorset 857
Go-Ahead Group Total 19,744

13 July 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Uni-link

At the hearing a request was made for specific information which we are happy to provide.

1. Profitability

Uni-link is a partnership between the University of Southampton and a bus service provider, Minerva
Accord. The University requirement is that the service should operate at no cost to the university. Over the
initial four years the university has made available subsidies averaging £100,000 a year. These subsidies will
not be required from next year.

Our operating partner Minerva Accord achieves 15% profit at the moment. This is made up of a margin
on agreed contractual receipts from the university to run the service. Revenues come to the university. A
revenue level (from on-bus sales and sales of period tickets at the university sales oYce) is also agreed which
is a trigger point from which all further revenues are shared equally between the university and Minerva
Accord. Revenues shared in this way contribute to Minerva Accord’s 15%, and towards the university’s aim
to operate cost neutrally as far as the university is concerned.

2. CCTV Coverage

18 of the 20 buses are equipped and the remaining two or their replacements will be equipped within the
next 12 months. Recordings are made on the bus and are not transmitted to the depot.

3. Release of Reliability Data to the Traffic Commissioner

This information is automatically generated by the City operated real time system, and we would be very
keen to have this data released to the TraYc Commissioner, to the Council Transport Planners and to the
general public alongside all other local bus operators.

4. Bus Cleaning

Buses are washed (at the local handwash!) every other day, and are valeted internally every fortnight.

5. Bus Inspections

No prohibitions in the last year.

6. Complaints and Quality

We receive on average one reply paid card and one comment form from the website every day—almost
1,000 a year. 75% are to convey praise for the service and make flattering comparisons with other bus services
locally and even with bus services elsewhere in the world. Also in this 75% are ideas and suggestions to
improve the network, or the services. Of the 25% that are complaints, approximately 5% relate directly to
driver issues that can include late running over which the driver has little control; failure to stop with a bus
with standing passengers (even though there might be seats empty at the back); inability to accept a third
or fourth pushchair etc.
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Report cards and forms also ask respondents to grade service quality. Of the reports received since
January these have been overall:

46% rated 5 (highest)
32% 4
14% 3
5% 2
4% 1 (lowest)

These scores are published on Uni-link’s website.

7. Training

To amplify my response to training being ongoing, every month we purchase reports on 10 journeys made
by mystery travellers. Reports cover all aspect of driving skill, and customer care. These reports are
discussed with every driver subject of a report to address any quality issues that arise, and to recognise
praiseworthy elements. Reports are also of benefit in our maintenance and housekeeping where they also
appraise standards of cleanliness and general appearance.

10 July 2006

Memorandum submitted by The TraYc Commissioners

1. Introduction

1.1 TraYc Commissioners (TCs) are regulators of the Bus Industry in Great Britain. Their role as a single
person tribunal requires them to consider road safety, fair competition and bus punctuality. There are seven
full time TraYc Commissioners.

2. The Powers of the Traffic Commissioners

2.1 These are set out, in so far as they relate to the bus industry, in the Public Passenger Vehicles Act
1981, the Transport Act 1985, and the Transport Act 2000, together with relevant secondary legislation.

2.2 TCs have the power to take action against non-compliant bus operators who do not comply with the
conditions and undertakings of their Public Service Vehicle (PSV) operators’ licences.

2.3 The orders which TCs may make against bus operators who do not run their buses according to the
registered timetables include restricting or prohibiting operators from running services on certain routes, or
imposing a financial penalty.

3. The Effectiveness off the TCs’ Function

3.1 There are several factors which mitigate against TCs being able to use their powers eVectively.
These include:

— In England, a total lack of adequate resources to monitor bus punctuality. The DfT pays for bus
compliance oYcers and the Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) employs them. There
are no more than two such oYcers allocated to each traYc area. Additional funding is available
in Scotland and Wales for this purpose.

— A lack of will amongst a number of local transport authorities to ensure that there is adequate
provision for bus services and a failure by them to develop meaningful partnerships with PSV
operators.

— The nature of the local road network along which buses are expected to operate.

— A failure by Government to modernise methods of measuring bus punctuality and to legislate
accordingly.

— The above matters create diYculties for TCs when considering whether a PSV operator has a
reasonable excuse for failing to run its services punctually.

4. The Future

4.1 As independent regulators, TCs are able to call non-compliant operators to a Public Inquiry. This
provides a PSV operator with an opportunity to explain reasons for non-compliance.

4.2 The TCs’ role could be enhanced by:

— Ensuring a modern approach to the collection of evidence.
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— Giving TCs adequate resources to carry out their statutory duties.

— Making provision for TCs to enquire of local transport authorities (and possibly central
government) the reasons for an apparent lack of support for local PSV operators in the provision
of an eVective bus service.

4.3 TCs have demonstrated a willingness to take notice of the views of all stakeholders in the bus industry.
Practice Direction No 4 (Standards for Local Bus Services) was amended in November 2004 to encourage
greater consultation between local transport authorities and bus operators. It also introduced the concept
of punctuality improvement partnerships and set out the guidelines within which TCs work when
considering action against non-compliant operators.

4.4 TCs believe that their eVectiveness as regulators would be improved with adequate provision of
resources and a clearer definition of their role.

June 2006

Witness: Mr Philip Brown, Senior TraYc Commissioner, TraYc Commissioners, gave evidence.

Q336 Chairman: Good afternoon to you, Mr
Brown. You are most warmly welcome and we are
very grateful to you for coming. Did you want to say
something before you begin?
Mr Brown: I do not think so, Chairman. Everything
I really wanted to say is set out in my very brief
submission. You will see that the TraYc
Commissioners are the independent regulators and
can only act a) within their statutory powers and b)
within the information with which they are
provided.

Q337 Chairman: We have lots of questions to ask
you about that.
Mr Brown: I am sure you will.

Q338 Chairman: Do you think your Commissioners
are fit for the purpose for which they are designated?
Mr Brown: Do you mean in terms of the role of the
TraYc Commissioner itself?

Q339 Chairman: I mean all of it. Do you have
enough staV? Are your powers relevant to what you
need to do?
Mr Brown: In terms of the powers that we have, I
think the powers that we have are a little bit of a
halfway house because it is how we receive the
evidence to enable us to exercise those powers. You
will see one of the points that I make in my paper is
that there needs to be a modernising of the way in
which data is collected. That is the first point, and to
just expand a little on that—and it was point that
was made earlier on when talking to the bus
operators and a point that I have made many
times—if the obligation was on operators to provide
TraYc Commissioners, a point you made
Chairman, with the statistical information of their
performance and the reasons why they may not have
been able to achieve 100% performance, that
immediately, probably, apart from someone
analysing the data in my oYce, gives the TraYc
Commissioner the information and the explanation.
It cuts through all of this clipboard and pen exercise
of standing at bus stops and monitoring services and
transcribing all that data.

Q340 Chairman: Is that what you meant by
modernising? I was just going to ask you in your own
evidence you talk about modernising. That is what
you mean, physically modernising?
Mr Brown: That is part of the modernising of it. We
need to impose an obligation on operators to do
that, like they are of course obligated to do under the
recent amendment in relation to the flexibly routed
bus services. If a traYc examiner says, “Give me
your data,” they are obliged to keep the data
themselves but give it to them. I understand that
there may be lots of diYculties in that because not
everybody, apart from the larger operators you have
seen here today, will hold that electronically so that
is something that needs to be worked out.
Modernising the whole process would certainly help
TraYc Commissioners in gaining the big picture.

Q341 Clive EVord: One answer from Stagecoach
said that they had never had a request for that data,
the statistics you have just been talking about. Can
you comment on that?
Mr Brown: Well, the easiest way to request them is
when you have a statutory power to request them.
One of the excuses—sorry, reasons I have had given
at a public inquiry by one the large groups here
today was, “We undertake to give you the statistics
provided you do not take any action against us on
the statistics which we have provided.”
Clive EVord: Can I just push you a bit further on
that.
Chairman: That is a unique attitude.

Q342 Clive EVord: We were definitely given the
impression that if you requested this information, it
was readily available and it would be handed over
to you.
Mr Brown: If that was the case, of course on every
bus operator’s licence we could suggest that the
conditions of the licence be varied by adding a
condition that every bus operator must provide
statistics of their performance in relation to the local
services every three or six months, whatever it may
be. So we can impose that condition by way of a
variation, I think, but I would have to check the
legislation to make sure that the process was legal.
That is all I would say.
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28 June 2006 Mr Philip Brown

Q343 Clive EVord: Can I ask you about the number
of stop notices that are issued on buses, whether
postponed ones or immediate ones. We were told
that the overall figure for the industry was around
about 70% of buses without stop notices.
Mr Brown: 70% of inspections of vehicles are clear
of prohibition, yes.

Q344 Clive EVord: That was a correct figure?
Mr Brown: On average across the piece that
probably is a correct figure in terms of the 30%
failure rate, yes.

Q345 Clive EVord: The bus operating companies in
front of us represent what proportion of the
industry?
Mr Brown: I do not know but it is a fairly large
proportion. There is a very small number of bus
operators.

Q346 Clive EVord: Most of their figures seemed to be
in the high 80s or even high 90s and, given the
proportion they are of the industry, I wondered
whether that figure added up when the overall figure
for the industry is 70%?
Mr Brown: I think it is right that one has to be
careful just looking at statistics because, as someone
said earlier, some of them can be very minor reasons
for prohibition which do not actually impact on
road safety at all. On the other hand, they may have
very serious consequences and what the TraYc
Commissioners take into account is the number of
immediate prohibitions which are marked by VOSA
enforcement oYcers as significant failures of
maintenance.

Q347 Clive EVord: Just going back on the statistics
issue, if you were given the information that you
have requested and been denied, would it make your
job easier in terms of enforcement and maintaining
the standards of the contracts?
Mr Brown: The first positive part of that would be
we would have an instant set of statistics which
would be analysed either by the operator or by
VOSA oYcers and that would tell us what the
percentage of compliance across these operated
services as a whole was, so we would know where the
problems lay and we would know what the reasons
were for non-compliance, for not running bus
services according to the timetables. That, of course,
has a benefit to the operator who can say, “These are
the problem areas and these are the reasons we have
the problems.” One of the bus companies in my area
has recently adopted a process of sending me a
weekly list of problems that they have encountered
and the reasons why their buses have not been able
to run on time. That is a good start so I have the
information. Much of it is to do with the
information flow and communication because a lot
of the time TraYc Commissioners are acting quite a
lot in the dark or at least in the gloom, and to enable
them to make an informed decision they need the
full picture.

Q348 Mr Martlew: Just on that point, alright, Mr
Brown, you get the information but do you believe
that the public should be given that information as
well? If, say, I go to the railway station and I am a
bit of an anorak, I will look at the performance of the
trains, and I think it has an eVect of improving the
performance of the companies so that the public
know what they are doing.
Mr Brown: I think that is true. To a certain extent it
should be in the public domain. Once it is released to
the TraYc Commissioners it should be in the public
domain. It is not sub judice, it is not anything really,
it is eVective evidence. One of the diYculties that the
bus companies did explain was of course they are
reliant on a road network rather than a rail network.
There may be many, many problems with road
networks, and that is another issue that I can come
on to later on, but I see no reason at all why the
statistics should not be published.

Q349 Mrs Ellman: You have just referred to some
problems about road networks. What would you
like to do to resolve those? Is there anything to do
with powers?
Mr Brown: I would love to oblige local authorities to
provide bus priority lanes. One of my areas, as you
will know, is in the Western traYc area in Bristol and
there where one eVective bus priority measure was
introduced a couple of years ago that has seen
passenger growth by 12–15%. Those are agreed
figures between the local authority and the bus
authority. The bus company has suggested more
priority lanes, four or five other priority measures,
on what they call the showcase routes. That is just a
measure of what is proposed for the Greater Bristol
area amongst four unitary authorities, and that is
part of a local transport plan. Then, however, you
come up against economics, you come up against
politics, and of course you get nowhere. I have said
that recently at a stakeholder group meeting which
involved local authorities, local councillors and the
bus operators and other stakeholders. I said, “If you
take the politics out, if you really want a transport
system which enables buses to run on time, let the
buses through. If you do not let them through you
will not get anywhere and you will continue to lose
passengers.” It is quite simple really.

Q350 Mrs Ellman: What do you mean exactly when
you say take the politics out? Are you telling us at the
point of commission—
Mr Brown: It is nothing to do with me. It will not
even come to me. If your buses are running on time
no-one is going to complain. I do not have to deal
with the issue at all. I only deal with non-compliant
operators.

Q351 Mrs Ellman: You just said that you would like
to have the powers to decide.
Mr Brown: I did not say that. I said if local
authorities were obliged to provide bus priority
lanes, not by me, I am not suggesting that.
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28 June 2006 Mr Philip Brown

Q352 Mrs Ellman: Is that not the same thing? Do
you think you know better than local authorities
what should happen in individual areas?
Mr Brown: I do not think I know anything better
than anybody else. All I can say is I can act on
evidence that if you want passenger growth you
want measures to do that to encourage people back
on the buses. You have only got to look at York,
look at Bradford, look at Leeds and other
metropolitan areas where there are proper bus
priority measures in force to see that then you will
have good bus patronage.

Q353 Mrs Ellman: But who should be deciding?
Mr Brown: I do not think that is a matter for me.

Q354 Chairman: You are not going to get away with
that, Mr Brown, it is a good try.
Mr Smith: I knew you would say that.

Q355 Chairman: The thing is what we want to know
is are you really saying that, in eVect, the traYc
planner, which is what you are actually implying,
whether employed by you or employed by the local
authority, should have the obligation, which was the
word that you used, to provide a bus priority lane
because, in eVect, that is taking away from elected
councillors. We do not want to go into the pros and
cons of that at the moment but I think we need to
know exactly what it is you are saying. If you are
saying TraYc Commissioners should have the right
to insist that local authorities provide bus priority
lanes, someone has to take that decision of where it
is going to be.
Mr Brown: Let me just give you some examples from
cases that I have. For example, you will have a bus
company which will say, “It is traYc congestion, we
cannot get our buses through in this urban area.”

Q356 Chairman: They say that about Crewe, God
help us.
Mr Brown: Wherever they say it about, then you say
to the local authority, “What bus priority measures
have you introduced to enable the buses to get
through, some of which may be contracted services
so you have said you have got to run these buses
according to this timetable? What have you done
about it?” “Nothing,” they said, “We cannot do
anything about congestion.” End of story.

Q357 Chairman: We are still asking you the same
question.
Mr Brown: I know you are but I am just trying to
give you a bit of background. Whether it is central
government which says buses are a priority and
therefore we require local authorities—mind you,
you would have to pay local authorities because they
will say they have not got any money, that is another
issue, but if you say as a central government
department we require local authorities to ensure
bus priority measures to encourage and obtain
better patronage, I can only give you very small
examples that that is what has happened. That is the
historical fact of the matter. I can only leave it at
that.

Q358 Chairman: You are still—
Mr Brown: The TraYc Commissioners are just
regulators. We do not decide policy.

Q359 Chairman: Are you saying, in eVect, that it
should be looked at purely as an abstract traYc
congestion problem. If you are, we do not need to
argue with you, this is an argument to be held
elsewhere, but is that what you are saying that that
should take priority over what elected members
want for a particular area?
Mr Brown: If that is necessary, it has to be.

Q360 Mrs Ellman: Let me put it the other way on.
Suppose the TraYc Commissioners were abolished
and the powers all transferred to local authorities,
would anything be lost by that?
Mr Brown: Yes, it would because it would then
certainly leave a bus company which had an issue
with a local authority—the local authority may not
be co-operating—open to the lack of any
independent body to deal with those issues. The
strength of TraYc Commissioners is that they are
independent of both central and local government
and they are there to deal with these issues as
independent regulators as such, and that is what
would be lost, I think.

Q361 Mrs Ellman: Which of your powers would you
say you have used most eVectively?
Mr Brown: In terms of bus priority measures?

Q362 Mrs Ellman: In terms of buses in general.
Mr Brown: In terms of buses in general, it has been
mainly on dealing with poorly maintained buses
rather than bus reliability. We get very few bus
reliability cases, it has to be said, so I do not want
this to go out of all proportion. What I am saying is
that may be to do with data—the point I was making
earlier on. Most eVectively has been when a bus
operator has been found to be lacking in terms of
maintenance and as a first measure taking away their
ability to run further services because you have
removed some of their buses oV their licence and
then try to make a diVerence with that by saying, “If
this happens again then you are actually going to
lose buses that matter (in other words beyond the
peak vehicle requirement) and you are going to dig
into that,” which will stop them running services.
The TraYc Commissioners are loath to do that
unless absolutely necessary. It has happened a
couple of times and it has made a diVerence in terms
of the operator making sure that their maintenance
systems are eVective.

Q363 Mrs Ellman: Are there any areas where the
Department for Transport could be more active?
Mr Brown: The Department for Transport could be
more active in firstly giving us more staV to monitor
bus services and to analyse the data to enable us to
do that eVectively. That would be a quick-fix, if you
like, from changing legislation to impose obligations
on the bus operators to provide those figures, but
again it would only be a quick-fix.
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Q364 Mrs Ellman: Is it not an important fix?
Mr Brown: I think it would be a very important fix.
It may actually reveal that in terms of bus reliability,
it is more reliable than it appears to be from the 2005
statistics which have just been published, because
again that monitoring exercise was only carried out
over a two or three-week period at selected bus stops
in non-peak hours.

Q365 Mrs Ellman: What sort of increase would you
be looking for in terms of staV and skills?
Mr Brown: Within England and Wales at least a
doubling, probably a tripling to make it eVective. In
England and Wales there are currently six or seven
bus compliance oYcers who are paid for by the
Department for Transport. Wales have a couple
more paid for by the Welsh Assembly, and Scotland
for that matter also.

Q366 Chairman: What are the total numbers for all
of them by country, do you know?
Mr Brown: In England, Wales and Scotland?

Q367 Chairman: England is what?
Mr Brown: England is about six.

Q368 Chairman: Scotland is?
Mr Brown: Scotland is probably three or four now
because some of them are paid for by the Scottish
Executive.

Q369 Chairman: And the Assembly in Wales pays
for two?
Mr Brown: They pay for two.

Q370 Chairman: Bringing the total number to?
Mr Brown: Round about nine or ten.

Q371 Mr Scott: What level of complaints do you get
about security and anti-social behaviour?
Mr Brown: Very few. When they come in, the first
thing I would do is send it to the bus operator to
investigate and, secondly, if it is a serious issue, I
would send it to the VOSA compliance oYcers to
investigate, although they do not really get involved
in that at all.

Q372 Mr Scott: Can I go back to what you were
saying about local authorities. In a number of areas,
if I take my own constituency, there is nothing you
can do for a bus priority lane because 95% of the
roads are single lane. It is totally impossible. In that
sort of area what would you suggest as a priority
for buses?
Mr Brown: It depends upon whether there is a
problem in terms of congestion or in terms of bus
reliability. As far as TraYc Commissioners are
concerned, they do not set the timetables. It is the
bus operators’ timetables. They may be, if they are
subsidised services, according to whatever a local
authority wants, whatever they have contracted with
the local authority but it is the bus operators. They
can run to whatever timetables they want to run. As
long as they are registered—and I have no say
whether something is registered or not provided they

give the statutory 56 days’ notice—so in those terms
it is up to the operators to assess what they can do to
run their services on time. I only get involved when
they do not run their services in accordance with
their registered timetables.

Q373 Graham Stringer: What I want to get at is how
safe services are with 30% of the buses nationally not
being right. When bus operators were giving us
evidence they implied and gave examples that this
was torn seats and relatively trivial issues. Of those
30% that are stopped, what percentage would you
describe as a serious risk to the travelling public?
Mr Brown: I do not have those statistics in front of
me. This is only from my feeling and experience as
a TraYc Commissioner dealing with bus operators
over the last 15 or 16 years, but in those terms I
would say that the majority of the 30%, about 50 to
60%, are probably not road-safety critical issues.
They may be technical issues which, of course, may
impact on road safety at a later stage, if I can put it
that way. I do not know what the split between
delayed prohibition, which are the not so serious
ones, and immediate prohibition is, but, having said
that, when you get an immediate prohibition, which
is a road-safety critical item and is S-marked, that is
when it becomes significant. Sadly, although we see
many fewer bus operators than we do for example
haulage operators, in that role, what we tend to find
is that with bus operators the defects tend to be
more serious.

Q374 Graham Stringer: Right, so can you give us
any percentage of immediate prohibitions?
Mr Brown: I just said I could not do that.

Q375 Graham Stringer: I know but then you started
to give some statistics that made me think we might
be getting somewhere.
Mr Brown: I am afraid I cannot help you there.

Q376 Graham Stringer: Is it possible for you to
provide them?
Mr Brown: I am sure I can get those figures from the
VOSA Annual Report. There is an annual report
presented each year by the Vehicle and Operator
Services Agency and all those statistics will be
logged.

Q377 Graham Stringer: Thank you. You said
previously I think in answer to Mrs Ellman that you
changed operators’ behaviour by having inquiries
and rulings. We have heard evidence from the
Transport & General Workers’ Union and others
that when First Manchester had faulty services de-
registered they immediately re-registered them as
First Pioneer. This was after quite serious safety
issues. Did you not as a Commissioner feel you were
being undermined by this? I know it is not your area.
Mr Brown: I am sure my colleague in Manchester
would have felt that because that is just trying to get
round the legislation, it is being disingenuous, is it
not?



3452081037 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 135

28 June 2006 Mr Philip Brown

Q378 Chairman: “Cheating” is the word you are
looking for, Mr Brown.
Mr Brown: I think it is. I was trying to be more
delicate than that.

Q379 Graham Stringer: Do you think the rules
should be changed to stop that?
Mr Brown: You have to go into the realms of
company law and all kinds of intricate rules in order
to do that, but if there was a simple way of doing it,
yes, of course. The trouble with that of course is that
at the moment vehicles are not specified on a PSV
operator’s licence whereas they are on a goods
vehicle operator’s licences, so you might be able to
stop that if vehicles could be specified as individual
registrations, yes.

Q380 Graham Stringer: You have previously
expressed your concern about delays being caused
by local authorities not having bus priority
measures. When I asked the Government what they
attributed delays to, they said two-thirds of delays
were the operators’ fault, not having their buses
ready on time to leave the depot. Is that a figure you
would concur with or recognise?
Mr Brown: I do not know that I could really fully
identify with that. I think the way I would approach
it is this: it strikes me that there are two issues here.
One is the bus operator who tries to run a service, it
finishes and then it immediately turns around again
in order to go back and start another route. In those
terms I know that many bus companies have taken
it upon themselves to have proper layover time to
allow for delays on one route to allow the next route
to start on time. I would say the vast majority of
buses do start their routes on time. Then it is really
down to what happens on the route as much as
anything else. If it does not start on time that may be
down, of course, to traYc delays caused by the
incoming service on the earlier route, so that may
well be why buses are perceived not to be starting on
time. It may be down to there not being enough
buses or drivers. It may be down to delays on an
earlier service.

Q381 Graham Stringer: Or mechanical faults or
other reasons?
Mr Brown: Exactly, yes.

Q382 Graham Stringer: Can I follow that up because
I did not understand fully your answer to Mr
EVord’s questions about the information that you
were provided with. Have you asked the bus
companies for the information that they claimed
that they were willing to give on punctuality and
reliability?
Mr Brown: Not as a matter of course in the past.
There is no reason for that except, I suppose, when
you come into a job you are told this is the way the
system works. The only way we have been able to get
information in the statutory function is like on the
flexible route bus services where the Transport Act
2000 gives VOSA examiners specific power to
require that information to be sent.

Q383 Graham Stringer: And is it a standard response
that bus companies will say, “We will give you this
information if you do not take action against us”? I
want to be clear about that because that was what
you indicated.
Mr Brown: That was said to me at a public inquiry
by a lawyer representing a bus company, yes.

Q384 Graham Stringer: Is it once it has happened?
Mr Brown: That happened once and I think the
attitude has changed as bus operators, if you like,
come to recognise that TraYc Commissioners are
there to help promote bus services as well. As the
regulator we only want to become involved if there
is non-compliance, but we will try and assist in terms
of communication between operators and local
authorities and the enforcement agencies and TraYc
Commissioners to make things work. A lot of it has
been a lack of communication and a lack of trust
perhaps between operators and indeed TraYc
Commissioners. I do not know, that is just surmised.
Also I think in terms of local authorities being aware
of the function of TraYc Commissioners, very often
local authorities may agree something with the bus
operator but the TraYc Commissioner may not
know. We heard all about the voluntary quality
contracts and quality partnerships earlier on. I do
not have copies of any made by any bus company in
my area. They are not sent to me as a matter of
course. One is now being proposed, I think, under
the new proposals for the punctuality improvement
partnerships, and that will be a good start.

Q385 Mr Martlew: Just coming back to passenger
safety, we have heard some quite alarming figures
about buses failing and being given prohibition
notices, but is travelling on a bus a relatively safe
thing to do? Are the numbers of people being killed
and injured coming down? Do you have records of
this?
Mr Brown: I personally do not have records of
that—

Q386 Mr Martlew: Sorry, TraYc Commissioners do
not have the figures on how many people are killed?
Mr Brown: They are not presented with those
statistics as a matter of course, no. TraYc
Commissioners tend to react to information. We
react to evidence, if you like, in the same way as a
judge would.

Q387 Mr Martlew: Surely if the numbers were
coming down it would be an indication that you
were doing your job properly?
Mr Brown: Yes, that is why one of our aims is that
that should be the case and I could not agree more,
yes, indeed but we do not get that as a matter of
course. If we do perhaps we do not interpret it quite
so much.

Q388 Mr Martlew: Is it your impression that
travelling on a bus is a fairly safe thing to do?
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Mr Brown: I think so. I travel on a bus every day.

Q389 Chairman: Mr Brown, do you have close
contacts with the Department for Transport and
discuss the problems that you see?
Mr Brown: Yes, I have had several discussions over
the last 12 months with them looking at ways of
ensuring that TraYc Commissioners are able to
exercise their powers in a more informed fashion.

Q390 Chairman: And you pointed out to them the
sort of sensible suggestions you made this afternoon
that if you had routine access automatically to
information from the operators and the local
authorities, that would assist you?
Mr Brown: I have made that point several times,
Chairman.

Q391 Chairman: What sort of response do you get?
Mr Brown: Latterly fairly positive.

Q392 Chairman: Some of the evidence given by the
Permanent Secretary did rather seem to say the
delivery structure outside of London was so complex
and it was tied up with the local authority structure.
He also said, “That is way beyond my Department’s
responsibility”, which does sound a bit like the
Permanent Secretary!
Mr Brown: I am not going to—well, I cannot
comment.

Q393 Chairman: No, what we really want to know is
are they suYciently engaged in promoting bus
transport?
Mr Brown: If you had asked me this 12 months ago
I would have said no, definitely not. If it means they
have to do anything in order to promote it, they will
not do it. Things within the Buses and Taxis Division
have improved latterly and I have engaged in a fairly
positive conversation with the person who looks
after the Buses and Taxis Division.

Q394 Chairman: That is something that you can
represent because presumably your fellow TraYc
Commissioners say not only what you have said to
us this afternoon but are capable of giving you
support in the various statistics?

Memorandum submitted by the Community Transport Association

I am responding on behalf of the Community Transport Association (CTA) to the recent press notice that
invited evidence on a series of issues that are subject to an enquiry by the Transport Committee. CTA is
pleased to have this opportunity to suggest improvements that can be made to the current systems of
regulating and financing bus services in the UK.

CTA is a rapidly growing national charity giving voice and providing leadership, learning and enterprise
support to over 1,500 member organisations across the UK which are delivering innovative transport
solutions to achieve social change.

We promote excellence through providing training, publications, advice, information and events on
voluntary, accessible and community transport.

Voluntary and community transport exists to meet the travel and social needs of people to whom these
would otherwise be denied, providing accessible and aVordable transport to achieve social inclusion.

Mr Brown: Yes.

Q395 Chairman: So what you are looking for is
more money?
Mr Brown: Yes.

Q396 Chairman: Better and clearer powers?
Mr Brown: Yes.

Q397 Chairman: Clear evidence of what is actually
happening both with operators and with local
authorities?
Mr Brown: Yes.

Q398 Chairman: And on a good day you would also
like to have some control over bus lanes? Or do I
précis unnecessarily?
Mr Brown: I do not care who does it as long as if you
are here to promote bus use then there has to be a
method of ensuring that buses are given a fair chance
of running on time and thereby encouraging more
passengers on them.

Q399 Chairman: Finally, can you assist with the
view that in deregistering established services, for
whatever reason, operators increase the burden on
local authorities and the PTEs. Is there anything you
can do to help? You heard, I am sure, the question
from Mrs Ellman about the list of services that are
suddenly changed.
Mr Brown: Yes, the only way that you could deal
with that of course—and provided they give us 56
days’ notice, as I said earlier, we cannot do anything
about that—but if it were, for example, TraYc
Commissioners who said, “The local authority says
these services must be run,” then if we had that
information and somebody wanted to cancel a
service which meant there were no other services that
were going to run, of course the TraYc
Commissioners would have the power to say, “You
are not cancelling that service until somebody else
picks it up and runs with it.” That may be Utopia but
at least it means there may be a bus service.

Q400 Chairman: Mr Brown, we admire the work of
the TraYc Commissioners on this Committee and
we are grateful to you for coming this afternoon. I
hope you will convey our appreciation to your
colleagues.
Mr Brown: Thank you very much, Chairman, I
enjoyed it.



3452081038 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:33:00 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 137

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

In short, no. There is evidence that frequency, accessibility and use are improving in London, but outside
the capital there is little or no improvement that can be attributed to de-regulation. Free competition has
merely resulted in a commercial monopoly while local authorities and community organisations struggle to
ensure mobility and access for socially excluded groups. Despite the good work of agencies such as the
Disabled Persons Advisory Committee and the Mobility and Access Committee for Scotland, less that a
quarter of bus services outside London are estimated to be accessible.

The lack of co-ordination has resulted in a continued reduction of provision in rural areas which has
further contributed towards increases in the use of the car. Bus services are increasingly viewed as a last
resort for those who cannot aVord to run a car and the costs of traveling by bus has continued to increase
at a greater rate than car running costs. DfT targets for increasing bus patronage eVectively rest wholly on
performance in London, where regulation exists.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

It is the CTA’s view that statutory regulation does not compromise high quality services. Indeed,
regulation can be used to govern service quality as well as network design.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Priority bus measures do, in general, have a beneficial eVect, although it is probably true to say that this
eVect is not as marked as planners had hoped. One issue which arises for CTA members is the understanding
by some local oYcials and enforcement agencies of which services are allowed to utilise bus priority
measures. In some areas these are restricted to registered local bus services, whereas allowing community
services to access these measures in all areas would improve the level of service they could operate.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

The funding and finance of community run services should be considered in relation to the regulatory
regime under which they operate. These services comprise a vital element of the overall public transport
network and they need to be encouraged and permitted to develop more sustainable business models. This
means encouraging a social enterprise approach and reducing the grant dependency culture. In order to
achieve this, government and local and national funding authorities need to embrace a number of key
concepts:

Funding terms—grants, service level agreements and contracts with community operators need to be let
over appropriate time periods. There is a need to move away from the more common one to three year cycle
and towards cycles of five to seven years.

Full cost recovery—within these finance cycles the contracting/funding authority needs to recognise their
obligations to pay for 100% of the cost of the service they are buying (ie including core running and
management costs).

Regulation—There is a need for a comprehensive review of the Section 19 and Section 22 permit regime
which governs the operation of most community services. This topic was the subject of a detailed submission
to the Department for Transport in June 2004 (copy of the text of that submission is attached for reference).
CTA was informed that this submission would form the basis for a consultation of potential changes to the
current system, but this has yet to happen.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

Concessionary travel is the topic of the CTA’s first policy paper of 2006. It sets out the key stakeholder
groups and the diYculties encountered with the current approach. In particular, the current arrangements
are potentially discriminatory as they allow concessionary travel scheme administrators the discretion to
maintain a system where some travellers can utilise their concessionary entitlement whilst others cannot.
Scheme administrators should be compelled to ensure that every eligible passenger can make use of the
concession to which they are entitled.

One mechanism far achieving this objective is to make much wider use of community transport services
in delivering concessionary travel. Changes are required to the regulatory regime in order to make best use
of concessionary travel schemes (see response to previous question above) and by doing so enabling a much
wider use of community transport.
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Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

The London model demonstrates that regulation can and does deliver an eVective public transport
network. It is likely that similar results can be achieved in other areas whose nature is not dissimilar to
London. However, can it work in other areas? One of the areas in the UK which bears the least resemblance
possible to London is the Western Isles. Due to the sparse and distributed nature of the population there
are no commercial services in the Western Isles. As such, all services are subsidised under contract by the
local authority, which enables it to design a network to meet the needs of the communities it serves.

It is the CTA’s view that, at the very least, UK Government should embark on one or more pilot projects
which will assess the ability of the bus network (which must include the funding and regulatory regime
changes for community transport mentioned above) to deliver eVective and accessible services to an
increased number of passengers.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Yes, metropolitan areas should be able to develop their own regulated networks (but within a common
framework for the whole country). It is vital that they also receive the support and encouragement to develop
a local brand as well. The bus network outside London suVers from an image problem; it is seen as a safety
net for poor, disabled and older people. This issue should be addressed so as to increase modal shift. Also,
it is important to move away from just looking at a bus network and to start looking at an integrated public
transport network. Local networks should be designed by local authorities and should include buses, trams
and community transport. They need to include a mix of fixed route and demand-responsive services.
Vehicles need to be clean and accessible and services reliable.

24 May 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Community Transport Association

Introduction of More Appropriate Regulation for Community Transport Operators

Previous documents from the Community Transport Association have proposed revisions to S19 and S22
legislation.

This document has been prepared, incorporating the previous comments in a revised format at the request
of the DfT oYcer responsible. Several new features have been added to extend the considerations to a wider
number of options.

1. Introduction

The Review of Voluntary Transport (DETR, 1999 section 5.14 and 5.15) highlighted the inflexibilities of
the current regime and recommended that the minibus permit system be updated. The CTA believes that
the complexities are both confusing for existing operators and a barrier to the development of new projects
and services, which is adversely aVecting the ability of community transport providers to meet today’s needs.

In particular, the Review suggests enabling the use of paid drivers on S22 Community Bus schemes and
opening up the S19 system for use by a wider fare paying public (where there is a lack of adequate
commercial passenger transport provision). The report suggests the possibility of a single permit system for
voluntary transport.

There are essentially two very diVerent options for overhauling the system of S19 and S22 permits:

— Adjustments to the existing two-permit regime—by amendments to sections 19–23 of the 1985 Act
(and consequent regulations).

— A new unified regime, allowing paid drivers to be used on non-profit services for the general public.
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2. “New Permit Regime”

The Department may have a view of which particular portion of the legislation would aVord the required
result in the most legally eVective way, but the net eVect of any of the above changes would be to produce
a “new permit regime”.

As with any legislation change the issue of transition from one set of rules to another needs to be
considered. Retaining both section 19 and section 22 in their current form would enable community
transport operators to migrate to the new permit regime. This may also facilitate certain permit operators
continuing to use the existing rules.

Certain sections in this paper do, however, suggest more detailed changes to the existing permit rules.
These should be considered as part of the review.

3. Paid Drivers on Minibuses

Section 19 permit holder organisations are allowed to pay drivers, whereas section 22 permit operators
must use volunteers. The CTA continues to call for the use of paid drivers on section 22 Community Bus
schemes and opening up the section 19 permit operations so that, where appropriate, they can be used by
a wider fare paying public.

Alternatively this requirement could be met by a new permit regime that would allow the use of paid
drivers on community transport services for the general public.

These revised arrangements would encourage further local authority investment in CT services, especially
in areas where a commercial tender is unlikely to be cost eVective or sustainable.

For this to happen, it would be important that any new regulations would still allow paid CT drivers who
passed their first driving test before 1997 to drive such services without needing PCV entitlement. Drivers
who passed their test after January 1997 will require PCV licences in order to undertake any paid work. It
may be useful to specify a minimum level of driver assessment and training as provided under the CTA UK-
wide MiDAS scheme.

4. Cars and MPVs

The current situation where CTs have to operate cars and MPVs under “car sharing legislation” (section
1(4) of the Public Passenger Vehicles Act) leads to confusion and misunderstanding. Issues include the
variation in fares so that the total fares paid by passengers do not exceed the costs for individual journeys
and the fares paid by passengers cannot be used to support the wages of drivers.

Allowing permits to be applied to small vehicles (less than nine seats) would resolve this issue. A PSV “O”
licence operator is allowed to use their operator’s disk on smaller vehicles and although there have been
specific diYculties with this arrangement, it has proved to be a viable option.

This would allow group transport projects to develop the use of smaller vehicles, especially but not
exclusively in rural areas.

This type of vehicle is increasingly likely to be used for demand responsive transport schemes, due to the
January 1997 driving licence change that is causing more diYculties in recruiting or training qualified drivers
with a PCV driving licence.

5. Buses With More Than 16 Passengers

Existing section 22 legislation does not allow vehicles with more than 16 passenger seats to be operated.
The new permit regime should also allow larger vehicles (more than 16 passengers) to be operated. It is
accepted that drivers of larger buses would require full D entitlement.

6. Not-for-Profit Operations

It is a fundamental issue for community transport operators that they are not attempting to make a profit
in terms of their overall operations. This is confirmed by having no shareholders and no mechanism to use
any surplus funds for anything other than the core services that they exist to provide.

Nevertheless, in running an undertaking that needs to secure expensive assets (minibuses) and have
suYcient funds to deal with unexpected outcomes (breakdowns, employer obligations, etc) a reserve of
funds is essential.

Previous legislation has attempted to enshrine not-for-profit into legal phases and this has caused
diYculties that now need to be addressed. Some specific diYculties are listed in paragraph 7 below. New
wording is needed to define community transport as “a not-for-profit organisation” separating such
operators from those operating with a view to profit.
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7. Incidental to Profit

Current section 19 legislation uses the phrase “Incidentally to an activity which is itself carried on with a
view to profit”. This phrase is too generalised. It prevents sensible arrangements on sponsorship and other
partnerships with the private sector.

One area of diYculty is in working with commercial care homes, nurseries, after school care and children’s
activity centres. The CTA believes that it should be possible for community transport operators to provide
transport for the clients of such businesses providing there is no deliberate arrangement to increase the
profitability of the businesses concerned. Currently the clients are eligible to use CT services whilst the
businesses are not. This change should allow invoicing directly to the businesses instead of to their clients.

The current arrangement also restricts the ability of supermarkets, commercial sport facility operators,
and other organisations from funding transport to their establishments because they would, theoretically,
make additional profits from doing so. This restriction needs to be relaxed to enable commercial facility
owners to fund the transport for people with limited mobility, who cannot access mainstream public
transport, for any reason, to travel to these facilities. If this change of regulation is thought likely to raise
objections from commercial transport operators, it is suggested that the test of legality of any commercial
funding should be that the transport service is provide on a not-for-profit basis.

Although other restrictions apply (OFT) to working with other commercial operators, mechanisms exist
to allow community transport to provide feeder services, etc. to mainstream transport services. This is an
obvious use of community transport but a very limited number of examples have occurred, even though a
section 19 permit would allow services to isolated communities. The phrase in section 19 also restricts such
co-operation and changing it would send a clear message that such co-operation is to be encouraged.

Ideally, the restriction should simply be not-for-profit bodies. The phrase in section 22 “without a view
to profit, either on the part of that body or anybody else” is more appropriate than the current S19
prohibition on operating “incidentally” to a profit-making activity if any restriction needs to remain.

8. Services for the General Public—Non-registered Services

CT operators could provide non-registered services for the general public, such as services taking people
to work, to training, and access to health. This should also allow demand-responsive, but non-registered
services in areas where—and at times when—there is no public transport service.

9. Services for the General Public—Registered Services

CT operators should be able to provide registered services (as section 22) for transport authorities. The
new permit regime should allow routes to be registered and tenders to be submitted for supported services.

10. Legal Sanction for Brokerage Arrangements

Section 19 rules and the new permit regime should specifically allow the issue of “umbrella group” permits
so that a CT group could manage the logistics of vehicle operations, any aYliated group could then operate
under the same permit.

Community transport groups are currently managing this issue by aYliating other community groups as
part of membership scheme, then using the—“class A members of your organisation”—in the section 19
permit legislation to provide transport for other community groups. This is unsatisfactory and causes
confusion.

Vehicle sharing is widely recognised as a cost eVective way of making best use of the expensive assets in
the voluntary sector—minibuses.

11. Scope and Applicability of New Permit Regime

The scope of any changes in legislation should be restricted to not-for-profit organisations. Such status
should include:

— Registered Charities in England and Wales (including the new CIC proposed bodies).

— Bodies registered with Inland Revenue as charities in Scotland and Northern Ireland (Including
the new proposals for charity registration in both countries).

— Wholly owned subsidiaries of the above who have a legal document specifying that any profits
would be gift aided to the parent body.

— Industrial and Provident Societies.
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A central register of such bodies should be maintained with a process designed to check the validity of
each application and deal with appeals from any source concerning the validity of a particular organisation.
This could be included with other record keeping proposed below. The Community Transport Association,
which is currently funded by the DfT, could provide this service to both Westminster and devolved
administrations.

12. Relationship with Commercial Sector

In general, the type of services that could be operated by community transport would not clash with
commercial bus companies’ desire for profit making. When and if it does, the conflict should be dealt with
as follows.

— Where the service results from funding provided by a public body, the community transport
operator should show that the costs associated with the service are fully recouped from the funding
provided. The funder should be given guidelines to make this assessment. These can be provided
by the CTA in consultation with the commercial operator’s trade organisation (CPT). Guidelines
from the Charity Commissioners make it clear that charities should not use charitable money to
subsidise services for local or national governments.

— Where the service is provided by the community transport organisation by using funds that have
provided a surplus from other activities, there should be no requirement to show a cost breakdown.
The only options open to the commercial operator should be to inform the community transport
operator that they are prepared to run the service at a lower cost.

— Where the service is provided as a direct result of a financial contribution from a non-public body,
this shall be treated as a contractual relationship that can only be changed at the appropriate time
by the commercial company oVering to complete the work at a lower cost.

13. Section 19 Permits and Contracts

Considerable confusion exists concerning when section 19 operators can bid for home-to-school and
social services local authority contracts. The UK is divided into two camps with local authorities taking
opposing decisions in adjacent counties.

The UK government may have little power to influence local government contract conditions, but a
simple process is required to enable community transport organisations to challenge contract conditions
which unfairly penalise the voluntary sector and are not consistent with the requirements on councils to
obtain best value, particularly when best value is considered against the overall requirements within
councils, joining together the various departmental needs. For example it may be “best value” for a council
to allocate home-to-school work and regeneration work to the same CT operator even though, taken in
isolation, one of the contracts could be more expensive than a competitor.

It should be made clear that section 19 permit holders, and holders of whatever new permit regime is
introduced can tender for local authority contracts.

14. Section 19 Permits—Purpose of Journey

Legislation eVectively restricts the purpose of journeys on a section 19 minibus—Education, Religion,
Social Welfare and Recreation. The 2002 Advice note extended the criteria to include people who cannot
use public transport and do not have access to a car. This is only one aspect of social exclusion, which is
defined as what can happen when people or areas suVer from a combination of linked problems such as
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad health and family
breakdown. A clearer position would be to include “social exclusion” as a further legitimate purpose within
the context of section 19 if this permit system is to remain.

15. Competence of Staff Working for Applicant Body Under New Permit Regime

The requirement for a Certificate of Professional Competence would be inappropriate for the new permit
regime. The cost of obtaining this certificate (over £600 in some cases) is a barrier to the CT sector providing
public services.

The need for operator’s staV to have suYcient understanding of legislation and to know where additional
information can be found is still valid.

CTA proposes that a new, more appropriate qualification should be developed, in conjunction with
GoSkills, the Sector Skills Council for the passenger transport industry, for community transport operators.

It is suggested that any documentary output from the DfT should mention this development without
placing any time limit on its implementation.
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16. New Regime Permits Issuing Process

The current situation where Section 19 permits are issued by numerous bodies creates a lack of focus on
quality, safety and legality of operations.

In Northern Ireland, the Community Transport Association issues the equivalent to the section 19 permit
and it is suggested that this should apply to the rest of Great Britain.

The cost of issuing new regime permits should be kept to a minimum. However, standards within the
sector need to be maintained and it is proposed that new regime permits should be time limited. Five years
would be a compromise between the “cost minimisation” and “standards keeping” criteria. The licence
should involve a single fee for the five-year duration, with each disc priced to cover administrative costs only.

17. Maintenance Requirements

This aspect of the current section 19 permit causes the biggest number of issues with the commercial sector
operators. They claim that, although the recommendations for maintenance processes are similar, they have
the added enforcement mechanism of the VOSA inspectors.

CTA recommends that community transport operators should undertake regular safety inspections in
accordance with the VOSA’s Guide to Maintaining Roadworthiness and require a statement that this will
be done before any permit is issued. However, we are aware that other section 19 permit issuing bodies do
not require such an undertaking.

It is proposed to address this issue with a self-declaration audit system. Operators involved should be
required to forward to the permit issuing body (CTA), an annual audit sheet, which demonstrates that they
are complying with the recommendations on maintenance, safety inspections and other related matters. This
could also include a defect reporting system, daily driver inspections, MOTs and Insurance. The sheet would
require an aYdavit style signature to ensure that operators met the requirements.

CTA would be able to influence companies involved in insuring minibuses by oVering an open record of
those operators who had not completed the required audit form.

Operators involved in civil cases that questioned their duty of care would also be able to obtain from CTA
a statement confirming that audit requirements had been met. This would be an additional incentive to
complete the process correctly.

The experience of community transport operators in dealing with VOSA staV suggests that inspectors and
their supervisors require additional training in community transport legislation, etc.

18. Financial Standing

This is used in the current PSV operator legislation as a rudimentary measure of the operator’s ability to
maintain vehicles.

It is not appropriate to the community transport sector for several reasons.

Most not-for-profit organisations normally run on the very minimum of reserves. Several funders penalise
community transport operators for having surplus funds because the level of the surplus is deducted from
future funding grants. It is known that several small operators show compliance with this piece of legislation
by obtaining bank overdraft facilities. This does not achieve the objective of the legislation because the
bank’s money is available but is unlikely to be drawn down because of the high interest payments that would
then apply.

If some form of financial standing is required for the new permit regime, CTA could provide guidance on
obtaining such a bank loan arrangement. The end result being that all community transport operators have
to pay simple cost element to cover the arrangement fee.

24 May 2006

Memorandum submitted by Transport 2000

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

The reality is that in many areas (outside of London and selected areas such as Brighton and Oxford) bus
services are disappearing or in decline, passenger numbers are either declining or stable and passengers’
needs are not being met. On the other hand, in Northern Ireland buses are regulated, but still bus services
and use are in decline due, for example, to problems of congestion and plentiful car parking. This, coupled
with the growth and success in bus services in areas (outside of London) where regulation is absent, shows
that (re)regulation is not necessarily the solution.
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Transport 2000 believes that to improve bus services, and make them more competitive, attractive and
widely used, the following steps need to be taken by Government:

— pro-bus policies at local level focusing on bus priority measures, tackling congestion and enforcing
traYc law;

— increased, guaranteed and sustained public funding to extend bus networks to serve more people
and areas currently without any or many services;

— properly monitored experiments into diVerent types of partnerships and contracts between
operators and local authorities as a way forward to increasing bus ridership;

— a new role for the TraYc Commissioners: more sensible regulation in the interests of passengers
by beefing up the role of the TraYc Commissioners; and

— a proper, statutory voice for bus users which currently doesn’t exist but is sorely needed.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

The role of the OYce of Fair Trading and competition policy does seem to inhibit co-operation between
operators for the public interest and can mean that the role of the TraYc Commissioners is also
compromised.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Priorities measures where they exist and are, moreover, properly enforced, are most beneficial, but more
than this, they are vital for a reliable and quality bus service. Bus priority, however, needs to be taken
seriously across the country as a priority.

There are two ways forward that we strongly recommend. Firstly, bus priority needs to be much more
widespread and, better enforced where and when it does exist, than it is currently. Local authorities need to
retain or implement and properly enforce bus priority in conjunction with measures to tackle congestion
and better enforced traYc law. It is up to Government to set pro-bus policies at local level accordingly.

Secondly, to have full eVect, bus priority measures must be combined with good marketing, which is the
key to successful bus services. There is much evidence to show that marketing is important and whatever
strategy is adopted in aiming to improve bus services, be it quality contracts, quality partnerships or
otherwise, will be unsuccessful without it—and without bus priority on the roads. There a number of
examples where bus operators using direct marketing techniques, have been able to increase patronage on
previously declining bus routes, particularly in combination with improving services and vehicles, and with
bus priority. Amid the general decline in bus use outside London, there a number of places where bus
operators and local authorities working in partnership have been able to increase bus use through
combinations of marketing with other improvements. These have included places with relatively high car
ownership and roads, such as Telford and Aylesbury.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Without long-term, sustained and ring-fenced revenue funding, local community services, though well-
intended and where they currently exist, will be threatened by the risk of closure. This is particularly the case
in rural areas. Innovative services funded by Rural Bus Challenge and by the Countryside Agency through
rural transport partnerships, have been disappearing as that funding has finished.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

There are two key problems. Firstly, inadequate funding—whilst free fares are commendable any benefits
are lost if the result is that buses are withdrawn. We are aware that with the introduction of free bus travel
for over-60 year olds, Nexus have had to withdraw certain services and further discounts (for 16–18 year
olds) due to the per-capita led funding assessment which left them with a deficit of £5.4 million. A “no better
no worse” formula means that the operators receive funding, give concessionary fares and are no worse than
they would have been previously.
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Secondly, concessionary bus fares could lead to an undesirable significant modal shift from local rail and
train services. We advocate that the London freedom pass which includes bus and rail be adopted across
the country where Intercity travel is excluded but local, particularly community transport is included.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

We do not feel suitably qualified to answer this question but recommend that it is worth carrying out
properly monitored experiments in diVerent types of partnerships and contracts between operators and local
authorities to see what models bring the highest increase in bus ridership and the best outcomes in terms of
tackling traYc congestion, modal shift and in reducing social exclusion. In some areas nearly all bus services
are tendered out and could be let out tenders in blocks rather than route by route

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The powers of the TraYc Commissioners are too limited. To make best use of their role, we would like
to see them given new, formal powers allowing them to:

— consider the full range of problems aVecting operators, including traYc congestion;

— raise entry standards into the industry so that operators have to meet certain quality criteria; and

— investigate and report on Local Authority action over buses.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

There is no doubting the success of buses and dramatic growth in passengers in London where buses are
regulated by Transport for London. However, the solution is not as simple as using London as a blueprint,
since London is not representative of other areas and there are factors unique to its success:

— having a captive market, high population density, low levels of parking and many no-car
households;

— congestion charging;

— red-route bus priority lanes;

— no on-road competition;

— from a passenger’s perspective, better service levels, frequencies and some aspects of information
provision than in other cities or areas;

— the level of investment—London bus spend is six times as much per capita as the rest of Britain;

— an oYcial users watchdog—Transport for London;

— strong transport policy; and

— strong political leadership and delivery on the ground.

With this in mind, there are transferable lessons and ingredients comprising London’s success for
example: planning of the network, integration, quality incentives, competition for the market, the
importance of funding, and the value of congestion charging (for appropriate areas).

Examples of good practice outside London are worth learning from. There are successful bus services in
some areas, such as Oxford, York, Brighton and Hove.

In Brighton and Hove, a successful partnership between the city council and bus operator has led to an
average 5% increase in use each year since 1993. The secrets of its success include:

— Running the most popular routes more often.

— A simple fares system oVering good value.

— Investment in new easy-to-board buses, with kerbs to match the low-level platforms.

— Bus priority lanes and improvements on the roads to help buses get through some of the worst
traYc hot spots.

— Better arrangements at bus stops, including the hugely popular real-time information system via
satellite tracking, to show when buses are due.
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What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Bus services

For buses and bus services to have a stable future, and to boost passenger numbers, they need to be:

— of a high enough quality that is sustained to attract people out of their cars and dispel the myth
that buses are a second-rate and “poor man’s” mode of transport;

— targeted to address demand, draw in patronage and marketed eVectively (which means there
would be no need to cart fresh air around);

— socially inclusive, accessible and aVordable, and get people without access to a car to jobs and
training;

— a core part of the solution to reduce and manage car use, and tackle congestion, alongside walking,
cycling and rail use; and

— properly integrated with other modes of public transport, including interchanges with rail and
provisions for walking and cycling, to enable a seamless and attractive door-to-door travel. This
means greater emphasis on information, interchanges, accessibility and intelligent fares, and joint
bus and rail tickets/smart cards.

Bus policy

Central government need to treat and make visible buses as a national priority, on the one hand, and to
apply pressure on local authorities to implement, enforce and increase pro-bus policies, such as bus priority
measures, on the other.

They also need to implement widespread road user charging or similar measures, depending on the area,
to tackle road congestion.

A Passenger-focused Regulator and a Statutory Voice for Users

We believe that there is a need for a passenger-focused regulator whose responsibilities are separated from
those of regulating maintenance and safety, and who would adopt the DfT’s economic role, and would
regulate this on behalf of the bus industry, and would adopt the powers of the OYce of Fair Trading. The
TraYc Commissioners are the obvious candidate for such a role.

A statutory voice for bus users, equivalent to TfL for London and Passenger Focus for rail, is also missing
and the new role we are proposing would incorporate this.

Proactive Local Authorities and Bus Operators

Bus operators need to be much more forthcoming in approaching local authorities in order to develop
genuine partnerships. Political risky deals, such as Quality Partnerships, will bring results.

Without commitment from local authorities to serious pro-bus policies, road priority such as through
parking and road user charging, and without proper marketing, regulation or other measures, such as
Quality Partnerships, will, simply have no eVect.

Increased, guaranteed and sustained public funding is crucial to support, improve and maintain bus
services. Many areas are seeing commercial services reduced or withdrawn, and our research suggests that
this is down to underlying cost increases, notably with insurance, and traYc congestion. These reductions
and cost increases have in turn put severe local pressure on local authorities who are faced both with cost
increases in the services they already support and pressure to take over funding for the commercial services
being withdrawn. The result is that a number of areas are suVering service reductions or significant fares
increases.

Marketing

EYcient marketing of bus services—at the least that they exist, their routes, timetable and beyond this,
steps to attract people to use buses—is fundamental to the success and future of buses.
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Memorandum submitted by The National Youth Agency

The National Youth Agency (NYA) works to enable all young people to fulfil their potential as
individuals and citizens within a socially just society. The Agency achieves this by informing, advising and
helping those working with young people; by influencing and shaping youth policy and promoting young
people’s participation in society.

Young people rely heavily on public transport and local bus services in particular, to access education as
well as leisure time opportunities. Thirty percent of all young people travel by bus33 and in surveys public
transport comes top of the list of young people’s concerns. Recent Government reports back this up. For
example, Youth Matters: something to do, somewhere to go, someone to talk to found that:

“The lack of reliable aVordable transport can be a particular barrier to young people living in
rural areas.”34

The Social Exclusion Unit’s report, Transitions: Young Adults with Complex Needs concurs with this view.
This report stated that:

“Thirty per cent of the rural population are under 25 and young people living in these areas can
struggle to access the services they need. They have to travel more than 40% further than their
urban counterparts each week because services and facilities are likely to be further away.”
“Young people without access to a car face even more problems. The aVordability and the
availability of public transport limit young people’s ability to get to where they need to go.”35

During the consultation period for the Youth Matters Green Paper, The NYA carried out interviews on
behalf of the DfES with a number of groups of young people. A theme which came through repeatedly was
the need for aVordable and appropriate transport to enable young people to get to youth clubs, leisure
venues and support centres.

Young people’s concerns about bus services can be grouped broadly into four areas:

— Accessibility.

— Cost.

— Attitudes.

— Safety.

Accessibility includes the routes buses take and the times of day they travel along these routes (access to
evening facilities is often limited by reduced or shortened services) as well as the times of discounted or
free travel.

Cost is a recurring theme and has been the trigger for young people’s own campaigns on issues such as
paying full fares when they reach 16 (even though they are still in full-time education). Bus service providers
in County Durham, Derbyshire and Plymouth have all made concessions following pressure from young
people themselves.

The attitude of bus drivers comes up regularly as an issue—young people do not always feel they are
treated with due courtesy—schemes such as mystery travellers who can report back to local authorities or
bus companies oVer some potential for improving services. Of course attention is also needed on occasion
to young people’s misbehaviour.

Safety is also a concern for young people—a survey by Leicestershire County Council showed that
bullying by other young people was an issue, particularly where young people had to travel long distances
to and from school, as well as on school buses.

All of these matters suggest that the distinctive needs of young people should be a particular concern for
transport operators. The NYA has developed a set of standards, “Hear By Right”, by which public bodies
can assess their performance with and for young people such as drawing in of the roles and perceptions of
young people as consumers. This could be a useful device for consideration by the Committee for all
providers since it would give the basis for a continuing analysis of their needs and for decisions about
possible service improvements.

The NYA is aware of a range of schemes which have addressed the issues of costs and access and we would
be happy to contribute further information and related evidence if the committee felt this was of interest.

24 May 2006

33 Social Trends, No 36 2006 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/StatBase/Product.asp?vlnk%5748
34 Department for Education and Skills, “Youth Matters Next Steps: something to do, somewhere to go, someone to talk to”

(2006) www.everychildmatters.gov.uk
35 OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, “Transitions: Young Adults with Complex Needs” (2005) www.socialexclusion.gov.uk/

downloaddoc.asp?id%789
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Witnesses: Mr Keith Halstead, Chief Executive, and Mr Ewan Jones, Deputy Chief Executive, Community
Transport Association; Mr Stephen Joseph, Executive Director and Ms Meera Rambissoon, Public
Transport Campaigner, Transport 2000; and Mr Tom Wylie, Chief Executive, National Youth Agency,
gave evidence.

Q401 Chairman: Good afternoon, madam and sirs.
Can I ask you to identify yourselves for the record,
starting from my left.
Ms Rambissoon: Meera Rambissoon, Transport
2000.
Mr Joseph: Stephen Joseph, Transport 2000.
Mr Halstead: Keith Halstead, Community
Transport Association.
Mr Jones: Ewan Jones, Community Transport
Association.
Mr Wylie: Tom Wylie, National Youth Agency.

Q402 Chairman: Thank you very much for coming
this afternoon. Does anybody have something
specific they want to say before we begin?
Mr Joseph: Can I make a brief opening comment?

Q403 Chairman: Please.
Mr Joseph: We very much welcome this inquiry but
we think that it is important to look at bus policy in
the context of wider transport policy, on the basis
that you can provide brilliant bus services but if you
still have plentiful cheap and free parking and no bus
priority on the roads then you would be trying to
push a stone uphill.

Q404 Chairman: Yes, so what is it that we are doing
that pleases you, Mr Joseph, I mean apart from
normal?
Mr Joseph: We think that it is important just to put
bus policy and the discussions that you are having in
that broader context, and when we come to talk
about the more detailed issues we will want to make
reference to wider policy.

Q405 Chairman: That is fine. We do have the odd
word to say about things like the parking issue, as
you may have noticed recently.
Mr Joseph: We have, yes.

Q406 Chairman: Why do you think bus passenger
numbers are still in decline?
Mr Joseph: I think fundamentally—and this is back
to the point I just made—in a situation where the
real costs of motoring have been falling and bus fares
have been increasing above the rate of inflation, it is
very diYcult in any context (it is diYcult but not
impossible) to make bus patronage go up. The only
situation where we can is where operators and local
authorities working together introduce a wide range
of policies that make buses an attractive proposition
for people to travel on compared with cars. That
relates, as I think you heard last week in relation to
places like Oxford and so on, to the cost and
availability of car parking and the priority given to
buses. Without that, bus patronage will fall. We
have actually done some work on trends in rural
buses and had quite a lot of statistical work done on
this. One of the things we have found is that, as well
as confirming the fact that there are significant cuts
in bus services in rural areas happening and also the
fares in rural areas are rising significantly above

inflation, we have also discovered quite a number of
things that are pushing up the costs of operating
rural bus services. In particular, what we did was to
get some commercially confidential but anonymised
data from some of the operators on this, and what
we found in one case was the cost of insuring the
buses had gone up by 26% and in another case by
33% in the last three or four years.

Q407 Chairman: You are suggesting that is a general
pattern across all bus companies?
Mr Joseph: That looks to be a general pattern
because the examples we got came from all parts of
the country, the North West, the South West and so
on, and the increasing fuel costs had also made a
diVerence. The labour costs, which have been
mentioned in this inquiry, were important, but they
were not as important as these other things,
particularly the cost of insuring bus operations,
which seems to have gone up significantly.

Q408 Chairman: Mr Halstead, did you want to add
to that?
Mr Halstead: I think just in terms of this rural
perspective, with the ending of initiatives like the
Rural Bus Challenge that has led to a decline in rural
services which our members have noticed.

Q409 Chairman: Mr Wylie, would you like to add
to that?
Mr Wylie: For young people the most important
factor is the cost of transport. Half of 16 to 18 year
olds, especially those who are socially excluded, find
that transport costs are too high. For them, having
a car is not an alternative unless their parents are
taking them somewhere. So cost is a very significant
factor for young people.

Q410 Chairman: Were they suggesting the cost has
risen exponentially recently or are they saying this is
a consistent rise? What is the suggestion?
Mr Wylie: I suspect young people do not know what
buses have cost before. They know that at the point
of need that they find them too high, including
travelling to employment, or the possibility of
finding employment, or further education is a factor
especially once you go beyond the age of 16. A
development of that point for us would be we think
there should be more consistency across the country
at the point at which discounted or supported fares
kicks in. It is not acceptable to have the wide
variations that occur.
Chairman: Thank you very much. Mrs Ellman?

Q411 Mrs Ellman: Are you aware of any problems
created by the Competition Act in relation to co-
ordination related to buses?
Mr Halstead: Certainly from the community
transport perspective, in 1999 the DETR, as it was
then, highlighted the inflexibilities of the current
legal framework in which community transport
operates—that is particularly sections 19 to 22 of the
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1985 Transport Act—and recommended that the
minibus scheme, which is what those sections relate
to and what most community transport operators
base their activities on, be comprehensively reviewed
and updated. The CTA very much supports this
recommendation because it would enable our
members to extend their services and to develop
more sustainable operations. I think that despite
many approaches over the last seven years, the
Department for Transport has yet to implement this
review which now seems somewhat at odds with the
Government’s stated policy of the role the third
sector can play in public service delivery, so that is a
competition-related issue for us.
Mr Joseph: In our view the Competition Act, as it is
currently applied to bus services, is wholly unfit for
purpose in that what it does is to give wholesale
priority to the interests of a phantom third operator,
in a situation where there are two operators, and to
protect their interests on the basis that this is in the
interests of the travelling public. This means that the
OYce of Fair Trading has, for example, made it very
diYcult for operators to agree to accept each other’s
tickets or to run regular interval services. What
passengers get out of it—and, after all, this is
supposedly to protect the interests of users and
consumers—is a network of services where they do
not care who runs the bus but that the ticket they buy
on one bus can be used on another. The OYce of
Fair Trading has, within the limits of the Act, tried
to be softer on this but at the moment we feel that the
system does not work and that it would be sensible
to look at ways of moving to the situation on the
railways where there is a specialist regulator that
exercises competition powers as it relates to the bus
industry within the context of the bus industry rather
than as part of a wide range of briefs that encompass
supermarkets and price-fixing on aircraft and a
whole range of other interests.

Q412 Mrs Ellman: So you would like to see a
change?
Mr Joseph: We would.

Q413 Mrs Ellman: Are there any other views on the
Competition Act?
Mr Jones Following on the point Mr Joseph made in
relation to through ticketing and being able to use
one ticket, travellers tend not to care who is
providing the service; they want to get from A to B.
That is then compounded by the fact that if people
are eligible passengers in relation to concessionary
travel, the range of services is not wide enough on
which they could access that concession so registered
bus services, no problem, but once you get into the
rural areas and there is either less travel available or
less accessible travel available, although passengers
may be entitled to a concession (it may be older
people, younger people, disabled people) there are
not always the services there to allow them to make
use of that concession.

Q414 Mrs Ellman: What about the state of
community bus services? Could anyone give me a
definition?

Mr Halstead: Shall I make a response to that,
Chairman? Community transport exists really to
meet the travel and social needs of people to whom
this would otherwise be denied and providing
accessible and aVordable transport solutions to
achieve social change. Community transport covers
a wide range of activities from social car schemes,
demand-responsive transport, dial-a-ride activities,
group hire, school transport, health-related services,
local bus services and indeed “Wheels to Work”
through to one or two of our members operating
main bus routes in London.

Q415 Mrs Ellman: Are community services going
up?
Mr Halstead: We have found it very diYcult because
the evidence base for community transport across
the UK really is not as strong as it should be. In fact,
we hope to be embarking on a project shortly, with
Department for Transport, funding to map out
initially in England community transport operations
and to look more at community transport usage.
The National Audit OYce recommended that the
Department for Transport look at community
transport in their bus usage figures.

Q416 Mrs Ellman: Mr Jones?
Mr Jones: I think one of the key defining factors of
community transport is that it is needs-led. It is
designed or controlled or run by people in the
community rather than as a profit-making venture.
Chairman: Mr Scott?

Q417 Mr Scott: Do you feel passengers feel
vulnerable on buses and I want to angle that at
young people as well. What is the perception of
crime on buses?
Mr Wylie: I think some young people are frightened
about going on the buses. They may be bullied by
their peers. They do not feel comfortable with the
number of bus staV. That is a more common
criticism by young people. It is as if the traditional
stereotypes that a group of young people going
anywhere, including even getting on a bus, is itself a
threat. I think more could be done to help bus
operators train their staV in customer relations. That
is not to deny that some young people are not
mischievous or nuisances on buses; of course clearly
some of them are. There may be ways of better
engaging the young so, yes, some young people feel
vulnerable on buses, school buses as well as public
transport of course.

Q418 Chairman: I think school buses are regarded
by most bus drivers as the equivalent of purgatory,
are they not? Mr Jones?
Mr Jones: There has been a perception that the
traditional public transport of the bus—the whole
experience not just being on the bus but accessing the
services and travelling to and from bus stops—
carries a degree of threat, which is why certain
services have been introduced in some areas by
community-based organisations to run safe
transport services for women and particularly rural
transport not even that late in the evening for young
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people so that they can access social and leisure
services but then travel home. I agree to an extent it
is a moot point as to whether that is due to there
actually being a real risk or whether it is a perceived
risk. Certainly there is a perception in some areas
that there is a degree of danger.

Q419 Mr Scott: Could bus drivers be better trained?
You were saying earlier, Mr Wylie, they could be
more sensitive to youths, and perhaps more sensitive
to other users as well?
Mr Wylie: From my point of view, of course. What
we need to have in any issues where there are
diYculties about one section’s attitude to another is
some eVort to bring those sections together. There
have been some interesting initiatives in the North
East of England. There is a very interesting scheme
run by bus operators with the North East Assembly
and groups of young people, which has been about
video-making and showing how young people are
treated. That is now being used by the bus operators
in the training of their staV to have a perceptions
study of that. There is maybe scope for more
engagement of young people in better managing
how they treat others in the bus in the same way as
a decent school would do it about bullying in schools
and apply the lessons across. I would certainly urge
that bus operators, like other public bodies, should
adopt the standards that we have developed with the
National Youth Agency and with the LGA which
are widely used now by the local authorities as a way
of developing young people’s engagement in
decision-making. They apply no less in the bus
situation than they do in the public authority.

Q420 Mr Martlew: On young people, I have recently
had a long debate with some 16 and 17-year-olds on
the issue of concessionary fares for young people,
and this was a major concern of theirs and they came
from a rural area as well. What are the benefits of
concessionary fares for young people?
Mr Wylie: Under the Children Act which we now
have there is one outcome which is about helping
young people to achieve economic well-being. One
of the criteria for that is to enable them to minimise
the financial stress on families, to help them to
engage in working life and social life, so the benefit
to the young is that they are more fully able to take
advantage of the opportunities, whether those are
leisure opportunities, employment opportunities or
educational opportunities, and they are not being
deterred by the cost of travel. The Government is
thinking about an opportunity card which will give
access to leisure opportunities. One city told me
recently that in their survey of young people about
the leisure card, the kids have said to them, “Yes we
do not mind getting into the leisure centres for
nothing but actually it costs us £5.10 to get there on
the bus so we are not likely to use those leisure
opportunities.” So the case is essentially a case of
social cohesion, economic development, social
stability, because this is enabling groups to travel
and to use leisure, education and employment;

everybody wins. It seems to us just a touch unfair
that it should be applied to older people and not be
applied to younger people.
Mr Joseph: We have done some work with the UK
department and we also recently contributed to a
discussion that the Hansard Society, or whatever it
is now called, set up. This came across as a huge issue
in those discussions. What we were able to
contribute to that is the fact that there are some local
authorities that have gone beyond the statutory
minimum and they are not always the most expected
ones. The Isle of Wight runs a ticket, which used to
called the Youth Mover ticket, which gives
discounted travel for all young people in full-time
education up to 21 and free travel after 5 pm. On the
Isle of Wight there is a good network of buses so that
means something, if you see what I mean. This is
seen as a very attractive proposition and the council
pay for it out of the further education budget
because otherwise they would have to pay grants to
individuals for access to education. Similarly, we are
aware that Derbyshire do a youth card which does
give youth discounts for young people under 18 in
full-time education. The problem here is that there is
no sense nationally that this is an important area.
Also a lot of local authorities are not aware that
other local authorities have done this. Faced as you
were with young people in Carlisle talking about the
importance of this you would not necessarily know
about this. We have tried do some work on good
practice and spreading this and in a sense that is a
very large gap you are trying to fill.
Mr Halstead: May I add to that. We welcome
increased opportunities for older, disabled and
indeed young people to travel, but I think the issue as
far as community transport operators is concerned is
that the current scheme is only designated to cover
free travel on bus services, and if local authorities
want to fund free travel on other forms of transport
such as trains or community transport, then they
have to find the money from elsewhere. In eVect, that
creates a postcode lottery, because somebody living
in one authority, North Dorset or South
Oxfordshire for example, can access community
transport with their concessionary fare pass and gain
access to the services they need whereas if they live
in another authority they will not be able to do so.
So we would promote equality of access to this
particular scheme which generally we think is a good
step forward.

Q421 Graham Stringer: In your evidence you make
a very good case that concessionary fares, because of
the way bus companies change their priorities, can
lead to a worse service. That is actually quite an
important point, but when it comes to bus priority
measures you do not make a similar point that I
would have expected you to make, and I would be
interested why you did not in that often when there
are bus priority measures, the bus companies reduce
their network and concentrate on those major rail
routes or roads. Is that something you accept as a
phenomenon and is there any particular reason you
did not put that in your evidence?
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Mr Joseph: I think the answer is we do not have
evidence of that kind of causal eVect. I would make
a general comment that I think the situation—and I
think you heard this in previous evidence—between
what happens in big cities and what happens outside
is very diVerent. There seem to be some examples of
where you get good bus priorities provided that
operators used that to enhance services. I think that
the problem you have identified in terms of getting
the evidence for it is diYcult because you do not
know how much they would have reduced services
anyway because of other cost pressures and so on. I
think it is quite diYcult to nail down that because
priorities have been given, operators use the savings
to concentrate on their core routes. I think the issue
you have described is a rather broader one about the
way in which buses are treated in big cities.

Q422 Graham Stringer: This is almost as much a
comment as a question. I do not always agree with
Transport 2000 but I always read your evidence with
interest and I often share the analysis if not the
solutions. Of all the papers I have read this is one of
the most timid, I thought. Really what you are
saying is more money, more bus priority, better
practice, that kind of thing. Do you really think that
this is all that is required to improve bus patronage
in the English regions which have been in decline
now for so long?
Mr Joseph: I had hoped that what we said was that
it would need to be part of a broader package of
measures. I think we did say that and I said that at
the start of what I said. We think—and we have
made it clear—that we need to have experiments
with regulation. One of the reasons for that is we
want to see whether that makes it easier for local
authority councillors because they would feel they
have more control to put in the measures that are
needed to give priority to buses. I think we also
recognise that because of the costs it imposes,
although in some areas without regulation and
quality contracts bus use has grown significantly but
there are also areas like Northern Ireland where even
though it is regulated bus patronage has declined, we
do not think it is the only answer. I know that in a
rather fraught discussion between operators and
passenger transport executives it puts us squarely in
the middle of the road to be run over by both sides!

Q423 Graham Stringer: That is probably why I
thought your evidence was timid.
Mr Joseph: I think we were just pointing out that
there were complications in this. The situation in, for
example, outer London which you heard about last
week, one of the things that happened in London
was that there have been quite strict parking policies

applied to new developments which means that even
in outer London there are not large-scale parking
facilities which means the bus in those areas will be
a relatively attractive proposition compared to, for
example, places like Milton Keynes where there is
plentiful, uncharged parking. The point I was
making was—and this is why I started with the
opening comment—we do need to think about bus
policy in a broader context. We did make a comment
about transport regulation but we thought that it
needed to be done in a context where the local
authority had broader policies going to support bus
services in their transport policies rather than just
one that was focused on buses. We also think there is
a case, and we make a point of this, for some type of
regulation of bus services that are not just about
local authorities but around the TraYc
Commissioners.

Q424 Chairman: While you are on that what sort of
tougher rules?
Mr Joseph: In London, which is regulated, bus users
have a statutory user watchdog: London
TravelWatch. If there is a problem with buses in
London and the bus operator or Transport for
London does not solve it, they have a body they can
go to which is funded by the Greater London
Authority and responsible to the Assembly. Outside
London there is no such body and you have just been
hearing the problems the TraYc Commissioners
face in acting as a kind of regulator on the behalf of
passengers. They do not have the information, they
do not have the powers, and we think there is a case,
irrespective of whether or not we go for reregulation
and the quality contract process, for remedying
there and creating a kind of bus and coach standards
authority with the aim of raising the standards of the
industry and producing something that can operate
in the interests of passengers and is resourced to do
so. We think that some kind of body like that, which
would involve taking the current system apart so
that you would take the safety angles, whether the
buses are actually maintained properly and run
safely which are mechanical issues, and split those
oV from the passenger issues which are about
whether there is proper information, whether the
buses are run reliably, punctually and so on, and it
should be able to do that. I am mindful of the
comments that you made to the previous witness
about the need to encroach on local authorities and
their powers. Such a body ought at least be able to
point out to local authorities where the shortage of
bus priorities was a key factor in causing problems
with the bus services in their area.
Chairman: I think that has been extremely helpful
and I am very grateful to you all. Thank you very
much for coming.
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Memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport

Summary

This paper gives background on the roles and relationships and sets out the regulatory framework for
buses in England. It also sets out historical context on the trends in provision of bus service and patronage.

The Department for Transport’s Role

The role of the Secretary of State for Transport is to set the policy, legislative and regulatory framework
for bus services in England (some regulatory matters, particularly operator licensing, extend to Wales and
Scotland). The Department for Transport (DfT) also distributes subsidy to bus operators and local
authorities (though most subsidy to councils goes from the Department for Communities and Local
Government as part of Revenue Support Grant). Finally, the Secretary of State for Transport appoints the
TraYc Commissioners.

The DfT has a Public Service Agreement (PSA) target to increase the use of public transport (bus and light
rail) by 12% against 2000 levels, with growth in every region—growth in every region means that growth in
patronage will occur in every region throughout the last three years of the target period (1 April 2008 to
31 March 2011).

Role of Local Authorities (Outside London)

Local transport authorities (Passenger Transport Authorities (PTAs), county councils, non-metropolitan
unitary authorities) are required to consider the transport needs of their area, and procure any public
passenger transport services they consider necessary which are not provided commercially. In particular,
they must develop a bus strategy as part of their local transport plan (in the case of PTAs, the plans and
strategies must be made jointly with the constituent Metropolitan District Councils who are the local
highway authorities). Although those authorities rated as “excellent” authorities are not formally required
to produce local transport plans or bus strategies,36 all have, in fact, done so.

Passenger Transport Executives (PTEs) and non-metropolitan district councils are responsible for
concessionary fares schemes—some multi-district schemes are managed by the county councils.

County, unitary and metropolitan district councils are responsible for traYc management and on-street
parking; all these and also non-metropolitan district councils have oV-street parking powers, and a number
of county councils have also delegated on-street parking to the districts.

A small and diminishing number of district or unitary councils own bus companies—the successors to
municipal undertakings set up in the early 20th century. Under the Transport Act 1985 they must operate
on a commercial basis at “arm’s length” from the parent authority.

Role of Bus Operators (Outside London)

Any operator who holds a public service vehicle (PSV) operator’s licence may register a local service with
the traYc commissioners. (See section How is the bus industry regulated? below.)

Around 80% of local bus services are provided commercially without public subsidy (apart from BSOG).
The remainder are subsidised by local authorities but still need to be registered by the operator in the usual
way. Contracts for such services are normally let by competitive tender though there are generous de minimis
exceptions.

Role of the Traffic Commissioners

The traYc commissioners’ role is to license bus and coach operators, with powers to revoke, suspend or
curtail licences for disciplinary oVences including poor vehicle maintenance. They also enforce compliance
with bus registration, with powers to fine, or take licence action against, operators who run unregistered
services or fail to run services in accordance with the registration (this includes unreliable or unpunctual
operation without reasonable excuse).

Similarly, they enforce compliance with undertakings relating to statutory quality partnership schemes
(none so far made) or with ticketing schemes or information requirements under the Transport Act 2000.
On rare occasions, and only when asked by the local highway authority, they determine traYc regulation
conditions which can regulate the use of roads and bus stops, and vehicle emission and noise standards, in
specified local areas.

36 See The Local Authorities’ Plans and Strategies (Disapplication) (England) Order 2005 (SI 2005/157).
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DELIVERY CHAIN FOR BUSES OUTSIDE LONDON

Transport Authorities 
and Passenger 
Transport Authorities

District Councils and 
Metropolitan Districts

Traffic 
Commissioners

Bus Users

Department for Transport

Bus 
Operators

(dotted lines ----- apply to services under contract only)

(Source: Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England, National Audit OYce and Audit
Commission, December 2005).

What are the Trends?

1. Patronage

Bus patronage trend in England
 since 1982
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The chart above shows that patronage in England outside London has fallen year on year for most of the
period since 1982, continuing a trend that began in the 1950s. The primary cause has been the growth in car
ownership.
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2. Scheduled bus services

Scheduled bus kilometres in England 
since 1982
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In terms of the provision of bus services, the network has grown by around 20% since 1982. This of course
is heavily influenced by the increase in London but English Non-Metropolitan areas are still 20% more than
in 1982. Metropolitan areas outside London have seen an increase between 1982 and 1994–95 and
subsequently a falling oV. Levels are currently the same as 1982.

3. Costs

Bus operator costs per vehicle kilometre since 1985/86
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Comparative data is not available before 1985–86. The trend over the last 20 years shows a drop in costs
per vehicle kilometre between 1985–86 and 1999–2000, but a slight increase since then.

Bus operator costs per passenger trip since 1985/86
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A less marked decrease is shown in costs per passenger trip, although the trend is again apparent,
particularly in London.

How Does the Government Support the Bus Industry?

Most support to bus services is made available by local authorities from their overall resources, including
Revenue Support Grant and council tax. In addition the DfT provides a few specific subsidies:

— Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG) which is paid direct to the operators of local bus services,
and is equivalent to 80% of the fuel duty the operator incurs in running the service (100% for bio
diesel and gas fuels).

— Rural Bus Subsidy Grant (RBSG) which is a grant paid to local authorities to support rural
services.

— Rural and Urban Bus Challenge which supports innovative local authority projects (for example,
demand responsive and flexibly routed services) successful in annual competitions held between
1998 and 2003.

— The Kickstart scheme. Following the award of funding to 18 pilot projects in 2003, Kickstart
funding was awarded in 2005 to 43 projects, totalling £20 million. The aim is to pump-prime new
or improved services which will over a two or three year period become self-supporting through
patronage growth

The current levels of spend and projections are shown in table 1 below.

Concessionary Fares

Spending on concessionary travel is included in the table below. It is not strictly a subsidy—bus operators
are compensated on a no better no worse oV basis for carrying concessionary fare passengers. Local
authorities have a statutory duty to provide schemes to cover men and women aged 60 and over and disabled
people which gives free travel on local bus services between 9.30 am and 11 pm. The Government has
announced that a national scheme would be developing to allow people in England to travel nationwide on
local buses from April 2008. Local authorities can oVer concessionary benefits above the statutory minimum
requirement, such as travel on other modes or, as many authorities do, to children.

Table 1

BUS SUBSIDY AND GRANTS (£m CASH PRICES)

2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 2006–07 2007–08

DfT Grants
A BSOG—direct to bus operators 350 359 380 39837 417
B Grants to Local authorities 74 82 73 73 69
C%A!B Total DfT revenue spend 424 441 453 471 486

Local Authority Spending
D Spending on secured services funded 232 232 [238]38 [244] [250]

from council tax, RSG
E%D!B Total Spending on secured services 306 314 [311] [317] [319]

London Spending
F London bus support 572 545 [634]39 [711] [722]
G%E!F Total Revenue Spending excluding 1,228 1,218 [1,325] [1,426] [1,458]

Concessionary fares

Concessionary Fares
H Concessionary Fares in England 448 469 [480]36 [830]40 [850]
I%F!H Total Revenue Spending on Buses 1,676 1,687 [1,805] [2,256] [2,308]

in England

37 BSOG spending is expected to rise for two key reasons. First, fuel duty is expected to rise in the future. Secondly, there has
been a trend towards modern buses with higher fuel consumption.

38 These numbers are based on the assumption that spending remains constant in real terms (spending simply goes up with
inflation).

39 Estimates from TfL Business Plan.
40 This is includes an additional £350 million provided to local authorities to fund free oV-peak bus travel from 1 April 2006.
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2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 2006–07 2007–08

Capital Spend
J Capital Spending on Bus and Park 229 [235]36 [240] [246] [252]

and Ride (PTEs, Shires and
Metropolitan boroughs)

K%I!J Total Spending on Buses in England 1,905 [1,922] [2,045] [2,502] [2,560]

How is the Bus Industry Regulated?

The TraYc Commissioners are the main regulatory authority for the bus industry. Competition issues
are enforceable by the OYce of Fair Trading.

All bus and coach operators are required to have a public service vehicle (PSV) operator’s licence granted
by the traYc commissioner for the area in which their vehicles are based. These licences determine the
number of vehicles they are authorised to operate.

Outside London, particulars of local bus services (those which passengers can use for distances of up to
15 miles) must be registered with the relevant traYc commissioner, with copies to relevant local authorities,
at least 56 days in advance of the start date. Registration involves specifying the route, timetable etc and
undertaking to provide the service as registered. Variations of those particulars and cancellations of services
must similarly be notified 56 days in advance (with some exceptions).

The Transport Act 2000 provided two options to give local authorities more influence over bus services,
quality partnership schemes, working within the deregulated market and building on existing voluntary
agreements, and quality contracts schemes—a form of local franchising which would suspend the
deregulated market in the area of the scheme. Neither has so far been used.

Statutory Quality Partnership Schemes (SQPs)

This provision is based on a typical type of voluntary “quality bus partnership agreement” made between
local authorities and bus companies which in many places have proved highly successful.

Under an SQP, the local transport authority draws up a scheme, aimed at implementing the policies in
its bus strategy. An SQP scheme in eVect represents a commitment on the part of the authority to provide
certain facilities to improve local bus services, and to maintain them throughout the life of the scheme; and
an obligation on the part of participating bus operators to meet the quality standards prescribed in the
scheme when using the facilities in question.

Once a scheme is made, the authority (or authorities) must provide the specified facilities by the operative
date (including any facilities relying on traYc regulation orders), and a bus operator wishing to use the
facilities must:

— have given a written undertaking to the traYc commissioners that he will provide the service to
the specified standard; and

— provide the service to that standard (other than in exceptional circumstances).

SQP schemes must be available to any operator who wishes to use the facilities (though the authority may
exclude some services from the scheme), but no operator is obliged to participate. TraYc Commissioners
have powers to penalise operators who use the facilities without complying with the standard.

SQP schemes may not make provision about frequency or timing of services nor, eVectively, can they deal
with fares issues.

The OYce of Fair Trading also has the power to investigate schemes to ensure they comply with principles
of competition law, and may make directions in respect of a SQP scheme (including that it be amended or
revoked) enforceable by the courts.

Quality Contract Schemes (QCs)

This provision enables local authorities (individually or jointly) to bring forward schemes in which they
can determine what local bus services should be provided in their area, and to what standards (including
fares and frequencies). The authority would award a Quality Contract to a bus operator after a process of
competitive tender, giving that operator exclusive rights to provide services to the authority’s specification.

Any such scheme would require the Secretary of State’s approval and the authority must show that their
introduction would be the only practicable way of implementing its bus strategy. The scheme must also
demonstrate it is economical, eYcient and eVective and may only be approved if it meets those criteria and
is in the public interest. A scheme can last for up to 10 years, but contracts must be renewed at least every
five years.

The DfT has issued guidance on the making of QCs which can be found at www.dft.gov.uk/buses.
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Minor Regulatory Changes since 2002

While the White Papers of 1998 and 2004 [add footnotes] did not recommend fundamental changes to
bus legislation, a number of minor changes have been made or are in the pipeline:

— The regulations on bus registration have been amended to accommodate flexibly routed bus
services including ones which are entirely demand-responsive; such services are often more
appropriate for the transport needs of rural or dispersed communities than conventional ones
running on fixed routes at fixed times. The eligibility rules for BSOG (see above) have also been
amended to enable flexibly routed services to claim grant.

— Eligibility for bus service operators grant (BSOG) was extended in 2002 to a wide range of services
provided by community transport (voluntary sector) organisations.

— Regulations on the tendering by local authorities of bus subsidy contracts have been amended to
give authorities more freedom to award contracts without going to tender if they consider this is
justified in particular cases.

— The subject-matter of traYc regulation conditions, which traYc commissioners can determine for
a particular local area on application from a local highway authority, has been extended—as well
as routes, stopping places, time and duration of stops, turning or reversing manoeuvres, the
number of vehicles or their frequency, they can now regulate environmental or noise standards
of vehicles.

A Regulatory Reform Order currently before Parliament will, if approved, remove the need to register
certain schools services, increase the maximum length for bus subsidy contracts, give PTEs powers to lease
out vehicles and remove some controls on Councillors who are directors of council-owned bus companies.

London

In London all bus services are planned, funded and regulated by the public sector, although they are
mainly operated through franchises by private bus operators. Since July 2000 and the establishment of the
Mayor of London, responsibility for bus provision has rested with Transport for London under the control
of the Mayor. DfT retains almost no formal powers over London buses, although it does provide the main
source of external funding for TfL through the GLA Transport Grant.

The Government recognises that investing in transport in London is important to the economic success
of the country, and provides the Mayor of London with a block grant for TfL. Government provided the
Mayor with a transport grant of £2.1 billion in 2004–05, and this grant increased to £2.3 billion in 2006–07.
The Mayor has discretion to spend his transport budget on his transport policies and proposals as he sees
fit, though they should be in line with the Government’s national transport targets for improved
performance and services. TfL spent £545 million on buses in 2004–05, and TfL have budgeted to spend
£711 million in 2006–07.

25 May 2006

Witnesses: Gillian Merron, a Member of the House, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Transport,
and Mr Phil West, Head of Buses and Taxis Division, Department for Transport, gave evidence.

Q425 Chairman: Minister, you are most warmly
welcome this afternoon. May I begin by apologising
to you. I am very sorry that we have kept you waiting
but, as you know, business managers down on the
floor do not always take the needs of the Select
Committee for Transport into account before they
call their votes, so I hope you will forgive me. Can I
ask you if you would identify yourself for the record
and then I do not know if you do have something
you would like to see but perhaps you might like to
kick oV?
Gillian Merron: Thank you, Chairman, and I more
than understand about parliamentary business,
having had a hand in it previously. I am Gillian
Merron, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Transport, with particular responsibility for buses,
and I would indeed, with your permission, like to
make an opening statement.

Q426 Chairman: Please.
Gillian Merron: Thank you very much for
welcoming me to my first appearance before the
Select Committee. Can I introduce to the Committee

the oYcial who will be supporting me today: Phil
West, Head of the Buses and Taxis Division at the
Department. With your permission, I would like to
call on him to provide supporting detail when and
where necessary.

Q427 Chairman: Of course.
Gillian Merron: Thank you. For the benefit of the
Committee I would first like to set out some context.
Bus use has been declining steadily since the 1950s
and the last few years have been no exception. We
know that the background to all of this is sustained
economic growth, with an increase in personal
wealth and an understandable desire to own and use
cars, which contributes, of course, to a
corresponding decline in bus use. Whilst prosperity
in itself is a very positive advance, where people do
not have cars or in areas where there is congestion,
clearly buses are absolutely essential. Bus services
can be made to work well, Chairman, as we have
heard from places like York, Lincolnshire and
London, but outside the capital bus usage is in
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general decline. Over the coming months I would
like to assure the Committee that we intend to take
a long, hard look at the issues so that we can come
to a decision about what needs to be done to reverse
that trend. No decisions have yet been made and it
would be premature to do so without the evidence.
Our job would be to find the right framework. Local
circumstance will always dictate what works best. If
I can just outline the sequence that we will be
following, again for the benefit of the Committee.
First of all, we are gathering evidence. Douglas
Alexander and I have already had discussions with
colleagues, with industry representatives from the
Confederation of Passenger Transport and with
individual bus companies, as well as with local
government and stakeholder groups which has
included my own participation in two Core City
summits. We aim to continue with all of this and to
undertake fact-finding visits to successful and not-
so-successful bus projects. We will be seeking the
views of the Bus Partnership Forum, which our
predecessors set up, to bring together local
government and the industry. We would also wish,
depending on the timing of the report of this inquiry,
to take account of the Committee’s findings. In
parallel, we have also asked our oYcials to carry out
more analysis of the legislative, funding and
practical issues and, as I said, Chairman, we intend
in the autumn to take decisions about the future of
buses. This will allow us to time, if we decide it is
necessary, to introduce legislation next year. We
will, of course, ensure that any decisions tie in with
the discussions that Ruth Kelly and her Department
might be having with the core cities on their business
cases and their proposals for economic
development. In the meantime and notwithstanding
anything we might do in the longer term, Chairman,
we have asked our oYcials to continue with work to
develop enhanced quality partnerships, ie ways in
which partnership schemes and future developments
can deliver a new way of planning and operating the
bus networks in our large urban areas, with local
authorities and bus operators sitting down together
to work out what services can be improved for the
benefit of passengers, by mutual agreement. I
believe, Chairman, that this inquiry comes at a
crucial time for the bus industry, and for central and
local government in developing policies for bus users
and, importantly, for would-be users. I welcome the
chance to contribute today and I look forward to
your findings. The Committee’s inquiry will play an
important part in shaping our thinking.

Q428 Chairman: That is very diplomatic and helpful
of you, Minister, and long may you arrive and bring
us such good news in the future! We shall do our best
to promote your career in any way possible! It is
lovely to have you put into context the importance
of this work because frankly, as you know, the
female of the species relies very heavily on buses. I
think that we will have questions to ask you because
it is clear that very interesting problems are arising.
Why do you think bus patronage numbers are in
decline?

Gillian Merron: I believe that there is a whole range
of reasons and, as I mentioned in my opening
statement, clearly the increased use of the car and car
ownership is one of them. I also believe that if we are
to be serious about increasing bus patronage, we
have to make it an attractive proposition. There
have to be buses available when people want them
and of the right kind of quality. Where we do see
successes it is for exactly those reasons. Having said
that, if we look at London, and I use it as an
example, bus patronage there is high for a whole
range of reasons, and I do believe that we can learn
from them. Although I do feel that direct
comparisons are not always very useful, we can learn
from them by the use of bus subsidy. Also I believe
in terms of bus patronage, it has increased greatly
because of the integrated approach from the
political leadership that we have seen. For me there
is no one reason but a whole range. I suppose the
overall message underlying all that is that I am very
proud of our concessionary fares scheme, firstly
because it is the right thing to do to oVer people over
60 and disabled people travel on the buses, as we do,
but also because, without a doubt, it will and it is
already increasing bus patronage, and that will be to
the benefit of everybody, whether they are disabled
or not or under or over 60.
Chairman: I have been very impressed by the number
of my constituents who voluntarily point out to me
what benefits they regard the scheme as providing
and how delighted they are with it. Mr Stringer?

Q429 Graham Stringer: When I read Mr Rowlands’s
evidence to the Committee of Public Accounts in
January, it piqued me into writing my own evidence
to this Committee. I found it quite extraordinary.
Do you agree with everything Mr Rowlands said at
that hearing?
Gillian Merron: It might be helpful, Chairman, for
Mr Stringer to clarify the particular areas he would
like me to address.

Q430 Graham Stringer: He said that older vehicles
and older buses were not a problem and that the
Routemasters in London had shown the way and
therefore the age of the fleet was not an issue. I could
go through them all if you would like. The thing that
really aggravated me and piqued me was that he
compared PTE areas in London and assumed that
passenger transport authorities could make exactly
the same choices as London. London actually has a
dedicated fund of money whereas PTEs are part of a
rather complicated competition for funds involving
many local authorities, as well as the fact they are
regulated. He seemed to think it was not so much a
role for local government and he used words that he
was “agnostic” about children paying adult fares. It
was an extraordinary performance, Minister, and I
would be interested in what you agreed with, what
you disagreed with, or if you agreed with the lot?
Gillian Merron: Thank you for the clarification.
Perhaps if I can take the three particular areas that
Mr Stringer has referred to.
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Q431 Graham Stringer: Five.
Gillian Merron: First of all, on the issue of children’s
fares, obviously in London we have seen advances
there. In terms of the Government approach, we
have set a minimum in terms of concessionary fares,
as I have referred to, which is the over 60s and
disabled people, and for us to extend that to children
I think would be a very considerable financial
commitment. Having said that, as members of the
Committee will know, it is perfectly allowable and
local authorities are free to go further than the
provision that we make, and of course they may
include children. I should say, Chairman, at one of
the Core City events that I went to in Brighton,
which was bringing people in from coastal areas, one
of the things young people raised with me was fares,
so it is an issue that young people do want to use
buses but it is whether it is manageable for them. On
the issue of the age of buses—

Q432 Graham Stringer: The real question is are you
agnostic on the issue?
Gillian Merron: With respect, it depends what you
mean by agnostic.

Q433 Graham Stringer: I think it means he did not
have a view one way or the other and he was not
supporting it and was not against it in the context of
the answers he gave, but those were the Permanent
Secretary’s words.
Mr West: I was at the hearing.

Q434 Chairman: Can you tell us whether Mr
Rowlands was just being Mr Rowlands?
Mr West: He certainly was. I think the view he took
was there were policy decisions to be made and if
ministers decided this is what they would want and
were prepared to make resources available, he was
agnostic; he just delivered the policy that would be
decided upon.
Graham Stringer: So are you agnostic or are you
going to tell Mr Rowlands you believe or
disbelieve him?
Chairman: Could we have the record right, it is Sir
David.

Q435 Graham Stringer: I apologise to both you and
Sir David.
Gillian Merron: As you have heard from Mr West,
and in fact I would suggest, perhaps Sir David was
being a good civil servant in the way he was wishing
to put it across. It was indeed, as I have suggested, a
policy decision. What I would say in general terms is
of course anything we can do to encourage bus
patronage is a good thing but it is always at a price
and those are the kinds of decisions we are going to
have to take. I think it is perhaps appropriate to
leave it at that point. On the issue of the age of buses,
I think that is an important factor on whether people
are going to be using buses and how they view it. I
am aware that many of the people who say they
would not travel by bus have not even looked at one
for some considerable time. In fact, there have been
some major improvements and we have exceeded
our target in terms of newer buses which are far more

attractive for the travelling public, for example for
women with children or carrying heavy shopping or
those with disabilities to use them. For me, the age
of the buses does indeed matter and it is something
which has been an area of policy discussion. On the
issue of PTE areas, they do have an important role
and I will be meeting with Members of Parliament
who are representing those areas to discuss it in more
detail and I would be very interested in what they
have to tell me. I know that there are particular
challenges as to why PTE staV cannot always find a
way to move forward in the way they would wish to.
I am very keen we look at that. I do not feel there is
a direct comparison with London for some of the
reasons I have already explained. It is about bus
subsidy, it is about political direction, it is about the
sheer enormity of London and the challenges that it
presents but therefore also the opportunities. The
other very major factor is about integration and
demand management through the congestion
charge. It is diYcult to draw direct comparisons but
I would want to emphasise for the benefit of the
Committee, Chairman, that I feel there are many
things we can learn, and that will be part of the
process we are going through, myself and the
Secretary of State, over the next few months.

Q436 Graham Stringer: I take it from that you did
not agree with everything your Permanent Secretary
said. Your opening statement was interesting,
Minister. What I would like you to clarify is is this
the start of a “blue skies” consultation where
everything is on oVer and everything can be changed
or are there limits to what you are having discussions
and consultations on before the autumn, because
most of the facts of this industry have been known
for a long time. Can you tell me a little more about
what is ruled in and what is ruled out.
Gillian Merron: I think perhaps it would be only fair
of me to say in answer to Mr Stringer that it would
be unwise at this stage (because I am wanting to look
at an evidence-based process) to speak in the fashion
which you are inviting me to do, if I might put it that
way. I would say to the Committee, Mr Stringer,
that what I want to see is greater reliability, greater
quality of bus services, and greater bus patronage;
something we all share. It is about finding the right
framework. I certainly do not think I would be at all
wise, nor do I intend to, to prejudge what the
outcome is. What I would assure—

Q437 Graham Stringer: That is what I am trying to
get at. It is not the outcome, it is the start of the
process and how far any others who might want to
influence this process can go?
Gillian Merron: I was just a little reluctant, Mr
Stringer, to trot out what I know you regard as a
mantra which is there will not be a return to 1980s
regulation. To be quite honest, I do not think many
people would expect us to go down that road
because we all know that it was not perfect in that
instance. What I would assure you of, Mr Stringer,
is the wish to be as broad as possible in seeking views
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and experiences and pulling all of those together, but
at this stage I think I would be very unwise to
endorse or reject any particular aspects.

Q438 Graham Stringer: Can we draw any
conclusions from the fact you have put out guidance
today on the statutory qualitative partnership
schemes? Your predecessor in March was talking
about statutory quality partnerships and there has
been no move to that.
Gillian Merron: I would not infer anything specific
about that other than to refer back to my opening
statement where I said that in the meantime and
without prejudice to what might happen in the
future we had asked oYcials to look at enhanced
quality partnerships.

Q439 Graham Stringer: That is the phrase I was
looking for, sorry.
Gillian Merron: You are quite right that we have
indeed put out recent guidance to do with quality
partnerships and it was last year that we put out
guidance in terms of quality contracts. Of course we
know there are many voluntary arrangements that
are currently in place but, no, I would not suggest
anything in particular could be inferred, other than
we are seeking to use existing mechanisms in the
interim to do whatever we can. In other words, we
are not standing still.

Q440 Graham Stringer: A final question if I may:
you said that the concessionary schemes had been
well received and indeed they have in many places,
but we heard from Transport 2000, amongst a
number of witnesses, that in actual fact because of
the popularity of the concessionary schemes, bus
operators were having to focus their routes on where
they were collecting those people who were using
concessionary fares, and other services were being
withdrawn. Do you have any proposals to deal with
that problem? There are negative impacts of
concessionary schemes as well as positive impacts.
Gillian Merron: I know the Committee does
acknowledge the importance of the concessionary
fares scheme and I am sure we would all share in
looking forward to its extension in 2008 as well. I
would also say how much I welcome the fact that
authorities have worked together to make sure we
can have cross-border travel and we continue to
encourage that. Of course, the intention is not to
reduce schemes. I think as we look towards 2008 we
will be looking to introduce legislation about how
that will come in. I think I will turn to Mr West at
this point because I know he would have particular
points to raise about the points that Mr Stringer
raises.

Q441 Mr West: We see no evidence yet of the sort of
scenario you describe but we would certainly
welcome that side of it. What our ministers have
asked us to do is to develop the extension of the
scheme that is going to happen in 2008 and to learn
from the implementation of the current scheme in
doing that. We have got to look at the uptake which
I think is directly related to what you say. We will be

doing that, gathering evidence and feeding back the
evidence before they decide what the 2008 scheme
will look like. If there are problems, they will want
to resolve that in that situation.

Q442 Mrs Ellman: I would just like to go back for a
moment to Sir David’s evidence. In addition to the
points Mr Stringer made, when he was asked about
the changes to the regulatory regime, he said that the
Department had no intent “to reform the
institutional arrangements”. I take it that would not
preclude you deciding to reform them should the
evidence from your review suggest that?
Gillian Merron: I can see Sir David’s evidence
excited a lot of interest.

Q443 Chairman: Sir David was doing his best for
you. It may be connected to the fact he knew he was
going to retire. His well-known impish sense of
humour may have overtaken him.
Gillian Merron: What I would say in response to
that, Mrs Ellman, is that—at the risk of repeating
myself—I think the important thing is to say what
we will not be doing, and Alistair Darling,
predecessor to Douglas Alexander, made this clear
also, is returning to the regulation of the 1980s. I
think it is important to say that, not because it is
some kind of totem but because it did not produce
exactly what we wanted even then. I would refer you
to what I said in the opening statement, which was if
legislation was needed, then of course we would be
looking to do that next year but I would just
emphasise, Mrs Dunwoody, the “if”.

Q444 Mrs Ellman: Perhaps we can turn to another
report, the Public Accounts Committee report
Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England,
published in May of this year. That report criticises
the Department for failing to look at information on
issues to do with public transport, buses in
particular, reducing congestion and emissions. Are
there going to be any changes? Will the Department
be more active in looking at the contribution buses
do make in those areas?
Gillian Merron: The first thing to say is that we are
still preparing our response to the Public Accounts
Committee and certainly on the issues you raise the
Department does of course take them very seriously
but many of them are dealt with in a local sense. We
do have discussions of course with bus operators
about environmental considerations and perhaps I
can ask Mr West to come in here?

Q445 Chairman: Yes, Mr West, why does the
Department not collect data on buses?
Mr West: We do collect data on buses, we regularly
monitor performance in terms of overall customer
satisfaction. There are statistics available on carbon
dioxide and pollutant emissions from buses in the
DfT statistics.
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Q446 Chairman: There are?
Mr West: Yes.

Q447 Chairman: It rather looked to the Public
Accounts Committee as if you had no information
on emissions.
Mr West: There is information on emissions, there is
also information about accessibility which we think
is important as well; the social inclusion element of
that. We have commissioned some specific research
about social inclusion and the interventions which
have been made and of course we set a series of
indicators which local authorities then can use in
terms of accessibility, and by accessibility we are
talking about linking up socially excluded
communities to centres of services.
Gillian Merron: If I could, that is something which
came out of the Select Committee’s previous
inquiry’s report which we took on board.

Q448 Mrs Ellman: We have had a lot of evidence
suggesting that the Department should be more pro-
active in supporting buses. What plans do you have
to do that?
Gillian Merron: Our role has to be to have those
discussions with stakeholders about how we can best
do that, as I have already referred to, looking at the
existing provisions and how we can strengthen them.
In terms of supporting bus services, of course we do
directly support them in a number of ways
financially—just to quickly run through them, it is
worth reminding ourselves—not only in terms of
concessionary fares, I believe there is support for
them, to Transport for London and also the bus
service operators’ grant which goes direct of course
to the operators and also through the revenue
support grant as well. So there are a number of ways
we already support them. We already have a
framework in place but what we also know is it is not
delivering quite as we would all like, which is why we
are here in this inquiry and why, as I say, myself and
the Secretary of State will be continuing to look at
what we can do, what the framework is we can come
up with which will still—and I do think this is
important and I would re-emphasise it—allow local
responses which will best serve local people. Clearly
it is going to be very diVerent in rural areas from
urban areas, in a PTE area from a small urban area,
and I want us to take account of that.

Q449 Mrs Ellman: Are you concerned about the
poor image of buses?
Gillian Merron: I would like to reflect back to the
point I made, which is many of the people who hold
the image do not travel on buses.

Q450 Mrs Ellman: Is that why they do not travel
on buses?
Gillian Merron: It is possible. Some of the local
successes we have seen have been where bus
operators have promoted and marketed themselves
very well to the public as an attractive option. The
fact is buses are important, they are flexible, they are
good value for money, they get people to where they
want to go, and particularly groups of people, which

the Committee I know is concerned with, who
perhaps otherwise might be excluded. I would
accept, and I think it is an important part of our
considerations, that is part of increasing bus
patronage but how do we make it not only a
practically attractive option but in terms of what
people think. For those who travel on buses in
London, their opinion is very positive.

Q451 Mrs Ellman: What do you think they are doing
right in London and wrong everywhere else? Is it to
do with the preferential treatment there is in London
or something else?
Gillian Merron: In terms of using bus lanes, for
example, that is one tool in the box which can be
used locally and certainly we do encourage that from
the Department and people locally should consider
that. The other areas as to why buses are attractive
are the safety provision, their frequency, their
reliability, the cost, and where they connect up with.
We have heard some of that in the importance of
how we connect people to the services or places they
want to go to.

Q452 Mrs Ellman: Do you think there are enough
success stories of partnership between transport
authorities and bus operators?
Gillian Merron: I think there are plenty. I think the
diYculty is in people drawing comparisons and that
will be part of our work over the next few months.
As I said earlier, I feel people often look to London,
which is very important and I think we can learnt a
lot, but the direct comparison is quite a diYcult one.
The things we just talked about, the quality of the
bus travelling experience for the member of the
public, is one we can very much look to and we do
have some very good buses in other areas, and
Brighton is one I heard about myself. I do believe
there are examples, I feel perhaps that the challenge
will be to draw on the best and to make them
applicable to other areas.

Q453 Mrs Ellman: What about information on
buses and bus services? Is that good enough and is it
anything the Department should be doing?
Gillian Merron: Again, I would very much consider
that to be part of our consideration. What our
constituents complain about is not knowing when
the bus is going to arrive, not knowing if it is going
to be reliable, and that may be why they are opting
for other means of transport or not travelling at all.
I would very much agree with your point, Mrs
Ellman, that it is an important factor and I do feel it
has to be part of how we look at what we are
providing in terms of where we want to get to, which
is about improving bus services.

Q454 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the Department
should have a stronger role on safety issues,
passenger safety and people feeling more secure in
transport, or is that something which should be
entirely left to the local transport authorities?
Gillian Merron: The Department definitely does
have a view, and I think it is important, or should
have a view. How can I put this? I do think it is
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important the Department is clear about the
importance of passenger safety because it is another
major factor. What I would say is, that would best
be decided locally. If we go back to London, where
people are very aware of the challenge of terrorism,
for example, and whilst they may be aware of it in
other parts of the country that will not necessarily be
the presenting factor in terms of passenger safety, so
it is important to get the right approach locally.
Indeed, I would feel that is something we can be
looking at as we look at part of the process in the
future.

Q455 Mrs Ellman: Congestion has been identified as
a major problem. Is there anything you think the
Department rather than local authorities should be
doing?
Gillian Merron: I feel we do oVer the opportunity for
local provision to be made in terms of tackling
congestion, and encouraging people to use buses is
one. I am looking at, for example, Mrs Dunwoody,
Oxford and Cambridge and the way in which it is
nigh on impossible, I think might be the right
expression, to park a car but the alternative
provision is there suggesting in terms of demand
management they have achieved it. I realise they are
specific examples but nevertheless what it teaches me
is when you look at it as a total it is not possible just
to say, “We want to increase bus use”, we have to do
it as part of a whole and again locally people will be
best placed to decide. Our job is to equip them with
the right framework.

Q456 Clive EVord: In evidence, PTEs have suggested
to us they have competition in name only, that they
put lots of services up for tender but get very few bids
in. Does the Government have a view on how we can
address that to get some real competition into
these services?
Gillian Merron: There are perhaps a couple of points
I would want to make, Mr EVord, in reply. One is
that competition is also about competition between
the bus and the car, although I am aware that is not
the point you are referring to, but I do feel that is an
important part of competition. I am aware people
complain of unfairness in terms of competition and
clearly the OFT has a very strong role to play in that.
It might be helpful to bring Mr West in again.

Q457 Chairman: Mr West, what about this perpetual
circle we go round with the OFT?
Mr West: In terms of the actual competition for
tendered contracts outside London, it is of course a
completely diVerent situation because in London
they have rolling contracts on particular routes, but
you can draw parallels and it is around three bids per
contract both inside and outside London; slightly
less outside London. So there is competition. There
are not that many companies, which is another
comment which is often made, but nevertheless there
is an equivalence in that respect, so in one respect the
situation is manageable. In terms of the OFT issue
about the number of companies, the OFT is actually
quite a tough body and will investigate, and does
investigate, when complaints are made and people

can complain about bus companies if they feel local
competition does not work. As the Minister has said,
what drives companies to perform in areas where
there are only relatively few numbers of competitors
is fear of competition from companies coming in,
small operators who are always around to exert
pressure. The need to demonstrate to shareholders
they have the costs under control and maximising
revenue is also a pressure, and the fact that, as I say,
the OFT can—

Q458 Chairman: Can I bring you back to the point
Mr EVord was making? There are some areas where
to get two tenders would be pretty remarkable
because they do not get it. I think what Mr EVord
asked you is still valid, how do we deal with those
authorities where they are faced with very real
problems in getting people to tender for specific
routes?
Mr West: There are two ways of looking at the
question. One is to say, you should have more
widespread use of the competition outside
London—

Q459 Clive EVord: Shall we look at it in the way I
was asking the question? The PTEs are telling us, the
Committee, that too frequently there are too few
bids and therefore the demands they are able to place
on the people bidding for those services through the
competition to get a quality service is limited. Is
there a view on that from the Government? If so,
what is it and what can they do to assist?
Mr West: The answer I gave is that there are
similarly few competitors in London competitions—

Q460 Clive EVord: I am not referring to London.
Mr West: But the evidence is they can control and
deliver improvement.

Q461 Chairman: But you have just told us their
contracts are diVerent in kind. Excuse me for
interrupting you. You yourself have just told us they
have rolling contracts, it is a completely diVerent
situation in London, and if they do get people
competing they are not competing on the same basis
as those companies which are competing outside
London.
Mr West: True, but it is still competition. It is still
competitive pressure between the two. My point is
you do not have to have a huge number of bidders
to be able to influence the quality of the bids.
Chairman: One would be nice.

Q462 Clive EVord: The situation in London is
diVerent, there are a number of companies which
have contracts in close proximity inevitably to where
they are going to be bidding, so therefore they do
have the opportunity to move into areas and have
more flexibility. That is limited in areas outside
London. Clearly the PTEs outside London are
pointing to the fact that they have very little leverage
in the process of issuing these, in fact what they said
to us is, “We have competition in name, we do not
necessarily have competition in tenders” and that is
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what has been said to this Committee. If that is a
problem in driving up standards outside London,
what are you going to do about it?
Mr West: I think they need to provide more evidence
of that because the operators you have spoken to
would say the competition is there and it does
improve bids. The Department can take an agnostic
view. If there is evidence that those competitions in
terms of the tender sector are not working, that is
important evidence to take but we have not been
presented with that evidence.

Q463 Mr Martlew: Can we ask a question on the
TraYc Commissioners? Are the Commissioners fit
for purpose, Minister?
Gillian Merron: I am aware there is a view, and I
suspect a very strongly presented view to the
Committee, that there are questions raised about the
resourcing but of course the TraYc Commissioners
are run by VOSA. I know it has been suggested they
should have an increase in resources but it does have
to be self-financing, so clearly that would require an
increase in terms of the fees charged, and again that
would have a knock-on problem in terms of bus
operators. Part of our consideration as we look at
how we are to improve bus services will doubtlessly
include a look at the role of the TraYc
Commissioners and the kind of ways in which they
are able to work to support the bus services.

Q464 Mr Martlew: So you are saying you do not
know whether they are fit for purpose or not?
Gillian Merron: I am saying the role they carry out
and the way in which they potentially can be used in
the future will be part of the consideration.

Q465 Mr Martlew: Are you saying you accept there
is a lack of finance there?
Gillian Merron: No, I did not say that, I said I was
aware that the resourcing issue has been commented
on. I was simply addressing what I know has been
put previously before you about VOSA’s support for
the TraYc Commissioners.

Q466 Mr Martlew: If it is found to be short of
resources, is your Department prepared to put in
more money?
Gillian Merron: It is not for me to pre-judge what our
approach would be. I would rather look at the way
in which the TraYc Commissioners work in order to
support better bus services. That has to be their role
and I know you have taken evidence from them and
that will form part of our considerations.

Q467 Mr Martlew: Is part of your considerations the
thought of disbanding the Commissioners and
giving the powers to the transport authorities?
Gillian Merron: Again, I am afraid I could not
comment; I could not be led down the road of
making particular speculation about that.

Q468 Mr Martlew: No, but what I am asking is, will
you be looking at that, that is all. I am not asking
you what the conclusion is.

Gillian Merron: I think I can assure you, Mr
Martlew, that we will be looking at the role of TraYc
Commissioners, at what they do and also the most
eVective way to support and guide the development
of bus services, and the role and activity of TraYc
Commissioners will be part of that without any
doubt at all.

Q469 Chairman: What about the whole question of
bus drivers, are you going to look at how well they
are trained and whether they ought to have national
standards? Or is that something you regard as being
outwith what is necessary, Mr West?
Mr West: The Department, at the instigation of
ministers, has done a lot of work on the standards of
drivers, providing training and skills. Recently the
Bus Partnership Forum has done some work into
recruitment and retention and one of the key
findings of that was that you need to improve the
training of drivers.

Q470 Chairman: So you are not going to leave that
out of the calculation, you are very clear about it and
you may even look at the question of a national
standard?
Mr West: It is certainly an issue of importance to
ministers and something they are continuing to look
at and may well be part of that work we are doing at
the moment.

Q471 Chairman: What about maintenance? Talking
about the TraYc Commissioners, one of the
problems with TraYc Commissioners is that their
staV are fairly limited and they are required to do a
lot of monitoring across the industry which frankly
is not going to happen if they do not have the staV
available to go out and do it?
Gillian Merron: As I said in answer to Mr Martlew,
I am aware that is a criticism which has come to your
attention.

Q472 Chairman: Are you accepting the standards
generally, training, enforcement and maintenance,
are things you will be looking at?
Gillian Merron: Yes, you can be assured of that.

Q473 Chairman: Will you also look at the whole
question of congestion and town planning? We had
a very interesting suggestion that possibly
congestion would be dealt with by saying to local
authorities, “You must provide better bus access,
you must provide better town planning” and that
raises a whole lot of very interesting political, with a
small P, problems.
Gillian Merron: It does sometimes raise large P
political problems too. On congestion, clearly
increasing bus usage is very much part of it. When
we discuss of course local transport planning, et
cetera, in all those areas we are looking and
encouraging all the time local authorities to look at
the whole provision of how they support their local
communities through transportation. I would say
once again that I do think that will be a diVerent
response in diVerent areas; what is appropriate in
one will not necessarily be appropriate in another.
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Q474 Chairman: Tyne & Wear did say that
community, or socially necessary services, were
under-funded and over-subscribed. Do you think
that is true?
Gillian Merron: I know Tyne & Wear have particular
issues on the more general issue of concessionary
fares. I would want to put on record that I am aware
they are in discussion with the Department of
Communities and Local Government about that
matter because there is a problem in terms of
funding. The fact is in terms of bus services they are
working better in some areas than others.

Q475 Chairman: The Rural Bus Challenge, for
example, ended in 2006. There is a very clear
suggestion that the sort of start, stop, start nature of
government grants does hinder sustainable
community transport, for example. Do you think
that is something you ought to look at?
Gillian Merron: In response to that, what I would
say, Mrs Dunwoody, is that it was made clear that it
was to get work oV the ground, so when locally those
projects were started with that government money—
and I know much of it was very welcome and made a
big diVerence—the relevant authorities would have
been aware of the long-term prospects. We did of
course introduce Kick Start funding which had the
eVect of literally kick starting very positive schemes
but again on a very clear understanding. I think it

would be a diVerent matter if we were not clear
about the nature of funding, but where it is short-
term I would expect authorities to work within that.

Q476 Chairman: Are you going to look at the
suggestion from the Association of Transport Co-
ordinating OYcers of a quality network?
Gillian Merron: That maybe something we could
include in our considerations. Obviously that is a
group we would want to feed into our
considerations.

Q477 Chairman: Have they not given you evidence
in the way they have us? Are you asking for evidence
from relevant groups?
Mr West: They sent it to us on an oYcial level. We
have seen it.

Q478 Chairman: So you are aware of that idea and it
would be one of the things you would be looking at?
Gillian Merron: I am sure it will come before me.
Chairman: I am sure it will. Minister, you have been
very patient. I am sorry we messed up our original
arrangements. Can I say to you that I think any
minister who starts oV by paying close attention to
our reports is bound to have a glittering career. We
will nevertheless expect to see you back here in order
to discuss not only some of the things we are doing
but some of the things we intend to find out about.
Thank you very much for coming.
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APPENDIX 1

Memorandum submitted by Hackney Community Transport

Introduction

CT Plus is the trading company of Hackney Community Transport (HCT). The organisation is the largest
independent third sector transport organisation in the UK and has depots in London and Yorkshire. The
company runs mainstream local services on tender from Transport for London, “Yellow Bus” home to
school transport on tender from West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive, Education transport on
tender from the London Boroughs of Waltham Forest and Hackney and many community transport
services.

HCT’s Chief Executive, Dai Powell is actively involved in the Community Transport Association and sits
on the Bus, Coach and Community Transport Working Group for the Disabled Persons Transport
Advisory Committee (DPTAC).

We feel the first question that the committee needs to consider is “are bus services a public service”. This
we feel needs to be the starting point in any meaningful inquiry into the future of the bus in the UK and the
role the bus may or may not have in reducing social exclusion.

The rest of this submission is based on the needs of the most socially excluded members of our society
and the role that bus transport could provide if commissioned in the most appropriate manner.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

All the evidence points to the fact that the greatest improvement in bus transport has happened in
London. If London is taken out of the market then the position is in many cases dire. From the position of
accessibility, outside London less than 25% of buses in service are accessible. This compares with 100% in
London. From the position of a parent with a buggy or a person who is a wheelchair user, the lack of
progress outside London is of great concern.

The cost of bus use has increased far greater than the cost of owning and driving a car. The fares that
operators have to charge to make their returns are prohibitive for people on low incomes. The lack of public
transport in many areas has reduced people’s travel horizons and therefore their opportunities for work,
learning and leisure.

Many services outside London are not clean or eYcient; they are poor value from the authorities’ point
of view and a poor service from the passengers’ point of view.

The bus should not be about providing a poor service for poor people!

The level of bus use outside London has declined significantly, and apart from a very few exceptions
(which are always quoted as the way forward), there has been a continuing decline over the last four years.
As the local MD of one of the large bus companies said recently “we are here to manage the downsizing of
the network in a profitable manner”.

The current system where an operator can withdraw a service at 56 days notice does not help an authority
in any of its planning processes.

The obscene situation where an operator withdraws a route that the authority deems socially necessary,
thereby forcing the authority to tender the route, not winning the route and then reinstalling the service as
a commercial one to stop the successful tenderer from operating, must be stopped.

The current unregulated monopoly situation does nothing for competition.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

The diYculty in regulating an unregulated market is well known. The issues regarding the OFT and
private companies is very real and has an adverse eVect on the ability to provide the quality service we all
require. However, to overcome this whilst still allowing both competition and new entrants into the market
is near impossible to do.
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Any changes to the regulatory framework must not make or enshrine the near monopoly situations in
many regions of the UK. There is a very fine line between partnership and cartel and this must always be
transparent to enable other operators and new operators into the partnership. It could become very easy for
excessive barriers to entry to be created.

The role of QC’s may overcome this.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Priority measures work but are expensive and there is little evidence to show that the authority gets value
for money. If the twin goals of reduction in congestion and reduction in pollution are to be achieved then
some form of priority measures will be necessary. The system has to be attractive to the car driver as well
as the non car driver.

The service needs to be reliable if we are serious about modal shift, and therefore reliability is the key and
bus priority is important in making this happen.

However, the present system can directly reward the operator for the expenditure that the authority
makes. In a more regulated market the advantages of bus priority would be shared by all stakeholders.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Community transport services have suVered from a volatile and changing environment. The demise of
the Countryside Agency has left many rural transport partnerships extinct and has had an adverse eVect
on services.

The fragmented approach to funding of community transport services and the delay in reviewing Section
19 and 22 permits has reduced the ability of providers to run services.

There is no minimal level of service requirement and therefore we get the situation where, because of a
positive and proactive approach, counties like Devon provide a comprehensive service and others provide
little or no support.

Outside London with such a low take up of accessible vehicles, it is paramount that other community
based services are oVered to enable people with disabilities to travel. This is very patchy across the UK and
is a “post code lottery” as to whether a person can have a level of independence or not.

And as stated below, the denial of the right of community transport service to benefit from concessionary
fares has and will continue to have a negative impact on the ability to provide the services.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

The major concern in the approach on concessionary fares is that they will in many cases discriminate
against the most vulnerable people. As the present system stands people who have access to concessionary
fares do not have the right to claim this concession on community transport services.

In situations where either the most appropriate form of transport or, as in some rural areas, the only form
of transport is community transport then these people should have the same rights as people obtaining
concessionary fares on other bus services.

If, as currently operated, people do not have this right it is unfair and unjust and could also be illegal under
Human Rights legislation.

It may not be the best way to target subsidy as people who can aVord to use the bus still get the concession
but as a way of targeting passenger growth in a cost eVective way it works. And most importantly of all for
the people who now have the choice and freedom, it changes their lives.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Quality Contracts work from an operator point of view as well as from a passenger point of view. The
only realistic reason why there are no Quality Contracts is the framework in which the authority has to work
to move towards a Quality Contract is diYcult, expensive and time consuming.

Some private sector operators are not fully in favour of Quality Contracts but this, I feel, is more rhetoric
than reality. In London all the main players have a key operation. They are all looking to expand market
share in the capital. If QC’s are such a bad idea, why are they all in London?

SYPTE is in the process of exploring the use of QC’s and most of the major operators are happily involved
in this process.
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Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is diVerent from the rest of the UK and the environment is significant in the success of the bus
in London. Car constraint by volume is greater than other cities (even without congestion charge). London
is, in comparison to many other cities, very dense and the brand “London Bus” is very strong.

However, not only on passenger numbers has the service in London delivered but also by the extent that
the network is fully accessible and the management of the accessibility is very high, it also has a long
operational day and the penetration and frequency of service is very high. This, combined with the cost for
the passenger, has had a fantastic impact on the ability of the most socially excluded people in the capital
to access to jobs and services in London and elsewhere.

In London the “brand” is very strong; the public identify with the bus, it is used by all socio-economic
groups and provides a high quality service.

Operators and their staV buy into the brand and the vision that TfL is trying to achieve. The growth has
been phenomenal in bus use and in bus numbers, the density of the network, the frequency in oV peak as
well as peak time and night services. The people of London, the people who work on the buses and the
operators are proud of the service.

The London model achieves, but with a price. We feel that it is imperative that the model is tried elsewhere.
We do not feel there is anything significant to lose in a five year trial outside London and there would be
significant gains whether the trial was successful or not.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

If public transport is deemed to be a public service then the future for the bus is fantastic.

Met areas outside London should have the power to develop their network, within a regulated but
competitive market if the true value of the bus is to be realised. The local “brand” needs to be developed as
a reliable, permanent, safe, aVordable and accessible service. The current system where authorities tender
out parts of services to cover “non commercial” operations is in many ways the worst of all options. The
authorities are not allowed to build the network and therefore the patronage, but then, for socially necessary
reasons, have to subsidise the bus companies to carry fresh air.

If the authorities were allowed the freedom to develop the network then the increase in patronage would
benefit the whole service.

The greatest numbers of bus users are in the lowest income quintile, for them the service is necessary, for
them to be able to fully participate in life an improvement in the service is imperative.

For elderly and disabled people their preferred choice of transport is often the bus. It is also the least
expensive way of providing high quality local transport. The infrastructure costs compared with light or
heavy rail are small and the flexibility to change the network to meet both changing need and local authority
priorities (new developments, hospitals etc) is greater than all other modes.

With the Education Act and the introduction of the “Yellow Bus” in West Yorkshire and elsewhere there
is already a realisation that collective bus transport is good for our children. We cannot keep increasing the
need to travel without providing the service to enable all people to make lifestyle choices on how they travel.

We are starting to educate children to use the bus to get to school and we need to build on these initiatives
and enable them to use the bus when they become adults. We need to see the bus as a positive mode within
the overall public transport mix.

As stated before the bus must not become a poor service for poor people and the question on Quality
Contracts should be for one Met area (and maybe one or two local areas) the freedom to pilot a network.
Only by doing this will we know if we can reach the levels of passenger growth to justify the introduction
of QC’s across the country.

17 May 2006
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APPENDIX 2

Memorandum submitted by Railfuture

Since we are primarily a pro rail group, albeit with interests in public transport as a whole, we will confine
this submission to issues that are related to rail transport.

Deregulation and Integration

Railfuture has always campaigned for properly integrated bus and rail services with bus routes arranged
to include railway stations wherever possible with integrated fares and timetables as can be found in
Switzerland, for example.

Although there are some such successful examples in the UK, they remain haphazard and seem more
likely to be found where the local bus operator is also the rail franchisee and it would appear that bus service
deregulation has presented barriers to a nationwide integrated system.

Rail privatisation has not helped either, as franchises are renewed there may be a loss of continuity of
such service provision.

The importance of integration cannot be over emphasised and the sooner the DfT is able to regard bus
and rail services as complimentary to each other rather than one as an alternative to the other, the sooner
we may start to see progress.

Except in London, where a large measure of consistency has been maintained, deregulation has led to
confusion as new routes have appeared on a trial basis, some with success, but most disappearing soon after
and where familiar route numbers either vanish or no longer relate to their original points of origin or
destination, this is hardly surprising.

It would seem clear that this is the principal reason for the continued decline in bus patronage outside
London.

The success of the London franchise system would therefore appear to present the model for the rest of
the country but integration with rail services would also help to increase patronage as a whole.

Priority Measures

We would agree that bus priority measures such as road space allocated for exclusive bus use and priority
at traYc light controlled road junctions are an essential element for increasing bus service reliability and
ridership, particularly where services may be integrated with rail.

Concessionary Fares

Although free local public transport nationally for pensioners and the disabled is to be welcomed, we view
the exclusion of rail services from the scheme with some concern.

As proposed, there will be considerable abstraction of passengers from rail services, making local train
services even more dependent on public subsidy than they are at present.

As an example, Nexus, the Tyne & Wear Metro operators, have pointed out that if they retain their
already low concessionary fare for Metro services, the loss of passengers due to free bus services will cause
a loss of Metro revenue amounting to about £1.8 million per year.

Conversely, if they scrap the Metro concessionary fare to match the free buses, their costs will rise by a
similar amount of £1.8 million.

Additionally, it has already been noted that these proposals also present problems for other supported
bus services such as school travel as the Government grant of an additional £350 million is likely to prove
inadequate.

Clearly, a lot more work needs to be done before proposals for free concessionary travel are implemented
in 2008 and it is of interest that at the recent Railfuture Annual General Meeting, a motion calling for a
study into extension of this scheme to cover local and regional rail services was approved overwhelmingly.

More alarmingly, the recent Department for Transport consultation on rail closures procedures made it
clear that the Government is inclined toward replacing some rail services with buses as it regards them as
cheaper.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the average subsidy per bus passenger is around half that for rail
passengers, albeit with wide regional variations, this simplistic view fails to acknowledge that, in terms of
distance, the average train journey is about five times longer, and quicker, than the average bus journey and
is also more likely to achieve modal switch from the car.

Recent studies also indicate that buses enjoy significantly subsidised access to the road network and fail
to meet their true track costs. On balance, therefore, subsidies for rail services may well provide better value
for money and this should be borne in mind under the concessionary fares proposals.
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We would, therefore, support the idea of a nationwide version of the London Freedom Card, perhaps
means tested as not all pensioners are unable to pay a fare rate for travel and there may be an overcrowding
issue generated by free travel for all, whether by bus or train or both.

Alternatively, the existing Senior Rail Card could be made available free of charge to all senior citizens
and the scope of the card extended to include all bus services, instead of free local bus travel, and the discount
rate raised above the present 33%.

This would be more manageable than the present proposals for free local bus travel and more likely to
achieve modal switch from the car and ease road congestion.

17 May 2006

APPENDIX 3

Memorandum submitted by Transport 2000, Cambridge and West SuVolk Branch

1. Introduction

The primary question before this Inquiry is why bus usage has continued to decline outside London. To
this I have a simple answer: people are fed up with being treated as second class citizens, as untermenschen,
as bus users generally are. The bulk of this submission will be used to illustrate this contention and to outline
what I believe needs to be done about it.

Let me start by placing the problem in the wider context of postwar transport policy. This was largely set
by the 1950s Buchanan Report, whose theme can be described as “the means justifies the end”: we needed
to rebuild our towns and cities—the ends of our journeys—to make them suitable for a particular means of
transport, the car.

The extent to which Buchanan’s ideas were actually implemented is arguable, but it is clear that much of
the rebuilding that has taken place has damaged our urban centres, with cars dominating urban
environments at the expense of pedestrians and cyclists, congestion continually growing, small shops going
out of business, and food retailing, in particular, migrating to the edges of towns so people can no longer
pick up food during visits to towns but have to make special journeys, usually by car.

The growth of traYc has had other side eVects, mostly ignored by Buchanan: greenhouse gas emissions,
poor air quality, noise, and casualties to an extent that would not be tolerated in any other sector of the
economy. And while Buchanan recognised that the viability of our public transport network would be
undermined, neither he nor anyone else oVered any solution to this problem.

No doubt Buchanan thought that cars oVered such an improvement to the travel experience as to justify
those negative eVects he couldn’t find a way of mitigating, but I think many people would now say that our
overall quality of life would have been much better had we chosen to promote the car as the mode of last
resort, to be used only when other modes failed.

2. How Things went Wrong

In the ’60s it started to be recognised that public transport couldn’t survive without subsidy, though not
until after damaging rail closures from which we are still suVering. On the buses, while new legislation
empowered local authorities to give subsidies, generally these were used as a last ditch measure to keep
services going rather than an instrument of public policy. The worst crisis came with the early ’80s Market
Analysis Project: mass cuts to evening and Sunday services placed whole communities (or at least those
people who didn’t own cars) under curfew; major strategic links were severed; and not only were users
unable to object, often they didn’t even know about the cuts till their bus failed to turn up.

But South Yorkshire PTE showed how to buck this trend by using cheap fares as an instrument of public
policy; after the 1981 elections other metropolitan authorities followed suit. Sadly this initiative was
quashed: the relevant Transport Act was reinterpreted to deny the GLC the right to subsidise for reasons
of public policy; the tightening of local authority finance led to cuts in revenue support (still a problem); the
“oVending” councils were abolished in 1986; and, of course, buses were deregulated. The last led to limited
improvements, but they were more than oVset by the following negative eVects:

(a) Bus timetables were seen as unstable, so planning journeys beyond one’s home area became highly
risky. Those who asked the tourist industry to publicise “how to get there by bus” were told that
there was no point when information could become obsolete overnight.

(b) Bus operators “cherry picked” profitable routes, and profitable parts of routes (as they are still
doing), throwing the burden of procuring the rest of the network to hard pressed local authorities.
And if, as a result, people had to change buses en route, or to use diVerent operators in each
direction, rarely were timetables, fares and ticketing co-ordinated.
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(c) The bus network, never integrated, became the epitome of fragmentation. Not only was the
network split between commercial and supported sections, but the commercial network was split
between operators, and the supported network was split between local authorities. The eVects were
similar to the fragmentation of the rail network following privatisation: and there are two clear
examples which show how this has held back progress—the failure of operators to introduce a
National Railcard even though it was projected to be profitable for the rail industry as a whole,
and the reluctance, only just overcome, of London train operators to adopt the Oystercard system.

(d) Local authorities had a perfect excuse for ignoring users who know well from their own experience
how the network needs to be improved. And, of course, if bus operators declared that such
proposals would not be profitable, users were unable to elect managers who might think otherwise.

1998 saw the first significant initiative to help bus users: Rural Bus Grant. Unfortunately, it wasn’t
followed up by measures to encourage motorists to switch to buses—indeed, after 2000, the freeze on fuel
tax for several years while bus fares continued to rocket has meant that any switch has been the other way.
In general, further initiatives, such as Rural and Urban Bus Challenge, have not provided the stable long
term funding needed for local authorities to be able to develop integrated networks.

Meanwhile, new regulatory burdens, such as requirements to provide for disabled people and restrictions
on driving hours, have increased the cost of providing services. It should go without saying that there’s no
point in requiring buses to accept wheelchairs if one can’t then aVord to procure a service, and shorter
driving hours will not improve safety if they lead to the loss of services and therefore more cars on the roads.

3. A 10 Point Action Plan

We must move away from deregulation if we are to make progress, but this isn’t enough. The next section
will propose an alternative regulatory system which I believe would give better results. But first I wish to
outline a 10 point plan showing the results I’m after. This was designed with rural areas in mind, though
some of the proposals are equally applicable to urban areas.

3.1 Develop car clubs

Many people who might be reluctant to dispense with car use altogether may nevertheless be willing to
use it only as the mode of last resort. A key strategy towards achieving this is the Car Club, which enables
people to combine lower overall transport costs (through not owning a car) with much higher marginal costs
(similar to standard car hire costs) for using a car for a specific journey.

The London and South-East city region has strong development pressure and major traYc problems. It
therefore oVers good opportunities for car-free housing, ie developments without garaging facilities where
access to cars would be through a car club. Many people would welcome the chance to live in areas not
dominated by cars, while others would accept this as a price worth paying for aVordable homes. This should
be seen as one of the key advantages of car-free housing at a time when aVordable housing is a major political
issue. It would of course be essential, in non-central areas, to provide legally binding guarantees of high
quality public transport: given that they would be many people’s first choice for transport they would surely
be viable.

Car clubs should also be set up in existing developments, with fiscal incentives for people who use cars
only through a car club (or not at all).

3.2 Catch ’em young

Journey planning is a skill that needs to be taught, and it should be in the National Curriculum. Teenagers
should be given a sense of pride in their ability to get around on their own, and encouraged to associate
public transport with the pleasurable experience of discovering their local environment. This would lessen
the attraction of the car when they reach driving age. (I developed a lifelong attachment to public transport
at about the age of 16, though I was self taught.)

Where possible, school trips should be planned around public transport rather than coach hire. As well
as helping to keep the bus network going (at little cost, since the education authorities that would have to
pay the fares are the same as the transport authorities whose need for subsidies would thereby be reduced),
this would have educational value by showing pupils how public transport worked.

3.3 Introduce a parking tax

Several years ago Transport 2000 called for a flat rate tax on all private non-residential parking. This
needs to be looked at again. Its main aims would be to encourage developers to site facilities where they
could be accessed other than by car, and to improve the competitive position of local and town centre shops
(and other facilities) as against out of town sites.
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3.4 Introduce a Transport Discrimination Act

Governments have successfully used legislation to change people’s attitudes so that most people now
recognise that discrimination on the basis of race or disability, drink driving, and exposing people to tobacco
fumes are anti-social. I believe it should be possible to inculcate a sense of obligation to cater for non-
motorists in a similar way.

I would expect a Transport Discrimination Act to require service providers to take all reasonable steps—
the meaning of “reasonable” should be the subject of a public debate—to ensure that people could access
facilities without cars; that their opening times were correlated with public transport operating times; and
that people should have adequate information about how to get there without a car.

3.5 Use everything available

At present there are many operations in rural areas, such as school buses, works buses, postal collections,
and all the positioning workings associated with these movements, which are sometimes also public bus
services. I believe this could be extended a lot further. Indeed, it should be considered the default that where
no other public facilities are available such journeys should be open to all.

For example, “school interchanges” could be created. Because of local authorities’ statutory duties, most
communities within the catchment area of a secondary school will have a service thereto, all arriving at about
the same time. These buses will then disperse in diVerent directions, either to their depots or to their next
service working. I see no reason why people shouldn’t be enabled to change from one of these buses to
another (not necessarily at a point within the school grounds), returning the same way in the afternoon, to
gain new day trip facilities to a variety of destinations.

The licensing system should be reformed so that no extra burdens are imposed on operators who carry
the general public, as against those who carry specific groups such as schoolchildren and workers, or those
who provide dial a ride services targeted at elderly and disabled people. (The last need not oVer door to door
services for fit adults, but they should be empowered to take them where the vehicle is going anyway, if the
journey is not covered by the mainstream public transport network.)

3.6 Make proper use of demand responsive transport (DRT)

In recent years, demand responsive services have mushroomed. Certainly they have an important part to
play in an integrated public transport network, but in many cases they are currently being used
inappropriately: I feel that local authorities may be using DRT as a mantra and as a means of evading their
responsibility to provide services which would really be attractive to users.

Here is an example:

Recently the mainstream bus service in the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site area around Lulworth
Cove in Dorset was replaced by a DRT service which is completely “open”, so that visitors would have
diYculty in planning a trip involving a coastal walk from Lulworth to West Chaldon (given that they don’t
know how much time to allow) or a boat trip from Lulworth (especially as this might end up being cancelled
due to bad weather). Furthermore, the service is not shown on the Traveline website which is many people’s
first point of access to bus information.

Here are some principles for DRT schemes to aim for:

(a) The need for the hassle of pre-booking should be minimised by having departures from town
centres and other key interchange points at fixed times. People needing to board at such points
should not need to pre-book, though in exceptional circumstances, where their destination
required a detour, they might have to await the next run before the bus was able to go there.
Publicity for DRT services should make it clear exactly when pre-booking is required.

(b) People who need to book for a DRT service should be able to do so while the vehicle was on the
road, rather than having to call well in advance. Publicity should stipulate exactly how much notice
is needed.

(c) DRT should be available to all, without residential or other qualifications, and without the need
to pre-register (though operators may wish to encourage registration for regular users).

(d) An important role for DRT is in the provision of evening journeys connecting with incoming trains
or buses to enable people to get home from distant destinations.

(e) Another important role could be “right to work” buses. People living in the catchment area (as
defined for secondary school purposes) of a town should be entitled to get to “oYce hours” jobs
in that town. During termtime they would use the school bus to get into work; the return journey,
and the outward journey at holiday times, would be provided by a DRT vehicle. This would also
be available to other users, including tourists wishing to stay at local farmhouse accommodation.
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3.7 Develop a network hierarchy

In a manner analogous to the road network, inter-urban and rural public transport should be organised
on a hierarchical basis. The following is suggested:

(a) There should be a network of regional and national routes, roughly co-extensive with the trunk
and primary road network, covering most of the rail network and some inter-urban buses. These
should be financed regionally or nationally, rail tickets should be available on the buses, and all
services should aim to run seven days a week at regular intervals.

(b) A network of county routes would provide links to major regional centres for towns and larger
villages not on the national network. Again, these would normally be at regular intervals, and the
network should aim to connect every town and larger village to the regional and national network.

(c) Residual routes—the type of services proposed in 3.5 and 3.6, and other less frequent routes such
as market day services for shoppers.

The Highways Agency and local authorities should also be required to take steps to make the highway
network more suitable for buses. Examples could include the provision of stops and interchange facilities
on major roads; improvement of narrow lanes so that buses could use them to provide a more eYcient
network; and creation or improvement of footpaths (and, in some cases, cycle routes) to enable people to
walk or cycle from their home villages to stops on the national, regional or county networks, or from such
stops to visitor attractions.

3.8 Inform the public

This is a key issue. For a long time bus users have often been made to that timetables are an oYcial secret.
In particular, when rural services catering for people’s recreational needs are introduced rarely does this
become known to people outside the area. A recent example: in 2005 the Lake District operator Mountain
Goat reintroduced its “over the passes” service, which last ran many years ago and follows perhaps the most
spectacular route in England (serving the steep Hard Knott and Wrynose passes). However this was too late
to go in the book which Cumbria County Council produce twice a year, and which anyway people from
other parts of the country won’t see. This year it is in the book, but wrongly so as the council have told me
that it won’t be running.

Here are some recommendations to improve information:

(a) No changes should be introduced until several weeks after new timetables have been circulated and
posted on the Internet. Could the TraYc Commissioners be made responsible for Internet
timetables?

(b) All printed information (including at bus stops) should be definitive, ie· people should be able to
rely on it as a correct description of the current situation.

(c) All areas should have published comprehensive timetables. A network of national, regional and
local information points should be set up, with stickers saying something like “public transport
information available here”, where timetables could be consulted or picked up in advance of an
intended visit to an area.

(d) Maps and updates should be provided, both in printed form and on the Internet, to give potential
users an overview of the network. Publicity for services designed for access to the countryside is
particularly important, and there should be a specific web page to tell people about new initiatives
and to ensure that they had access to information from the very start of the tourist season.

(e) Full printed information should be available about the exact availability of any special ticketing
arrangements.

3.9 Provide an attractive range of tickets

This is particularly important if rural buses are to attract city dwellers. I would like to see an all operator
“day out” tickets for every area. An important factor is that people going out from cities during the morning
peak are not subjected to peak pricing arrangements (it’s only the trains into the cities that are likely to be
overcrowded): otherwise people are unable to get to the countryside at a reasonable price before half the
day is gone.

3.10 Set up a control network

There should be a network of control centres which can be contacted directly by passengers using mobile
or other phones and which have contact with drivers. Here are some of the functions they couldfulfil:

(a) Arrange bookings for DRT.

(b) Tell passengers what was going on in times of disruption.

(c) Hold or divert services to maintain connections or cover for cancelled services.
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(d) Arrange substitute taxis for passengers who are in diYculties due to operational deficiencies.

(e) Arrange for the conveyance of lost property to where passengers can pick it up.

(f) Arrange for taxi drivers with passenger vehicle licences to be “bought in”, like agency teachers or
nurses, where operators are unable to provide services.

4. Proposed Regulatory System

I now outline my proposals for changing the regulatory system for buses so that proposals 3.5–3.10 above
can be achieved (3.1–3.4 being dependent on other factors like national legislation).

(A) Local transport partnerships should be set up with executive powers to deliver local bus networks.
These would be led by the relevant local transport authority, but would have representation from
neighbouring transport authorities, relevant district and regional authorities, and transport operators and
users—giving ordinary people a statutory voice for the first time. The wider representation would reduce
cross-boundary problems and help ensure that communities weren’t held back by uncaring or
unenterprising local authorities.

(B) Bus operators would have powers to provide extra services over and above the level specified by the
partnership, unless the partnership could prove that this would jeopardise the function of the network.

(C) There would be certain deadlines (perhaps three a year) for registration of service changes, and the
TraYc Commissioners would be responsible for ensuring that the new timetables found their way onto the
Internet and local authority publicity.

(D) Local authorities would be required to provide public transport information to the standards laid
down in 3.6 above. This would of course be eased by (C) above, as well as by the fact that most changes
would be made on the initiative of the partnerships which they would be leading.

(E) Local authorities, as head of their partnerships, would be required to lay down minimum service
standards in their LTPs, adhering to the guidelines suggested in 3.5–3.10 above. The acceptance of their
LTPs would commit the Government to ensuring that adequate finance to support this level of service.
Standards could only be revised downwards after the local transport partnership had consulted people on
the issue and the local authority had included the revision in an LTP update document.

5. Answers to the Questions

A list of issues to be looked at by the Committee was given in the press notice announcing the Inquiry.
Here are my answers to the relevant questions.

Has deregulation worked? If not, can it be made to work?

No—see the foregoing.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

To some extent, when operators are faced with new and unresourced responsibilities (disability provision
and driving hours were mentioned above). It is unfair for the cost of disability provision to have to be met
by bus passengers (who will be the ultimate source of finance for commercial services) rather than by the
community as a whole; and it seems likely that with the pressures on local authority finance, the cost of
disability provision on supported services is being provided at the expense of mainstream bus support.

Bus priorities

The financial assessment of these is compromised by the fact that the cost savings and extra revenue they
generate go not to the local authority but to the operator (in the case of commercial services). My proposed
new regulatory system would solve this problem. It should be noted that priority measures—of a diVerent
sort—are also needed in rural areas, hence my recommendation that the Highways Agency and local
authorities should be required to consider the needs of bus users when planning highway schemes.

Is financing for local community services adequate and targeted right?

No. In many cases such services are unavailable to visitors, either because of licensing restrictions or
because outsiders have diYculty in getting the relevant information.
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Concessionary fares

The current situation has thrown up many anomalies—eg in Cambridgeshire—where pensioners have
actually found themselves worse oV than under the former “half fare” regime. Free countrywide travel, as
promised for 2008, should eliminate most of these (though according to my understanding it won’t provide
“free local bus travel across the UK” as there will be separate schemes for London, England outside London,
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). One problem one has to look out for is whether commercial
operators are using the system to jack up fares in the knowledge that local authorities will be paying much
of the cost. This problem would of course go away if services were planned by partnerships as I propose.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Because the relevant Transport Act put the emphasis on voluntary co-operation with operators—and it
should by now be clear that this isn’t going to work.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant?

Certainly it doesn’t do any good when they debar operators from providing services (as nearly happened
in the Cambridge area some time ago). In addition to their role as regulators for operators, they should, as
suggested above, have a new role as providers of definitive timetable information for Traveline.

Is London a sound model?

Insofar as it has Quality Contracts, yes. But I believe it can be improved further by adopting my
partnership proposals.

What is the future of the bus? Should buses be in the business of carting fresh air around the country?

The bus has a bright future if the Government would grasp the nettle that excessive car use is damaging
not only our environment but also the economic underpinning of facilities we value, such as local and town
centre shops, and adopt policies whose initial aim would be to give the incentives required for motorists to
switch to buses whenever this option was available—which should be for an increasing proportion of
journeys as the network developed. The idea that just because some people choose to use their cars those
who don’t have that choice should be deprived of the means of getting around, whether by train or by bus,
is oVensive and should be removed from Government rhetoric.

6. A Vision for the Future

Last year the Council to Protect Rural England issued a report “Our Countryside Our Choice” which can
be seen on their website 'http://www.cpre.org.uk(. This outlined a very negative vision for 2035.
Following this, I produced a counter-vision which came out in Transport 2000 Cambs and West SuVolk’s
November 2005 newsletter 'http://www.t2000cam.org.uk/newsletter91.html(, which shows from a 2035
perspective how the problems identified in the CPRE report had been overcome, and looks back to 2005
with incredulity that we had allowed these problems to develop. I would like to reproduce the newsletter
article, but for reasons of space I confine myself here to summarising it.

The most plausible scenario I was able to think of for forcing the policy changes I was seeking was as a
side eVect of an American economic crisis when other nations were no longer willing to finance their current
account deficit with the continually rising price of oil. However, I hope that it would not take such a crisis
to move us along the path of sustainability, which, I believe, will not only relieve our environmental
problems but also improve our quality of life.

The key is that our attitudes need to change from “we need our cars because there’s no other way to get
around” to “give us another way and we won’t use them”. I hypothesised that organisations like the CPRE
would be able to argue that cheap motoring had been one of the main driving forces behind the destruction
of the rural economy as identified in their 2005 report.

In 1997, there was cross party agreement on the need to reduce road traYc, leading to the Road TraYc
Reduction Bill, though this was destroyed by a series of wrecking amendments. I hoped that similar cross
party agreement would emerge in the run up to and after the next general elections, leading to the adoption
of my proposed 10 point plan.

I then described how, by 2035, public transport had become a realistic option for the vast majority of
journeys, and how those who had prophesied economic doom for the countryside had been confounded as
most rural enterprises found themselves able to adapt to a decline in the role of the car.

I concluded by describing how a reduction in provision for cars had enabled us to restore the traditional
building styles which give our villages character. And how, with the advantages of denser developments for
non car based transport provision, we were gradually reclaiming countryside from what had been sprawl.
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And how, by moving to a low carbon economy as part of a worldwide policy shift, we had managed to avert
the disaster of runaway global warming and buy ourselves time to safeguard permanently the biodiversity
of our countryside.

19 May 2006

APPENDIX 4

Memorandum submitted by the North West Public Transport Users Forum

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

In the densely populated city areas, there have been many examples of an increased service level and also
improvements in the standards of the vehicles operating these services. Unfortunately, these increased
services have been confined to routes and times which are easy to operate and only serve the needs of
passengers requiring simple end to end journeys. Even these improvements have only met passengers’ needs
when the operational needs of the operators have been met. This has given rise to very few early morning
and late night buses, plus many services ceasing to operate after about 1800.

In fact, since 1986 there has been a 30% reduction in bus patronage together with a 30% increase in bus
mileage and a 30% increase, in real terms, in bus fares. Whilst increased mileage can partly be accounted for
by the substitution of more frequent, but also more unreliable, services provided by smaller buses it is mainly
the result of excessive wasteful competition. Government subsidy to bus services is now greater, in real
terms, than it was in 1986. Operatives wages have also fallen in real terms, and there is now a national PCV
driver shortage which often translate to unreliable services. Overall, it has to be said, deregulation has not
been a success.

Co-ordination with other modes of public transport is extremely diYcult, if not impossible, due to:

— Deregulated bus services being brought within the scope of competition law which makes any
agreements constraining operator’s rights to compete (such as common fares and timetables) “anti
competitive” and thus illegal. Even in areas where the same operating group provides the bus and
rail services these are rarely co-ordinated.

— Deregulated commercial registered local bus services operate within networks of bus services
which include tendered services regulated by local transport authorities. These authorities can only
specify fares or timetables on their supported services and have no influence over how the
commercial operators might make (or not) “connections” or provide (or not) through or
interavailable ticketing.

— Taxis and other small passenger carrying vehicles are licenced by local authorities and, with a few
little used legislative exemptions, denied the opportunity of providing services at separate fares at
times when, or in areas where, demand is low.

— The perception that bus operators do not see co-ordination being required either with other forms
of public transport or other bus services.

There has been significant investment in the last five years in new buses by the large operating groups now
that they are eVectively an oligopoly with local monopolies. Most modern buses are clean, safe, eYcient and
provide a good standard of service. In contrast, there are still many older vehicles being used which are not
suitable for the purpose. These are not only operated by the smaller local companies, but also by some of
the large national groups.

Full deregulation does not work. Some form of intervention is always necessary to provide a fully
integrated network to fulfil the requirements of the population.

Transport is a public services as much as education and health, and will always require subsidy, especially
in rural areas. Deregulation has not addressed this but might be helped to do so in some cases if quality
partnerships could be put on a statutory basis which included co-ordination of fares and timetables.

This would however not address the problems which exist over complete networks. There is recent
evidence that the big five oligopolies are resorting to tactically deregistering services to force local transport
authorities to put these out to tender in the hopes of securing a subsidy to reinstate service which were
probably previously commercial. However, escalating labour, fuel and insurance costs may also account for
some deregistrations.

In summary there must be a minimum network specification for an area, within which the commercial
services will play their part. These commercial operations will be supplemented by socially necessary
services, subsidised by the public purse. These secondary services should be co-ordinated by a properly
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funded transport body such as a PTE or Regional Transport Board. It should not be left to the smaller
authorities such as the Shire Counties or Unitary Authorities which are unable to see the full network
implications of their actions within their small sphere of responsibility.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

By definition there is no statutory regulation where there is deregulation. Perhaps the question refers to
other statutes such as the Competition Act 1998 and the legislation relating to taxis and private hire cars?

A major function of any regulated system would have to be the specification of minimum standards for
all aspects of the services provided and these standards must be set at an attainable high standard which are
enforced.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

In a few cases, yes. Current provision is patchy and inconsistent, with new schemes becoming more reliant
on unproved, unreliable and expensive technology. This is unnecessary, as there are tried and trusted
methods which can still be used safely with confidence.

Local Transport Authorities, including Passenger Transport Executives, are not Highway Authorities,
and operators complain, often with reason, that whilst they deliver their commitments to quality
partnerships, such as new low floor accessible vehicles driven by drivers trained in customer care, bus lanes
and other bus priority schemes are too often incomplete and poorly, if at all, enforced.

Best practice is where a holistic approach is taken to include real time passenger information, bus shelters
with boarding platforms and continuous bus lanes or busways. Runcorn Busway, pre 1986, was an
exemplar, but must now be open to any operator deciding to register a local service along it. One failing with
the Runcorn system was the poor maintenance regime which led to poor road surfaces and severe vandalism
problems with the infrastructure.

Guided bus lanes have a limited local impact and give a poor return for the high costs involved in their
provision—the special roadways and guidance equipment on buses. Ordinary bus lanes, properly enforced,
are superior in both cost and eYciency and this is exemplified by the “Red Routes” in London.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Too much emphasis has been placed on “innovation” and the provision of short-term funding. There is
a great need for planned investment and ongoing suYcient revenue support. Too much money has been
wasted by local authorities and other bodies purely on the bidding process for the various funds, with no
guarantee of any return for this investment of time and money.

Funding is complex and irrational. Bus Service Operator Grant is based on fuel consumption and thus
roughly paid on a per mile basis. Operators are re-imbursed for accepting concessionary fares on a “revenue
foregone” basis, but the new Senior Citizen and Disabled Passenger free travel is funded on a demographic
basis which takes no account of the level of existing bus services and their current use (or not) by
concessionnaires. Rural Bus Grant is based on rural populations and Rural Bus Challenge and the
Countryside Agency’s Rural Transport Partnership funds are now discontinued with the money passed via
Defra to Regional Development Agencies. These appear to have no countrywide policies as to how (if at
all) they intend to spend this money.

In no case is funding related to patronage.

Rural and community services will never be a commercial proposition and will always need support. This
needs to be reflected in the way these services are funded, plus a constant review of how they are meeting
the needs of the passengers.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60’s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on
all forms of public transport?

The current scheme is a mess—some Counties have co-ordinated very good county-wide schemes
complete with cross-boundary provision, whereas others have left it to the Districts which have provided
less than useful passes which only allow free travel within that district and no cross-boundary provision.
The introduction of the UK free travel passes in 2008 should remove these problems and stop the “us and
them” feelings of many people in the latter category. There must be close observation of the Welsh and
Scottish schemes and lessons must be learned if there are any major problems revealed. Experience in
Scotland suggests that the extra cost of Countrywide travel will not be as great as feared.
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As noted above, the reimbursements based on population are unfair and skewed towards rural areas
where bus mileage is low. However in these areas the concession is meaningless to rural dwellers who have
no accessible bus services.

Ideally free travel should be multi modal if that were aVordable. Certain areas already have schemes
providing free or reduced travel on other forms of transport, but these are very local in nature, ranging from
PTE areas such as Greater Manchester providing free travel on buses, trams and trains to Parish Councils
subsidising the provision of Senior Citizens Railcards. A national version of the Freedom Pass would
remove the final “us and them” anomalies mentioned above and give a standard approach to the avoidance
of social exclusion by transport provision.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

The statutory procedures for instigating these are seen by local transport authorities as highly
constraining. The time scale from making an order to inception is too long and whilst it was intended to
allow for established operators to relocate if unable to participate in the contract, it also allows them to hold
authorities to ransom by tendering excessive prices and if not successful withdrawing in the interim thus
leaving a bus service deficit.

The rule which requires that QCs should only be introduced where the local transport authority can show
they are the only practical way to deliver their bus strategies is also enormously unhelpful.

Authorities also fear that the net cost of service subsidies and premiums over a network will exceed their
existing costs. The Passenger Transport Executives’ support of QCs is noted, and the result of the mock
tendering exercise for a virtual QC in South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive will be interesting,
especially as it is reported to have tempted some large non UK operators familiar with such “franchises” in
their own countries.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

They are relevant but the TraYc Commissioners (TCs) are woefully under resourced. This has reduced
their ability to act in many cases. The awareness of the TraYc Commissioners by anyone outside the industry
is virtually nil and they make no eVort to make themselves known. Their publications and website are full
of legal jargon and are not meant to be easily understood by the general public. Interaction with passengers
or their representatives is poor at best and non-existent in some areas.

They cannot be proactive in holding operators to account for unreliability and unpunctuality, and instead
rely on passenger complaints to trigger calling operators to public hearings. However, unlike in Scotland
and (soon) in Wales. there are no multi modal transport users’ consultative committees in England (outside
London) to which bus passengers can complain.

Most passengers are also unaware of the non statutory Bus Appeals Body operated by BUUK and the
CPT. Where the TCs are eVective is in enforcing the safety component of quality licencing via the PSV
Operator Licences they issue and the safety checks made on their behalf by VOSA

The Government needs to push their existence into the public domain and provide suYcient funds for
them to be readily accessible. The TCs should be more pro-active in helping local authorities to oversee local
bus operations.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is not so diVerent to many Passenger Transport Executives or other large conurbations as is often
claimed, and it would be reasonable to expect that these could generate additional bus patronage given the
same franchising powers and funding as London, especially if the Passenger Transport Executive or
Authority were also the Highway Authority.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Without drastic government action bus patronage will continue to decline. Government targets may well
continue to be met in the short-term, but only with the contribution made by the growth in bus patronage
in London.

Conurbations should be able to regulate the provision of bus (and rail) services within, to and through
their areas. The metropolitan areas should be allowed to operate as above, which combined with the
provision of integrated ticketing systems will lead to an increase in passenger numbers.
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In rural areas there is a desperate need for core revenue funding for a minimum level network of accessible
bus services, although there should also be consideration of feeding this with unconventional and demand
responsive services, such as those provided by small passenger carrying vehicles, community minibuses
and taxis.

It is true that sudden injections of funding, such as Rural Bus Grant, or concessionary fares
reimbursements, can result in unjustifiable support being given to “innovative” services which end up
“carrying fresh air”. However, new services do take time to be noticed, understood and used and should not
be arbitrarily withdrawn before they “bed in”. The use of DfT accessibility planning software should prevent
too many unsuitable services being tried initially and transport provision should be tailored to the
requirements of the area. It would be ridiculous to send a double-deck bus to serve small villages with just
a handful of passengers, just as it would be to send an 18 seater mini-bus to serve a large town on market day!

19 May 2006

APPENDIX 5

Memorandum submitted by the Local Government Association

Introduction

1. The Association welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this inquiry which is on a subject which
needs further examination. The Association and many of its members have become increasingly frustrated
at the lack of tools available to address the provision of stable and reliable bus networks within the context
of local transport and accessibility plans. Any “open house” elected member or oYcer forum on local
transport policy invariably results in contributions from a variety of authorities raising bus network
management issues. We understand that a number of member authorities and the relevant oYcer societies
will be making substantive responses to this inquiry.

2. The Association has been refreshing its bus policies recently and will be wishing to discuss these with
the new ministers in the DfT. In addition we are looking forward to more detail from the new secretary of
state about the Department’s proposals for improving the way in which working between authorities and
operators, and between operators can be facilitated. We are hoping that substantive proposals will emerge
and not just further tinkering round the edges which fails to get to grip with the key issues, many of which
have been identified by the Transport Select Committee in a series of its own recent reports.

Has Deregulation Worked?

3. It is now more than 20 years since the passage of the Transport Act 1985, which put in place the basics
of the current bus operating environment. Member authorities have always said that the eVects of the Act
have varied depending on local circumstances, and other outcomes of the Act such as privatisation of the
previously largely publicly owned bus companies, together with wider Government transport, competition,
local government funding and environmental polices, have also had significant eVects. Whilst deregulation
initially led to lower costs on the public purse, two of the main reasons for this were the withdrawal of
evening and Sunday services through the ending of internal cross-subsidisation, and downward pressure on
drivers’ wages. The former has resulted in pressures on local transport authorities to replace with subsidised
services and the latter has come back to haunt the industry as the national driver shortage has taken eVect.

4. There have been varying views on whether post 1985 competition within the industry has been a good
thing and it has varied from place to place over the years. Recent experience has demonstrated that it cannot
keep down fares, which in some places have increased considerably faster than general inflation. In addition
it appears impossible to deliver the Government’s target of sustained growth in bus patronage and improved
achievement of national accessibility targets within the current regime. Voluntary partnership schemes
generally achieve limited results, and there are still significant hurdles to be cleared in bringing 2000 Act
Quality Contracts (QCs) to implementation. Local authorities remain committed to delivering local and
national policy agendas under the current framework insofar as its shortcomings will allow.

Is Statutory Regulation Compromising the Provision of High Quality Bus Services?

5. The aim of this question is not entirely clear but where there is statutory regulation in London the
provision of modern, high quality, accessible vehicles has proceeded fastest. The degree of regulation
involved in statutory quality partnerships similarly is aimed at improving standards. On the other hand the
lack of an eVective level of statutory regulation of service quality, including frequencies and fares, appears
to be leading to a widely variable service quality. The relative successes associated with Brighton, York,
Cambridge and Oxford are often quoted, but it is equally noteworthy that there are very many other places
of similar size never listed in the same context, and the places listed historically have tended to have had
good local relationships. It is clear that whilst some special characteristics exist and close relationships have
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been maintained, for the large majority of urban and rural areas, a continuing decline in patronage and
services has been the norm. This is not primarily an issue of lack of Government funding, poor local
governance or bad operators. It is, we believe, about an inadequate management and funding framework
for local service development.

Are Priority Measures Having a Beneficial Effect?

6. Visible and eVective bus priority measures can have considerable benefits and some of the work of the
current Bus Partnership Forum has promoted the value of both dedicated and priority facilities. However,
these can be relatively expensive to build and to maintain, may need to overcome resistance from local small
retailers, and unless they are associated with a statutory quality partnership involving timetable
commitments from operators, there can be no guarantee that they will be used eVectively.

Funding for Local Community Services

7. This question is diYcult to answer outside of the wider contexts of whether local transport authorities
conclude seeking to keep main-stream or developing community transport alternatives is better for local
circumstances, and what eVect any changes in funding mechanisms for community transport operators and
users would have on the diYcult capital/revenue funding balance at national and local level.

Concessionary Fares

8. It would be possible for the Select Committee to hold an inquiry specifically on the Government’s
concessionary fare scheme policies alone. Whilst there has been a general welcome given to the various
extensions to eligibility in recent years the way that changes have been carried out in a piecemeal and overly
hasty manner, and apparently not related to a rational and comprehensive analysis of the options and
funding requirements, has caused considerable stress and anxiety to both local funding authorities and bus
operators, as well as some confusion to recipients. The Association has welcomed the further extension
proposed for 2008 in principle. LGA and other local government representatives are discussing options for
implementation of the 2008 scheme with the DfT. There appear to be a number of options for distribution
of the additional funding and administration and all of them appear to have diYcult to quantify
consequences for ease of access for recipients and for the consequential eVects on formula distribution of
revenue funding to local government. Also, the bus-only policy for existing recipients being followed by the
Government brings with it new uncertainties for; integrated transport policies, the stability of other modes
of local transport and the cost of extending a scheme to other potential recipients.

Why are there No Quality Contracts?

9. Over the last few years a number of authorities, notably the PTAs have shown increased interest in
using the Quality Contract option. Government has responded positively to this initiative and has changed
the 2000 Act by Order to reduce the exceptionally long and disruptive implementation times. The
Government’s 2004 White Paper oVered the most positive statement yet as to its willingness to consider QC
applications, but the barriers to implementation remain very high. The highest of these barriers is the “only
practicable way” measure in section 124 of the 2000 Act. This barrier is very diYcult and invites legal
challenges at considerable expense to all concerned and likely to lead to instability in the meantime.

Powers of the Traffic Commissioners

10. There are two aspects to this question. On the one hand the application of the powers of the TraYc
Commissioners has been hindered by a lack of resources. If the regulatory structure for the industry were
to be changed so that, for example, local transport authorities had a greater role in routine bus service
registrations and enforcement, then the TCs, or a replacement bus commissioner’s oYce, could fulfil a role
in any disputes procedure by adjudicating on matters of reasonableness in the content of bus strategies and
operation of quality network agreements.

The London Model

11. Care needs to be taken in making reference to the “London model”. The Mayor and TfL’s centralised
route planning function and close ticket integration between operators and modes, coupled with policies to
encourage high vehicle standards and all day services, have maintained and developed a network which is
the envy of the remainder of the UK, although at a cost. However, London has a route tendering
arrangement which involves a continuous round of tendering processes. This is not the generally perceived
idea of what a statutory quality contract would look like, but rather area based franchising is the most likely
scenario. The Association will be considering aspects of the London model more closely when developing
its own refreshed transport policy proposals during the course of this year. However the LGA has never
sought one single model to cover the entire country, as circumstances vary greatly, and the London model



3452081049 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:53:35 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 179

provides a much greater degree of regulation than a simpler system of controlled competition which would
be more appropriate in many areas. Controlled competition is the norm in most of urban Europe and
generally involves a form of fixed period franchising following a competitive process.

The Future of the Bus

12. This evidence supports the need for reform to the frameworks for both regulating partnerships and
implementing franchising. Both approaches require significant additional powers for local authorities to
make them implementable and attractive. They constitute a stronger degree of influence in planning and
managing local bus services with increased powers for local authorities to do what is required to best meet
local wider community needs.

13. There is a significant debate to be held if these proposals are to move forward. In addition to dialogue
with operators, a key player is the OYce for Fair Trading. The OFT has taken a strong interventionist role
and their view has often been short-termist and diametrically opposed to the duties of local authorities, who
have to deliver an integrated and stable local network in the longer term. At the EU level there now appears
to be an acceptance, reflected in the Commission’s latest proposals for a regulation on local public transport
procurement, of a strong role for local authorities to set the local network where they wish to do so.

14. The Association has argued in the past for the possibility of experiments to be tried in a small number
of localities with varying circumstances. The Government appears to have accepted this principle with
regard to school transport provision. Speedily implemented but well devised experiments proposed by
authorities, and facilitated by primary legislation if necessary, should be considered now, perhaps in parallel
with other essential legislative changes.

15. Bus operators will need to be convinced that changes are in the long-term interests of the industry.
Creating eVective local competition and limiting operators’ unfettered powers to set fares may not deliver
their short-term interests, even though we believe it serves their longer term needs. Many operators appear
still to be unable or unwilling to engage eVectively in the statutory process of developing local bus strategies,
even though there could be considerable advantages to them if they did so.

16. However, if decline continues in the same way as it has over the past 20 years, not only will
Government and local targets be missed, but the very viability of their core networks will be threatened. This
will have serious implications for Government policy in all areas—economic, social and environmental. It
is essential that the decline in bus use is halted and reversed—not just in a few cities but in most towns
and cities.

Summary

What are we seeking to ensure the future of the bus

— A commitment from the OYce of Fair Trading for major changes to its policies on bus
competition.

— Higher standards of entry and performance monitoring to ensure that service quality is
consistently good and that the appropriate financial incentives are in place to deliver basic service
standards.

— A system which provides greater encouragement to operators to engage with local authorities in
the preparation and delivery of statutory bus strategies.

— A power for local transport authorities to be able to grant exclusive rights to an operator(s), solely
or jointly, to run services on specified routes or networks where a quality agreement had been
concluded.

— A recognition that circumstances vary greatly from authority to authority, all of whom have
statutory duties to follow in publishing and implementing their bus strategies, and that a wide-
ranging toolbox needs to be available to help them.

— A right for TraYc Commissioners or local authorities to defer proposed changes in services to
comply with a code of practice on service change dates.

— A shift in revenue funding mechanisms to reward success and support operators and local
authorities who move forward with partnership solutions that deliver achievement of the shared
priorities.

— A commitment by the Department for Transport to bring forward primary legislation, wherever
shared objectives cannot be attained without it and if quality contracts applications prove
impossible to take forward through existing approval and implementation processes.

19 May 2006
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APPENDIX 6

Memorandum submitted by Mencap

Mencap is the leading charity working with people with a learning disability, their parents and carers.
Mencap works to ensure people with a learning disability have equal access to choice, opportunity and
respect. In line with the Government’s White Paper, Valuing People, we believe people with a learning
disability should have the same opportunities as the non-disabled and play a full and active part in the
community.

Mencap’s response to the Transport Committee’s inquiry into bus services across the UK will concentrate
solely on the specific issues aVecting people with a learning disability when using buses.

The needs of people with a learning disability are frequently misunderstood but, many of the steps that
need to be taken do not require substantial investment. Instead attitudinal change, creative thinking and
common sense will often be enough to enable a person with a learning disability to travel confidently on
buses and therefore lead a substantially more independent life.

Staff Disability Equality Training

People with a learning disability share many transport problems with the wider disabled community.
However, there are certain barriers to transport that are not shared by those with physical disabilities, such
as diYculties finding alternative routes when things go wrong, being bullied while travelling alone and
diYculty coping with rude and unhelpful transport staV.

Full, proper and eVective disability equality training is a crucial factor in improving staV attitudes and
deciding whether people with a learning disability can travel with confidence. StaV attitudes often make the
diVerence between a successfully completed journey and one that is frightening, demeaning and largely
impossible for someone with a learning disability.

Our research has shown that, on the whole, delivery of disability equality training, and the quality and
eVectiveness of that training, is very patchy. Where it does occur it focuses far too often on improving
physical access and operating equipment for people with physical disabilities, in particular for wheelchair
users, and excludes proper training about non-physical and more hidden disabilities. Often staV who have
had training say that they are not confident in recognising or supporting a person with a learning disability.
In training sessions equal time and attention needs to be given to the barriers faced by people with hidden
disabilities and ways to help them.

Accessible Information

We would like to see further work around accessibility of information. In particular, timetables are very
diYcult for everyone, but especially for someone with a learning disability, to understand. We would like
to see the standardisation of the use of the 12 hour clock which is known to be an easier format for the
majority of customers, large print and limited information on each page.

Passenger Information Systems

Mencap is aware that bus drivers can be resistant to the introduction of PIS, but they allow people with
a learning disability to travel with confidence. A passenger with a learning disability may be relying on the
PIS but they will certainly not be the only passengers doing so. It will be of equal value to anyone unfamiliar
with their journey and stands to benefit most passengers at diVerent times.

Concessionary Fares

Transport is the key to the quality of life for people with a learning disability as it is for non-disabled
people. It determines whether they have access to day services or are forced to stay at home; can have a job
or access to friends and leisure activities and a lifestyle they want, with real choice, such as non-disabled
people take for granted.

People with a learning disability mostly live on benefits and those who work tend to be in low paid jobs.
This means the cost of public transport can present a barrier. In addition to this, those people with a more
severe learning disability will always need someone to accompany them on any journey they make, which
considerably adds to the cost of transport.

Mencap recently carried out a survey of the problems people with a learning disability have accessing
public transport. The cost of transport was high up the list. From this perspective the freedom pass, operated
by Transport for London, is a model we would like to see adopted by the rest of the UK when the national
scheme is introduced. It enables disabled people to access public transport 24 hours a day, rather than
restricted to after nine o’clock in the morning.
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Cost has been one of the arguments used to prevent other local authorities following suit. However,
London is made up of some of the poorest, as in Tower Hamlets, as well as some of the wealthier boroughs
in the country and in our view this undermines the cost argument for not allowing disabled people to travel
free. If the poorest borough can fund disabled travel, others should be able to so as well.

Mencap takes the view that eligibility for the freedom pass should be based on receipt of a disability
related benefit. Mencap would like to see this eligibility criteria adopted when disabled people become
entitled to free local bus travel country-wide.

22 May 2006

APPENDIX 7

Memorandum submitted by Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council

1. Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council has concentrated on the question of whether or not bus
deregulation has worked as this is considered to be most relevant to this authority. The other questions have
then been addressed later in this memorandum of evidence.

Bus Deregulation

2. It is the view of this authority that bus deregulation has not been successful and that some form of
increased regulation should be reintroduced across the country. Bus operators have continually reduced the
level of bus services in the area since the introduction of deregulation in 1986 and this has continued up to
the present day. These service reductions occur irrespective of the views or needs of local people or the local
authority.

3. The operation of the bus system is now dominated by motives for private bus operators other than the
provision of a public service. This is a problem because of the lack of competition in the current market,
with a declining market and barriers to entry. The operators are not prepared to provide services that fulfil
a social need unless they also give a commercial financial return. This is at odds with the current key
Government agendas for the promotion of accessibility and social inclusion and local agendas for Routes
to Work and access to schools and health facilities.

4. Prior to deregulation, all fare income and local authority funding was used to provide bus services and
generous concessions for children and pensioners. The availability of services and cheap ticket prices
encouraged use. Cross-subsidisation took place between more profitable and less profitable routes and the
funding remained within the public transport “loop”. The buses may not always have been full, but by
having an extensive network available, bus use was clearly available as an alternative for journey making.
It was also easier to integrate public transport policy with other transport policies such as car parking as it
involved the circulation of funding within the authorities involved.

5. Deregulation allowed an influx of private bus operators to cherry-pick the best routes to operate
commercially. They have reduced service frequencies or abandoned routes altogether if they do not suit their
purposes, irrespective of any social arguments. The lack of a coordinated network is a disincentive to travel.
This has led to a downward spiral of bus service decline where the reduction of services leads to a reduction
in availability and public confidence—leading to bus patronage decline and further service cuts. This is
unsatisfactory when the promotion of bus patronage growth is a key transport objective.

6. The bus operators see their services as being in competition with rail so they have no special desire for
improved coordination of services. Rail services are more appropriate for some medium and longer distance
journeys. However, the bus operators do not want to provide services to rail stations when they are
providing similar medium distance services that would lose patronage. This lack of joined-up thinking
prevents opportunities for members of the public to use the most appropriate form of transport for their
journeys. It demonstrates a lack of an approach to the development of an integrated transport network that
is a key Government aim.

7. There is not enough funding in the system to allow several large companies to compete against each
other and still make a profit in any one area. Provision has almost invariably reduced to one large national
operator providing the bulk of services in each discrete area with smaller operators providing a limited
number of school bus services and supported public services. This has eVectively led to an uncompetitive
market for the provision of bus services. These problems have disproved the original competition and service
improvement arguments that were put forward for the introduction of deregulation.

8. There have been recent cuts in services in Redcar and Cleveland within the last month with seven
services withdrawn or rerouted. This has left one village without a bus service and many other areas greatly
inconvenienced. Many passengers now need to use two buses for their journeys, requiring multiple fare
payments as there are no through journey tickets available. This also applies to concessionary fare journeys
for which the Council will need to pay. Evidence has not been forthcoming to justifiy the withdrawal of these
services The cuts are having a serious impact on deprived areas and rural areas where up to 42% of
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households do not own cars. These areas tend to be around 12 miles from major facilities and are becoming
increasingly remote due to the bus service cuts. This shows a lack of a genuine partnership approach by the
bus operators.

9. Members of the public feel that the service cuts have come about as a result of the introduction of the
free concessionary fares scheme. They are of the opinion that free travel is of no benefit if there are no bus
services into their areas at the times when they are most required. There is a view that people would be willing
to pay a small charge for bus passes, as they did before, so that the money can be used to provide the services.

10. Particularly from rural areas, many early morning services to employment, evening services and
Sunday services are only available because they are financially supported through the local authorities. As
Council revenue budgets are generally hard-pressed from competing public service requirements, the
authorities generally depend on special grant funding such as Rural Bus Grant (RBG) through the
Department for Transport to be able to provide these services. Annual RBG is allocated in full but would
be ineligible for use on a higher priority urban service.

11. Problems arise overnight if the operators give notice of an intention to discontinue a socially
necessary service that is relied on by a particular group of residents. As budgets are set annually, the Council
will not usually be able to step in with funding at short notice to provide an immediate replacement.
However, if the Council is able to consider a replacement, the current eight weeks notice period is very short
in which to hold an eVective tendering process. Small bus operators do not have spare vehicles or drivers
sitting around waiting for opportunities to arise, so it is very diYcult for them to put together a viable bid
and there are no other major operators competing in the area. The notice period should be extended
significantly to enable eVective competition to take place.

12. It is the view of this authority that the economic subsidy of socially necessary bus services can only
be achieved if a requirement is placed on operators to support services in some of the less commercial times
of operation. For example, if an operator intends to run a commercial service from 8.00 am to 6.00 pm then
they should also be required to operate some early morning or evening services on the same route, where
there is a demonstrated need. This would ensure that the operators would begin to see their operations as
a public service that addresses social needs and concerns such as traYc growth.

Statutory Regulation

13. This seems to be a question that will be best addressed by the bus operators. However, from a local
authority point of view, the regulations still leave it too easy for operators to cease operating existing
services. As referred to in paragraph 11 above, the eight-week notice period is very short for organising
eVective competitive tendering of replacement services and should be extended. The Council would like to
see a greater onus on operators to take social responsibilities into account in their decisions.

14. In our experience, the present system does not eVectively promote competition. We would like to see
changes that would ease entry for smaller, quality operators and allow local authorities to support social
enterprise.

Priority Measures

15. This borough has a diverse array of smaller towns and villages rather than having a single, compact
urban area. There is only one length of bus-only road and no separate bus-lanes so we are unable to
comment on the issue of best practice.

Community Services

16. Funding regimes for the provision of community services, such as the Urban and Rural Bus
Challenges, have always been time limited to two or three years of operation. As the services are not
commercially viable and the Council does not have other readily available funding sources, the schemes
come to an end, just as the public have begun to rely on them. Long-term revenue funding sources need to
be made available that are ring-fenced for the provision of transport services.

Concessionary Fares

17. This Council has been fortunate that the recent changes to concessionary fares eligibility did not
create a funding black hole. The grant from the Department for Transport covered the cost of a local scheme
that is more generous than the minimum requirement. However, the bus operators made it clear that they
are not going to carry extra people on their services for no extra money. Any further extension of eligibility
and operating times will need to be adequately funded. It is important that DfT properly assess the financial
impact of changes on each authority before determining the final levels of funding.
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Quality Contracts

18. In current supported bus service contracts, the authority specifies the standard of service that can be
aVorded within the relevant budget. Operators bid with a price that reflects this standard and then
monitoring is undertaken to ensure that the agreed quality is provided in the operation of the contract.
Quality Contracts would be an extension of this, covering all of the services on the route rather than just
some individual journeys that need some financial support. The flaw in this is that it will cost additional
money to provide and support a higher standard of service than would be provided commercially by a bus
operator. Local authorities do not have the additional funding available that would let them pay for this
service. The Government would need to provide a commitment to fund the cost of Quality Contracts before
councils could consider entering into them.

The London Model

19. Public transport and other aspects of transport policy in London have characteristics that are not
reflected throughout the rest of the country. There is a very large and dense urban area that has very high
car parking charges and strict parking enforcement. This makes a large proportion of the population captive
to the use of public transport, whether bus, rail or Tube. There are also diVerent operating regimes that
enable the provision of subsidised fares to make the bus services more attractive. This model may be
transferable to other large metropolitan areas that are suYciently attractive to businesses and visitors.

20. However, most areas of the country are not in this situation. We have smaller towns that are more
clearly in direct competition with each other and with out-of-town business and shopping areas. It is
therefore much more diYcult for us to compete and we are unable to introduce the draconian parking
measures that would be necessary to boost bus travel. The realities of the London bus policy model therefore
needs to be viewed realistically by policy makers in London before expecting it to be a standard across
the country.

The Future of the Bus

21. There are many people in this country who do not own private cars through economic circumstances
rather than through choice. In car owning households, there are also family members who will not have
access to the car at times when there is a need to travel. All of these people are therefore dependent on the
availability of bus services for medium and longer distance local journeys. The promotion of accessibility
and social inclusion need to be an important factor in Government policy to bridge current social and
economic division. A situation currently exists where the railways receive 40% of national transport
spending for the provision of only 6% of transport journeys, that are generally made by wealthier people.
There is a desperate need for some of this funding to be channelled into local bus service provision that
provides many more journeys for a much lower cost.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 8

Memorandum submitted by the Transport Pool, Manchester

I am the project manager for the Transport Pool in Manchester. Transport is just one of seven themed
pools that were created to be the Community (empowerment) Network for Manchesters method of
involvement in the Manchester (Local Strategic) Partnership.

The fundemental role of the Transport Pool is to encourage and assist voluntary and community groups
in Manchester to become involved in the planning and provision of a transport network that is accessible
to all.

I have been employed in this post for one year, before this I was involved as a volunteer, and I am a public
transport user. In my capacity as Pool project manager the majority of issue that I hear are related to buses.
Regulation is an issue that is raised often.

I only had a short amount of time to repond to your questions, I have followed a simple format of question
then answer. I would also to like to refer to the submission from a Transport Pool member who runs a
localised project in Manchester, Graeme SherriV of the Longsight Transport Project. The issues and views
contained with his submission could be seen as a microcosmic view of the Manchester-wide issue, as many,
if not all the issues he raises are not limited to the areas mentioned.
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Has deregulation worked?

In my opinion, no. The desired outcome, or at least the stated justification for deregulation was to increase
competition and therefore increase the choice and level of service for passengers.

The only places where passengers are getting any choice are on the major radial routes where there are
profits to be made, the choice is limited to which operator you use, and how much you pay. (The condition
of the vehicle could be used as a good indicator of the operator’s priorities.)

The cost of travelling on the routes where there are more than one operator are a good example of how
de-regulation is not working. The cost of a weekly ticket can vary from £2.00 a week (single operator) to
£13.50 for an any operator ticket. The two main companies in Manchester, Stagecoach and First-charge
£9.00 and £12.00 a week respectively, and since de-regulation Manchester has been split into north and south
in respect of bus operations, this compounds the confusion about cost when travelling across Manchester.

On the arterial routes, the routes that link up the outlying residential areas and smaller shopping/
employment/recreation/health centres etc, the routes that are less profitable, we are lucky to get a route, and
where there is a route, this is usually expendable if one of the “gold” routes needs bolstering.

These routes are operated by the older, less reliable and often inaccessible vehicles that are just waiting
to be de-commissioned, this causes problems of social exclusion, unreliability and dissatisfaction.

The main problem, as I see it, is that the bus operators view, and run, their operations like they are product
providers, when in fact they are service providers; as long as this view remains the passengers are going to
lose out to profits.

Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

This is an ambiguous question, there are some routes that have new, modern vehicles with increased
frequency, and this could be described as better.

The new and modern vehicles tend to have less capacity than the older ones they replaced, which either
means you end up like a sardine, or miss the bus because it is full and will not stop to let you board, this is
not meeting the passengers’ need.

The big operators tend to focus on main radial routes linking major economic centres, whilst this is good
for business it is not so good for the people who live “oV the beaten track” who either have a poor service,
or none at all, and of course in the evening, when all the retail centres are closed, routes that ran with 10,
15 or 20 minutes frequency either drop to one or two an hour, or none at all after 6–7 pm or on Sundays,
this can lead to isolation and social exclusion for some.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient?

Coordinated: Usually not, operators tend to rely on high frequency and hope that you will arrive at a bus,
train, coach or tram station in time to catch your connection (I can appreciate that due to the levels of
vehicles on the roads to coordinate precisely is diYcult, however, high frequency is second best to reliability.)

Clean, safe, eYcient: Again as mentioned earlier, these factors are all related to profitability, where
profitable yes, where essential but less profitable, no.

This excerpt from the GMPTA annual environmental report, submitted for review in April sums it up:

“The second table compares the Greater Manchester fleet with Greater London where all buses
are run on contracts, and the authorities can insist on higher standards. One consequence of this
is that most new (and therefore cleanest) buses are delivered into London, and Greater Manchester
has older, dirtier and less accessible buses. 46% of the buses running in Greater Manchester would
not be allowed by Transport for London to run on public services in London where greater subsidy
is available to fund higher standards”.

I disagree that greater subsidies should be used to raise standards.

Operators should share in the investments required to raise standards through profits. After all profit is
everything over and above the running costs, so a company making £££ profit is either overcharging or not
spending enough on improvements, surely the cost of improvements are covered in running costs?

If not, can deregulation be made to work?

No, or at least not in the current climate of huge international operators trying to make there model work
in all markets, one size does not, never has and never will, fit all.

In the area I live and work the biggest obstacle to improvement, as I see it, is stubbornness and inflexibility
between the operators and the PTE/A, each expecting the other to fund certain aspects of the transport
network, and an overly complex bureaucratic structure that has its own agenda and criteria.
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TfL, as I understand, has dominion over all decisions that aVect the transport network, so, if I understand
this correctly, if a stretch of road needed bus improvement measure, TfL is the only body that would be
involved in making, and implementing that decision.

To ensure that there is a bus service that fulfils all requirements there has to be some form of regulation,
or agreement. London was never de-regulated, that’s why the transport system there is a success.

How?

Level the playing field, introduce similar organisations to TfL across the country so all districts, counties
or even regions have the ability and authority to implement transport related policies on their networks,
with accountability of course.

Operators should be required to re-invest a significant percentage of their profits back into the network,
not to shareholders, to raise standards and not be so dependant/reliant on subsidies, nor should they be
allowed to hold the tax payers to ransom to obtain subsidies, ie threaten to withdraw from a route or part of.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Not that I can see, however there is no regulation where I am.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

Some of the Quality Bus Corridor improvement work I have witnessed has the potential to be beneficial.
However, without eVective enforcement, especially on bus lane/stop incursions, these benefits are not
being realised.

To be truly beneficial any public transport priority measure must be dissuasive to private car usage, and
embraced by operators and local authorities with equal vigor, this is the only way to improve the bus service
and encourage modal shift, and ensure that any changes implemented are eVective.

What is best practice?

Transport for London, or at least the bus service in London is often touted as a good example of service
provision, obviously London has its unique issues, as will all other parts of the country, so best practise
would be a bus network that has the same, or similar regulation over provision and infrastructure as TfL.

Is financing and funding for local “community services” suYcient and targeted in the right way?

There are service users that are unable to use mainstream public transport for a variety of reasons, these
users should always have access to an alternative and suitable transport service funded/subsidised by the
local and/or national authourities.

The community in general should not have to rely on special provision to make up for the shortcomings
of mainstream providers. Some of the community services oVered in my area are to make up for services
that should, and used to be, part of the mainstream provision. If operators concentrated on service provision
rather than profitability there would be less need for the authourities to intervene to ensure speciality
transport provision.

“Concessionary fares”? What are the problems with the current approach?

Cannot comment on this issue at this time.

Does the Government’s proposal to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the
over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?

Cannot comment on this issue at this time.

Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

Yes.

Why are there no “Quality Contracts”?

This is purely speculative on my part. The operators and the transport authourity seem to be trying to
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“get one over” on each other, there is little to no trust between them and each expects the other to do more
to improve provision.

In this climate of mistrust the chances of getting either side to agree on anything is limited, to compound
this problem further are the multiple operators, if one gets what may be perceived as preferential treatment,
the others may well “kick up a fuss”.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have?

Not sure what the TC powers are so cannot comment at this time.

I would like to comment on the fact that operators are not required to consult or inform passengers about
service withdrawals or changes, and instead just have to give notice to the TC.

Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities

Cannot comment at this time.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

Yes, if it is good enough for London then it is good enough for the rest of the country.

What is the future for the bus?

With oil running out and car ownership/usage on the increase, adding to climate change, there has to be
some intervention to address this.

When the oil and climate situation is taken into account high capacity and eYcient vehicles have to be
taken seriously to make the best use of the finite resources remaining. The bus has to be encouraged as the
travel mode of choice in urban areas and promoted as such.

To discourage car use there has to be some form of regualtion introduced to make bus travel a viable
alternative, in fact the bus should be seen as the first choice. This can only be achieved by intervention.

Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of regulated competition?

Yes, to ensure that the reduction in social exclusion is ongoing operators must be required to provide
services in areas that may not be profitable but are needed. This could be oVset by also allowing them to
run profitable routes to balance the books. The definition of profit I am using is anything over and above the
running costs (maintainance, replacement vehicles and other such costs should be covered by running costs).

Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would?

Were there a reliable bus network that linked places people wanted to go, at times they wanted to go there,
using spacious, clean and reliable vehicles, and if this was aVordable/good value then yes, I am sure this
would boost passenger numbers.

Does the bus have a future?

Yes, it is the only viable mass transit solution for the localised movement of people in our towns and cities.

In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country; is the same true for buses?

To some degree, at certain times of day, buses are running empty yet the timetables do not alter to reflect
this. There should be greater frequency at times when there is demand, and reduced frequency at other times.
Running a bus every five or 10 minutes all day is only viable if there are the related number of passengers,
I am sure that the majority of passengers would be happy with reduced frequency during the quieter parts
of the day in exchange for reliabilty and extended evening and weekend services.

23 May 2006



3452081053 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:53:36 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 187

APPENDIX 9

Memorandum submitted by the Technical Advisors Group and The County Surveyors Society and the
Institution of Highways and Transportation

Background to Submission

This evidence is a combined submission from the Technical Advisors Group, (TAG), County Surveyors’
Society (CSS) and Institution of Highways and Transportation (IHT). TAG and CSS are professional
bodies representing over 500 senior technical oYcers of local authorities in Districts, London Boroughs,
Metropolitan Authorities, Unitary Councils and County Councils in England, Wales and Northern Ireland.

Responsibilities of our representative councils include highways, traYc, transportation, parking and
often town planning and economic development, land drainage, coastal protection and environmental
services, usually including waste collection and disposal. They also include other functions such as buildings
and front line services as well as management of leisure and property assets.

Local Highway Authorities are responsible for around 90% of all roads in England which carry the
majority of car traYc in terms of vehicle miles, about one third of heavy goods vehicle traYc and a much
greater proportion in terms of local trips, particularly for buses, pedestrians and cyclists. All journeys by
the very nature begin and end on the local highway network.

The major influencers for Local Authority Technical OYcers, to assist in the eVective management of
movement nationwide, are the management of public transport and the eVective control of parking. While
new road infrastructure also has its place, either for the Government’s trunk road network, or development
of Local Authorities network, this very often is not likely to deliver significant improvements in accessibility
or indeed transport and often has deleterious eVects on the environment.

The Institution of Highways and Transportation represents the whole transport and highway profession
dealing with the management of transport and accessibility both for the public and private sector. It has a
membership of over 10,000 and indeed most TAG or CSS members are also members of IHT. All three of
our organisations have recently given other evidence to the House of Commons Transport Committee
including the parking review and the local transport funding review.

General Comments

In 1998 there was very strong support amongst our three associations for the Integrated Transport Policy
put forward by the incoming government. This Integrated policy followed directly on from the previous
Conservative Government’s legislation on the TraYc Reduction Act. However at that time we were
disappointed that the predicted growth in bus use was only to be 10%—if buses were to meet the policy
aspirations there needed to be a much larger increase than this. Indeed some areas have done very much
better since. We are all agreed that the major legislation in the way bus services were organised, which took
place nearly 20 years ago, and the construction of that legislation is preventing eVective management of
public transport as part of an integrated transport policy. Furthermore with the level of public subsidy
provided to bus operators and the limited controls of the industry by the public sector the system appears
very one sided.

Since the Transport Act 1985 was passed there has been a fundamental change in the way bus services are
provided and perceived both by the owners of bus companies, their financial backers and most importantly
their customers or passengers. The fact that the House of Commons Transport Committee considered the
state of the industry in 2002 and now wants to revisit it suggests that all is not well.

The bus industry is increasingly being led by large publicly quoted companies on the Stock Exchange. The
last six months or so has seen the take over of small and medium sized companies by larger groups. This
suggests that the emerging oligopoly and in many cases regional monopoly is the likely outcome unless fairly
drastic changes are made. These large groupings have significant financial clout and political influence and
because of associated transport interests, eg light and heavy rail as well as in some cases, other transport
interests, they are able to make a healthy return for their shareholders. Average pre-tax margins for the main
operators outside the London area in 2004 were 9% (Source: TAS 2005 Industry Bus Monitor) well above
those of some other industries eg food services 6%, (2003) business information 4.2% (2003) and franchised
car dealers 3% (2004).

The three professional institutions making this submission feel that it is important to put across views
which attempt to show how buses should be considered as part of an essential element of transport policy
along with heavy and light rail, parking management, traYc management, travel awareness, and some
highway improvements. Buses are key to accessibility, particularly for the old and young who often have
no alternative. But equally importantly in most urban and rural areas (where track based transport systems
are not extensive) they are the only reasonable eVective alternative to the use of motorcars.
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In most urban areas and between urban areas we have arguably built too much infrastructure already.
This is in turn encouraging more car use, less bus use, more urban dispersal, more pollution, congestion,
and global warming. Reversing this overall trend is a fundamental aspect of policy. Furthermore new
developments are being increasingly constrained so that they produce less traYc than their predecessors and
therefore they (usefully) “need” more public transport and particularly bus services.

For some urban areas Local Authorities have been able to develop a specific sub set of public transport
arrangements by constructing park and ride sites and subsidising bus services between the park and ride sites
and city centres. Unfortunately the scope in such urban areas to provide comprehensive public transport
services is far more constrained by the 1985 legislation. Thus people who drive part of the way have much
greater assistance from the public purse than people using public transport for their whole trips—this is
clearly illogical.

While County Councils have thoroughly appreciated the subsidies available to provide rural buses, by
their very nature this is a safety net to provide people who haven’t got cars in such areas with some
accessibility, it is not part of the overall key transport management eVort. One-oV short term funding
opportunities are not the answer to the problems in rural areas. A longer term view should be taken, which
takes into account the problems of rural accessibility to facilities, and the potential expansion of Community
services. Far too often passenger expectations are raised in the short term leading to a certain level of
patronage which while significant, is still not a commercial proposition. This raised expectation often cannot
be ignored by the Local Authority, leading to higher levels of demand on already over committed budgets.

The urban areas and the linking to the high-speed rail network are the key aspects of transport planning
that the bus has a major role. In rural areas, where alternatives to the car are even more scarce, the bus is
a vital tool in providing access to necessary services. Community transport and social car schemes must not
be seen as the sole solutions to rural access problems.

Within London there is an entirely diVerent framework and Transport for London (TfL) is able to plan
its bus network in a fully integrated way and to a significant extent link it to the tube and rail system. TfL
staV are members of TAG, CSS and IHT and we understand they are giving separate evidence. Similarly
TAG and CSS advise the Local Government Association and they are also submitting separate evidence.

In Northern Ireland the pre–1985 situation exists which allows the transport authority to run exactly the
services it considers it needs. While there has been criticism over publicly run services of all kinds over the
last 30 years there is still a lot to recommend this way of service provision in a situation where there can never
be eVective open competition on provision. Moreover, it should be noted that methods of target setting and
monitoring performance of public bodies has significantly improved over the last twenty years, thereby
developing a more business-like approach.

Our Views on the Questions Raised in Your Letter are as Follows

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

On the basis of a test we would submit—“are the transport policies being delivered and particularly
increased use of buses for all and especially for those disadvantaged”—the deregulation system has not
worked.

When the legislation was enacted in 1985 there appeared to be a clear belief from the then government
that more and more travel could be accommodated in an ever-increasing road system. Many professionals
and others doubted at the time whether that was a sensible policy or aspiration, many more in 2006 now
doubt that the vision of the government in 1985 was realistic or sensible.

Nevertheless there are areas where there are now more passengers and undoubtedly there was a decline
in bus use before the 1985 legislation. There are some newer buses and some more investment, some new
routes have been introduced, but probably many more lost. Certainly in recent years there has been
improved marketing. The current trend of private bus operators is to concentrate their resources on the
major corridors and at core times by increasing frequencies and leaving cash strapped local authorities to
try and resource services where there is an identified social need. This includes the provision of school
services where, despite problems of vandalism from time to time, operators are able to extract a high price
from their provision because they are considered essential.

In London without deregulation the bus services have been fairly dramatically improved with very large
increases in passengers and consequently eVective management of total traYc and reduction in traYc in
many parts of London. However, it is recognised that this has been underpinned by strong financial support.
Outside London fares have outstripped the retail price index by a considerable margin and the cost of
running a car has reduced in real terms.

With the increasing monopoly of bus companies, some having also diversified into rail, theoretically it
should be much easier to co-ordinate the diVerent forms of public transport. However, with the greater
monopoly position being developed and without control of fares, the public transport operators will be in a
position to maximise revenue without the responsibility that the public sector has of managing an integrated
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transport system to allow accessibility for all. Bus fares in many cases are substantially more than the
marginal cost of running a car without the door-to-door comfort, convenience and infinite frequency that
the car brings with it.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

There is very little statutory regulation and while the TraYc Commissioners monitor certain routes, the
reliability of most bus routes, outside London and some other specific cities, is extremely poor and certainly
not an attractive alternative to the use of a motor car. The captive nature of the majority of bus passengers
militates against eVective customer responsiveness of the bus operators to ensure a quality service.
Regulation in terms of competition is almost non-existent for many parts of the country and bus companies
are very reluctant to make available to the public any meaningful performance data.

The costs and diYculty for any new operator to set up in any given area are very substantial with very
high risks, some from being squeezed out by existing operators. We have been advised that even fairly large
coach operators are unwilling to enter even a contract bus market for companies for fear of anti-competitive
practices by the large bus operators.

Competition legislation has restricted agreements on fares and timetables even if brokered by the
transport authority, preventing the implementation of area wide season tickets covering all operators and
all modes.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Undoubtedly in the London area, before the 1985 Act, from London boroughs in the period when they
were the main Highway Authorities for London, and TfL and London boroughs since, the bus lane
programme has been very eVective at supporting the massive improvements to bus services in London. In
some other major cities bus lane programmes are flourishing and are changing the balance but mainly in
city centre areas. Outside such locations the numbers of buses, after the steady erosion of bus passengers
over the last 50 years, seldom appears to justify the use of a dedicated lane, this is especially critical at the
interface between the Government’s trunk road system and the urban road system. Furthermore it needs to
be recognised that the opportunities for priority are severely restricted on the majority of the local authority
network that is single carriageway within tight land constraints.

The Government’s trunk road system has without doubt generated substantial numbers of extra car trips
commuting into our cities; this often causes major queues on the outskirts of cities at a point where it would
be highly desirable to give buses priority and queue traYc further out (where incidently there is often space).
To sell such a strategy to local people is particularly diYcult, especially now that the majority of people in
such locations have grown to accept that the car is the only way they can deliver the life style they have grown
accustomed to. High occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes have been quite successful outside the UK however,
these have been inadequately supported by the Department of Transport, either on their own (trunk) road
system or through development of the detail to make them eVective and enforceable. For relatively low costs
and within a relatively short time scale, HOV lanes could be introduced on a much wider basis but should
probably start from the trunk road system.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

These important services have been consistently under-funded over a long period. Urban and Rural Bus
Challenge funding provided a possible funding route until its recent unfortunate withdrawal. Local
community groups experience diYculties in securing capital and revenue, especially the latter—all too often
a promising community-based social enterprise founders because revenues cannot be secured to continue
operations; the burden then falls on the local authority secured service method of provision which is often
unavailable, or ill-suited to the particular transport requirements of individual communities. The current
subsidy stream is a blunt tool which fails to deliver the necessary benefits. The role of secured scheduled bus
services is to plug the temporal and spatial gaps in an area’s bus network, rather than taking a co-ordinated
view on what services a community requires, and how best these can be delivered.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

The present system introduced on 1 April 2006 is messy, has led to worse arrangements for users in certain
parts of the country, because of boundary configurations and a national scheme in 2008 will simplify things.
It should be administered centrally. In respect of other modes, Greater Manchester has been able to allow
free oV peak travel by bus, tram and train.
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There needs to be a recognition of Councils’ and PTE’s input to area wide schemes, both financially and
administratively, in making local schemes far more attractive to service users. Any national scheme should
be nationally funded, but administered either through councils, or through the existing Bus Operators‘
Grant mechanism.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

The complications in setting up quality contracts have been very great, and while some authorities have
been thinking about setting up quality contracts, so far no-body has been successful. One major reason is
that the operators will not allow suYcient influence on fares, changes to services or information to the
public. Quality Services can only realistically operate in a given area with a single operator with no on the
road competition. With the present structure such single operators would be in a total monopoly and would
not have the interests of the local transport policy at heart, rather the bottom line profit.

There is a need to demonstrate that a Quality Contract is the only practicable way of delivering its Bus
Strategy. This leads to the implication that voluntary partnerships have not worked, which would suggest
that neither would a Quality Contract. Quality Networks are perhaps more appropriate, as they allow more
flexibility, and would be more useful in assisting local authorities and operators increase patronage and meet
accessibility and congestion targets.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

As mentioned above, the customers, if they had real power and influence, are by far the best mechanism
to ensure good, eVective and economic bus services. The TraYc Commissioners are very remote, not
associating with local travel and cannot do anything more than monitoring a few isolated parts of a service.
A bus service like a post service needs the vast majority of the service to be as promised. Spot checking a
few individual incidents does not provide such monitoring. It is a function that should be delegated to local
highway and transport authorities for given areas. Operators also abuse the “42 day” notice period to
“blackmail” local authorities into assisting services that are producing slightly less profit or perhaps small
losses.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

While we understand TfL will be giving evidence to this inquiry, without doubt London has been
successful at maintaining and increasing bus patronage and holding traYc growth to zero or reducing
growth. London has had other advantages of substantially more available funding. However, if you
compare London’s use of total resources for transport, including the money spent on say length of trunk
road per head of the population, the total funding available to London has probably not been dissimilar to
other parts of the country.

If similar funding that had been available for trunk roads outside London was available to a Local
Authority to spend on buses and the London public transport “model” was available for the rest of the
country, substantial improvements to buses may well be deliverable. Similarly the Northern Ireland model
may well have significant merit. There are, however, some highly successful bus operations where a city or
even some other public sector organisations have maintained control over the bus services. One interesting
example is the University of Hertfordshire operating the Uno Bus Company, which is now the second
biggest operator in Hertfordshire, and provides one of the best services outside a major urban area in the
UK. This bus service is operated in a not dissimilar way to the way TfL operates buses.

We need to develop a model for outside London which recognises that both the public and private sector
have qualities and that they should be harnessed, eg understanding the market, the passenger and links with
the local community. The concept of regulated competition for a specified service is probably the right
approach but there are a lot of detailed points which would need to be resolved.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”, is the same true for buses?

Within major urban areas, providing we adopt an integrated planning and transport approach, there
should be a number of corridors where suYcient passengers can be attracted to a bus service, especially if
we introduced more controls on car use, and more priority measures for buses.

For real rural areas we need a solution to allow people that are not able to use or cannot aVord a car
to maintain reasonable accessibility to services and for social interaction. How best to achieve this using
community transport, post buses, supported taxi services, etc. is at the other end of the spectrum. It also
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needs to be recognised that other agencies have an impact on accessibility in rural areas. For instance, access
to the local GP surgery may be impaired if the surgery is amalgamated with others some distance away, even
if there is an improvement in the service provided.

For many other areas between, and within smallish towns, bus services have markedly deteriorated since
1985 and need reinstatement as part of a sensible transport strategy. The “fresh air bus” description is used
by many operators for such areas, however in such areas the school bus market is thriving, but because of
noise and indeed snacking habits, etc, of youngsters, buses monopolised by young people become fairly
unattractive for others. The reversal of the last 50 years downward trend in bus use and the active
encouragement of choice passengers back on to buses is a transport policy necessity. This inevitably means
a substantial level of change in advantage between buses and other modes of transport by pricing of cars.
Such a change can be delivered with road pricing, area based “congestion charging”, parking charges for
all parking spaces, together with a transfer of money from other transport spending and eVective subsidies
to bus services.

While we do not generally support any commodity being free at the point of use, there needs to be a
substantial transfer payment between car use and public transport use for society and for our cities and
towns to have a real future.

22 May 2006

APPENDIX 10

Memorandum submitted by TravelWatch East Midlands

Introduction

TravelWatch East Midlands is the new public name of the East Midlands Passenger Transport Users
Forum, an alliance of groups representing the consumer interest across all modes of public transport.
Associated organisations include RailFuture, Bus Users-UK, Transport 2000, the East Midlands Transport
Activists Round Table and many local bus and rail user groups. It has also received support from the East
Midlands Development Agency (EMDA), East Midlands Regional Assembly and local authorities.

TravelWatch East Midlands’ mission is to champion public transport so that it becomes:

— Accessible to everyone—including the mobility impaired.

— AVordable and socially inclusive.

— Available when and where needed.

— Acceptable to all, whatever mode is chosen.

— Attractive—with high quality of services and reliable information.

The East Midlands is a large and diverse region, with a total population of around four million. Outside
three major cities and two regional centres, much of the population lives in towns and villages of less than
10,000, which makes the East Midlands one of the more rural regions in England. The Regional Spatial
Strategy (RSS) illustrates this diversity by dividing the East Midlands into five sub-areas. This diversity
aVects both demand for and provision of bus services, and the response to the issues that the Committee
wish to address does vary across the region. Historically, bus service provision correlates better with these
sub-areas than with local authority boundaries and the next section of this submission, describing the
provision of bus services, is organised by sub-area.

The region comprises five shire counties (Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire
and Nottinghamshire) and four unitary authorities (Derby, Leicester, Nottingham and Rutland). Notably
for transport provision, it does not include a Passenger Transport Authority area, or a single dominant bus
operator.

Background—Bus Services in the East Midlands

Peak Sub-area: comprising the National Park together with the surrounding areas of the Peak District

In addition to local services typical of rural areas, there have always been services from the towns and
cities on the periphery of the Peak District designed to bring in day-trippers as well as to take Peak residents
out to the towns. Most services are now subsidised—by the Peak Park Authority as well a local councils—
with a mixture of operators.
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Northern Sub-area: comprising the former coalfield areas of north Derbyshire and north Nottinghamshire

The area is characterised by a large number of discrete large villages and small towns, and by the almost
complete disappearance of its traditional employment in coal mining and textiles. Those locals in
employment tend to travel by car to dispersed jobs in industrial estates diYcult to serve by bus. Travel for
other reasons is provided for by a network little changed from before 1986. Almost all commercial services
are provided by Stagecoach, with infill services contracted mainly to local independents.

Eastern Sub-area: comprising Lincolnshire, Rutland and the eastern parts of Nottinghamshire and
Leicestershire

This area is predominantly rural.

Lincolnshire and east Nottinghamshire formed the operating area of Lincolnshire Road Car, an NBC
subsiduary that few expected to survive. It has done, and has recently been purchased by Stagecoach. Most
rural services have been improved in recent years as part of Lincolnshire County Council’s Inter Connect
scheme. This very successful scheme has used Rural Bus Grant to form partnerships with Road Car and
local independents to enhance commercial inter-urban services and replace infrequent village services with
demand responsive minibuses. The trunk services are now hourly with low floor vehicles. The minibuses feed
into them at interchanges in small towns, with through fares.

In east Leiceicestershire and Rutland most services are provided by local independents. Again, trunk
inter-urban routes have increased frequencies thanks to Rural Bus Grants. The Councils market them as a
network.

Three Cities Sub-area: comprising Derby, Leicester and Nottingham and surrounding areas, including
Loughborough

This is the most densely populated sub-area, although there are patches of open countryside.

All three cities had corporation owned services in 1986, although, apart from in Nottingham, they did not
serve all areas of the city. Derby’s are now owned by Arriva and Leicester’s by First. Nottingham City
Transport (NCT) still has the majority of its shares owned by the City Council, although some have been
sold to Transdev. NCT is part of the consortium which owns the Nottingham tram system. In all three cities,
daytime services are generally as good as in 1986, or better, but evening services less so. There has been
competition on some routes, but generally for short periods, though there remains some in Leicester.

Commercial services in and around Nottingham and Derby are operated by Trent Barton, one of the few
ex NBC companies that has not been purchased by a major group. In Leicestershire, the main operator is
Arriva.

In recent years, both Trent and NCT have been awarded the national title “Bus Operator of the Year”.
We regard them as good, but by no means perfect.

Southern Sub-area: comprising Northamptonshire and the most southerly parts of Leicestershire

Outside Northampton, Kettering and Corby this is mostly rural, but much of the county is part of the
Milton Keynes and South Midlands (MKSM) Growth area.

Northampton has seen some competition between the former corporation services, now owned by First,
and Stagecoach, who also operate most of what services exist in the rest of the county.

Issues

Note that we have not commented on all the questions.

1. Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

The general impression amongst passengers is that deregulation has not worked, though it is diYcult to
prove as there is nowhere comparable in the UK that has remained regulated. Though in tiny and rural
Rutland, where there are no commercial services, patronage has doubled over the last five years, albeit from
a very low base. Deregulation has not brought the competition envisaged by the Act to the East Midlands,
other than on a few busy routes for short periods. It is not particularly an issue in the region, meeting
increasing costs without massive fare increases is. Passengers care more about the existence and reliability
of a bus service than about who runs it and under what regime.

Unlike much of the country, bus patronage is, at least, stable in the East Midlands and has been increasing
in places, according to figures quoted in LTP Annual Progress Reports. In the Greater Nottingham LTP
area, 2001 census results showed that the city had the highest bus share of travel to work of any large urban
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area in England, second only to London. From this high baseline, bus and tram patronage combined has
increased by 6% over four years. In Northants, kick-start funding has helped create an 8.5% increase from
in 2003–04 to 2004–05, albeit from a much lower base.

In some places services are better than in 1986, in others worse. Many city routes are more frequent during
the day, when they are profitable, but not in the evening when they are not. Sunday service frequencies are
very variable and confusing. For two similar estates in diVerent towns, which both have 10 minute services
frequencies in the week, you may find a 20 minute frequency on Sunday in one, but only an hourly tendered
service, on a diVerent route and run by another operator to the weekday service, in the other town. We have
some anomalies produced by privatisation, which deregulation only complicates. One major inter-urban
route is operated by two garages originally part of Midland Red, but which now belong to separate big
groups. Fear of the Competition Commission makes it very diYcult for the two local mangements to co-
ordinate their eVorts to the benefit of the passenger, but there is insuYcient demand for competition, even
if the operators wished to compete.

As bus operating costs have increased faster than inflation in recent years, marginally-profitable services
are being cut back, and commercial services are now rare in our rural areas. The needs of prospective
passengers have changed over the years, many now work at greater distances from home, where, even if bus
services exist, overall journey time is unattractive. Many people’s lifestyles cannot be catered for by bus
services.

Co-ordination with train services is poor in the region, but buses and trains generally cater for diVerent
markets, unlike in some regions. When the tram service in Nottingham began, parallel bus services were
reduced and new connecting services started, some of which have been successful. A bigger problem is lack
of co-ordination and through ticketing between bus routes, especially when they do not have the same
operator (see also Q8). Most of our buses are safe and eYcient and start their day clean, unfortunately
passengers do not always keep them so.

3. Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

They do have a beneficial eVect, particularly when introduced as part of a Quality Partnership,
incorporating bus lanes, other road improvements and new vehicles. They work best on the busiest stretches
of road, and do attract additional passengers. Derby Road into Nottingham has around one mile of bus
lane, in both directions, with 35 buses/hour at peak hours. This is very successful. The quality partnership
on the A6 into Loughborough includes a bus lane which has been successful, although it has fewer service
buses than in the previous examples, and also caters for school buses and taxis. But there is little political
will to introduce bus lanes which involve taking space from motorists, particularly if the bus services are
relatively infrequent. Motorists will ignore bus lane markings if they rarely see a bus, particularly if their
journey is not possible by bus. This makes bus lanes diYcult to enforce.

Other bus priority schemes, especially in smaller towns, are often badly designed and rarely policed. The
main problem with many services is simply that they get caught in traYc, but cannot take the short cuts that
cars can. In many cases, none of these delays are significant in themselves, but mount up to cause longer
journey times for passengers and increased costs for operators. In many cases, lack of enforcement of
existing traYc regulations is the cause of congestion.

A major failing of Quality Partnerships is that they tend to be between local authorities and operators,
to the exclusion of passenger representatives. This means that minor works which would help passengers
are often ignored. For example, passengers need to be able to get to bus stops. Seeing your bus depart from
the far side of the road, while you wait, fenced in, for the traYc lights to change from their “80% in favour
of the car” phase, is infuriating. Equally, a detour round a closed shopping centre at night to reach the bus
station does not feel safe and may add five minutes to overall journey time.

5. Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on
all forms of public transport?

The current situation is too complex for everyone. Operators and local authorities alike consider it
unworkable, and have particularly complained about the need to design schemes before the detailed funding
had been announced. We have a summary of schemes across the region on our website, and have needed to
include examples of journeys to explain them. Free “local travel” may have made a good sound-bite, but is
diYcult to define outside free-standing towns. We know of villages where any journey on an existing bus
route takes you into another District. Fortunately, most District Councils in the East Midlands have joined
in county-wide schemes. In Leicestershire, where free travel in districts has been laid over an existing county-
wide half-fare scheme, the main operator has had to run training courses for its drivers! As passengers, we
are not aware of any significant problems, but lots of oddities. Delays to buses are common while driver and
prospective passenger try to resolve queries.
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Nationwide free travel would avoid cross-boundary problems, but would need to be funded centrally. We
cannot see how else it would be possible to fund services in holiday resorts. We would like to have seen the
new schemes allowed to settle down before a change was announced.

There are concessions for travel on other forms of public transport in parts of the East Midlands. The
Nottingham tram allows free travel, although the times when this is available are more restrictive than for
buses. Existing facilities for half-price local train travel in Derbyshire, Leicestershire and Notts have been
retained under the new scheme. This would seem to be a necessity to avoid abstraction of passengers,
although this is unlikely to be a problem in this region, where there are few journeys for which both bus and
rail oVer a reasonable alternative.

7. Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and
resources that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

Most passengers are unaware of what powers the Commissioners have. They are very poorly publicised.

Experience suggests that TraYc Commissioners’ investigations can be counter-productive. In one recent
case in one city, an investigation into an operator’s poor timekeeping resulted in inflated journey times to
allow for high levels of traYc congestion. This either increases costs, as a route then requires extra vehicles,
or produces a lower frequency of service, neither of which help the passenger, and on days when traYc flows
freely, involves buses waiting for time.

One member of the Travelwatch Steering Group reports that well founded complaints made to the
Commissioners about individual operators resulted in an inadequate explanation to him as to what action,
if any, was taken. He believes this due to under-resourcing and inadequate local knowledge. There is no one
Commissioner responsible for the East Midlands and we would like to see this changed so that
Commissioner’s areas relate to regions.

The punishments that the Commissioners can inflict on operators—fines and reducing the number of
vehicles licensed—do not improve the lot of the passenger. In fact, in the short-term, they are likely to make
it worse. We would like to see operators found guilty of unreliable operation to be required to run relevant
services free for a period, in the same way as train-operating companies are required to give discounts for
poor performance to season ticket holders.

8. Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is so much larger than any other British city that the nature of bus operation is diVerent. Studies
carried out for the second round of Local Transport Plans have showed that large sums of money would be
required to significantly improve bus services in our cities, but, because the proportion of bus passengers to
car drivers is so much lower here than in London, even doubling passenger numbers would have little impact
on congestion.

Apart from the passenger base, the other main diVerence between London and the rest of the country is
the amount of subsidy involved in providing the service. There is no indication that similar funding would
be available to franchise services in Derby or Leicester.

One great advantage of the London system is interavailablity of tickets. A travelcard covers almost every
form of transport over a wide area. We have a few multi-operator, area day tickets, but no longer period
tickets valid for more than one company. If you live in parts of Derby or Leicester, it is cheaper to travel to
Nottingham, using one operator, than to make a journey in your own city requiring a change of operator.

In addition to London, there is much good practice in the rest of Europe which is ignored by current law,
or indeed prohibited by it. Many countries have zonal ticketing systems, in both urban and rural areas, and
these are applied by both public and privately owned operators. These often involve subsidy, but do not
need to. However, co-operation between operators to decide even through fares for logical journeys is
deemed anti-competitive in England.

9. What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form
of regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The bus does have a future, but we do not expect its long decline to be reversed overnight, and it will never
regain the pre-eminence it had in the 1950s. There are encouraging signs of increased patronage in the East
Midlands, but fares need to be held down as the price of petrol increases to make bus travel more attractive.

As we have said, regulation is not a major issue in this region. Growing economies in our three cities, allied
to restrictive parking policies, have already increased patronage on routes into city centres, and operators
have re-invested profits in new vehicles. Better policed bus priorities, and political support for buses, should
ensure a bright future for urban services, provided that land use policies continue to encourage
centralisation of employment, shops and other attractions, and do not return to promoting dispersion to
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the fringes of the urban area. Buses are good at providing radial services in our towns and cities, and this
is one type of service to concentrate on. They are not so good at providing cross-town and round-town
services.

Inter-urban services are also usually profitable, but changing traditional routes can cause problems.
Market research carried out by Trent shows that car users will change to buses that go the same way as they
would by car, but not those that detour round villages. Unless there is suYcient business for two routes, this
makes serving villages just oV the main road diYcult. One way forward may be the guaranteed connection,
as used in Lincolnshire’s Inter-connect scheme.

In rural areas, the question should be “which is the best way of providing access to services and facilities?”
A good shop in every village would cut demand for transport. A bus carrying only a few passengers and a
lot of fresh air may be better value than a mobile library and a need for social services or ambulance
transport. But rural services are unlikely to ever make a profit, and no-one will change their habits to use a
bus that may be withdrawn in six months when a grant runs out. So long-term funding is a necessity for
rural services.

The key to better use is better marketing. Route branding is common on all operators’ core routes, and
none have gone down this road more than Trent and NCT, both of which can point to significant
improvements in patronage on branded routes. They are highly visible to car users and it’s easy to find out
where they run, and they are mostly frequent enough not to need a timetable. In contrast, on a nearby route,
what is a successful commercial service by day may in the evening service be run, unreliably, by a diVerent
company, to a diVerent route, using a nondescript vehicle, at diVerent timings. If this substitute service is
then poorly advertised, it’s not surprising if its main load is fresh air. Even regular users will not know
about it.

Our major operators are fairly good at publicity, smaller ones don’t have enough money to do very much,
and leave it up to councils, who are variable. Even the good ones have bad days. One local council’s website
has a monthly update, which in March only mentioned some of the withdrawals of its own contracted
services. Even worse than not knowing a service exists is not knowing it’s been withdrawn! Traveline is more
reliable than it was, but it’s not good at finding connecting points and it’s management is poor at responding
to notification of faults.

Currently, the main problem in the East Midlands is funding. Costs increasing faster than revenue has
caused cuts to commercial services no longer profitable, and this factor applies whatever rate of return the
owner requires and whether the company is part of a PLC or a family firm with half a dozen vehicles. The
1985 Transport Act assumes that local authorities will provide replacements, but this is not happening as
councillors choose not to increase revenue support when they have other demands that they consider,
politically, more important. Nottinghamshire, a pilot authority for accessibility planning, produced criteria
for improving services which have predominantly been used for withdrawing services with low priority by
the criteria.

While some car users will never use a bus, good operators have proved that many will change, given the
right circumstances. To get them to make the first move, requires a co-ordinated marketing campaign by
all involved. To retain both new and existing users requires accurate information about services and
comfortable vehicles, running to time because of well-enforced bus priorities, at a price competitive with
alternatives.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 11

Memorandum submitted by The Confederation of Passenger Transport (UK)

The Confederation of Passenger Transport (UK) (CPT) represents the operators of bus, coach and light
rail systems throughout the United Kingdom. Our members include major integrated groups such as Arriva
and National Express and a large number of small and medium-sized businesses. In addition, nearly all the
UK’s publicly owned bus companies are members of the Confederation.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

Bus ridership is determined by a range of factors:

— The relative speed of buses and cars—priority allocation of road space to buses is a key component
of this.

— Bus service punctuality.

— The availability and price of car parking.

— The extent to which new development is concentrated in urban centres, or dispersed towards or
beyond the urban fringe.
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— The initial and ongoing costs of running a car in relation to household incomes.

— The ease of passing a car or motorcycle driving test.

— The way car users pay to use the road (an annual sum or pay-per-day).

— The availability of public transport alternatives (trams, metros, trains).

— The intrinsic attractiveness of the bus service.

— Bus fares.

Most of these factors are completely independent of the regulatory framework for buses and it is
impossible to determine in any objective way whether a decision on the regulatory framework, taken more
than 20 years ago, has “worked”.

It is valid, however, to compare recent experience of bus ridership in the UK with other comparable EU
states where public authorities maintain control of bus investment, times and fares.

In France, in the 10 year period to 2004, passenger numbers in urban transport grew by only 1.4%, on
average, per year. Over the same period, the proportion of costs met from fares fell from 51% to 39%. This
compares with average falls of 1.4% per year in England (outside London) in a context of passengers meeting
68% of the costs of bus services through fares.1

Public transport use (principally bus) fell by 14% in Italy’s large cities (where all services are regulated
and co-ordinated by public authorities) from 2002 to 2004.2

Within the UK, bus ridership in the regulated market of Northern Ireland fell by 3% between 2000 and
2005.

By contrast, bus networks working under the deregulated system in Exeter, Oxford, Cwmbran, Cornwall,
Bournemouth, York, Bedford, Peterborough, Basingstoke, Lancaster/Morecambe and Kidderminster all
achieved double-digit passenger growth from 2003 to 2004.

There is no evidence to suggest that buses are less eVective in England than in any other EU state. Indeed,
ridership by unsubsidised passengers has generally held up well in all the English PTE areas over the last
five years. Where there has been an overall fall, it can be attributed to demographic factors and changes in
concessionary charging policies.

Early indications from our members are that the Government’s recent decision to give older and disabled
people free local travel wherever they live will contribute significantly to the Government’s patronage
targets.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport?

Co-ordination with other modes brings benefits to people making complicated journeys but generally
creates disbenefits for others, either by increasing the costs of bus operation or by moving bus stops towards
interchange points and away from places where people actually want to go. However, there are many
excellent examples of co-ordination where it is relevant to passengers.

Thanks to Traveline, a joint endeavour between authorities and operators, and the Government’s
Transport Direct service, it is possible to get co-ordinated information on all transport modes by telephone
and on line.

Are buses clean, safe, eYcient?

Thanks to self regulation and ever-more-demanding EU standards, a new bus is a clean bus. The industry
has made—and kept—a voluntary commitment to improve the average age of the national fleet, which now
stands at 7.12 years.

The bus industry has a highly-developed safety culture. Whilst there is no room for complacency, the
mode remains a safe one.

An environment where revenue has to be won from passengers in competition with other modes and with
private transport is a strong spur to eYciency.

If not, can deregulation be made to work? How?

We have laid out ample evidence that bus services can attract passengers without changes to the
regulatory framework.

1 Source: Union des Transports Publiques Paris, Report 2004.
2 Source: Report on Local Public Transport: state of the art and development prospective. Earchimede Strategy Consultants,

committed by ASSTRA—Associazione Trasporti, and ANAV—Associazione Nazionale Autotrasporto Viaggiatori; Italy,
2005.
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Investment will flow into quality bus services where the factors set out at the beginning of our submission
are favourable to buses and their passengers. You can not force investment by regulation, nor does
increasing regulation change the relative attraction of buses and cars.

It would be diYcult to change the regulatory framework without blocking opportunities for innovative
firms with new ideas. CPT members across the country, covering both urban and rural areas, could show
members of the Committee how they have successfully identified and met passenger demands that another
operator has overlooked.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Not to a significant extent (although the industry is burdened with certain ill-conceived restrictions that
make operation more diYcult and more expensive without matching benefits).

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Yes, but there is scope to do more and make existing measures more eVective. Recent work by The Robert
Gordon University has identified benefits from more extensive and better enforced networks of bus lanes.
The study shows that there are cities with substantial bus priority, such as Leeds, where buses are still
disrupted by congestion, suggesting that there is scope for even more priority measures.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

The quantum of spending on subsidies for transport for certain people, and the priorities for allocating
it, are a matter for elected representatives.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

We have devoted our energies to ensuring that operators are properly reimbursed for the costs of
delivering the Government’s agenda. This will continue to be the case in 2008. The current plethora of local
scheme conditions (in England) confuses passengers and staV.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

A “market testing” exercise by the PTE Group has indicated that quality contracts would entail new
financial risks for authorities and substantial public spending on bus garages where satisfactory facilities
already exist. As far as we are aware, nobody has proposed a bus “oVer” under a QC that would look much
diVerent from the one provided now.

Time-limited franchises in a QC environment cannot match the continuity of investment that operators
are in a position to make under the current regime.

There would be tremendous upheaval for workers and users in the transition from the current system, and
with every change of contractor.

There is ample evidence that all legitimate public policy objectives can be achieved by means other than
quality contracts.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The systems to safeguard public safety and the other interests of passengers need to be considered in the
round. The TraYc Commissioners are very powerful but they can only act when they have evidence of poor
performance. The resources available for gathering this evidence are very limited, and this tends to mean
that the TraYc Commissioners do not get the chance to exercise their powers when, in the view of
responsible operators, they should.

Given that the same individual can be a bus passenger, a car driver and a taxi passenger one day, and be
living it up with her friends in a stretched limousine the next, the Government’s eVorts to protect consumers
need to be evenly directed towards these sectors. Our perception is that the bus industry gets broadly the
right level of regulatory attention at present.
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Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is unique transport environment characterised by significant long distance commuting, limited
and expensive central area parking and the Congestion charge. The London model includes:

— Unified control over the important parts of the highway network and over road charging policy.
Locally unpopular highway measures can be progressed for the greater good.

— Comprehensive local tax-raising powers for transport and a strong bargaining position for funding
from central Government.

— Large budgets for priority, policing and for the provision of services.

Authorities outside the capital could achieve comparable results by spending comparable amounts of
money and taking bold decisions on road allocation—without changing the regulatory system.

Buses in London are an undoubted success story but they have not always been so. The regulated
environment has seen periods of feast—including, arguably, the present—but also times of famine with low
investment, poor performance and minimal attention to the needs of passengers. The political focus and will
to succeed that has brought about the current situation in London can be applied elsewhere without the need
to change the regulatory framework.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The future for the bus is brightest where space is at a premium and air quality is important. Buses are
second only to bicycles in their ability to move people cost-eVectively with a minimal impact on congestion
and the environment. If local policy makers concentrated on:

— the availability and price of car parking;

— accessibility planning so that the places people want to go to are clustered in urban centres, not
spread around the suburbs;

— the relative speed of buses and cars through congested areas; and

— the price paid for using a car—reflecting its consumption of space and emissions of pollutants;

bus ridership would grow. Any of these actions would give a greater return than tinkering with the
regulatory framework.

22 May 2006

APPENDIX 12

Memorandum submitted by Traveline

Traveline

1. The White Paper—A New Deal for Transport—aimed to create a better and more integrated transport
system to tackle the problems of congestion on the road and pollution. A further aim was for a public
transport information system to be systematically set up across the country by 2000. Good timetable
information is a foundation stone of successful public transport, nationally and locally. Better information
will encourage usage of public transport. Information must therefore be:

— Accurate, reliable and up to date.

— Readily available and accessible to all members of the community.

— Easy to understand by regular, occasional and potential users of public transport.

2. The Transport Act 2000 requires local authorities to ensure that information about local bus services
is available. The Act enables local authorities to recover from bus operators reasonable costs for the delivery
of information.

3. The purpose of Traveline is to provide timetable information from all stops for public transport (bus,
coach, metro, train and GB ferry) both through a single telephone call and the regional internet service in
accord with the appropriate aims in the Transport White Paper and to meet the specific requirements on
local authorities and bus operators for bus information in the Transport Act 2000.
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Bus Usage

4. Where people have become unaccustomed to using bus services, they may have little or no knowledge
of how to travel by public transport. The fall in usage has in many areas caused reduced frequencies and so
the need for detailed information is greater. Traveline has been established to try and make it easier for
people to enquire about public transport.

5. Before Traveline was established in 2000, 43 local authority telephone numbers and various bus
operators handled bus enquiries with widely varying standards of service. Traveline now handles 5.5 million
calls a year on its 0870 608 2 608 number and over eight million enquiries on the internet. In addition, it
provides its data to “Transport Direct” that also handles internet enquiries. The same data provides
“traveline-txt”—an SMS text messaging service being launched in most parts of the UK to give the next
buses due at a particular bus stop.

6. Enquiries by internet and SMS are rising. The level of telephone calls is not rising as fast. The ONS
Omnibus investigation of people who have used travel info services in GB found that only 13% of the people
surveyed had heard of the Traveline service and 4% had used it. This compares to 68% who had heard of
the more long-established “National Rail Enquiries” and 28% who had used it.

7. We believe that these figures indicate that there is still work to do to promote the availability of
information about bus services, particularly via the newer internet and SMS channels.

Co-ordination

8. Those people who need an alternative to a car need comprehensive information if they are to be able
to travel to a wide range of destinations at convenient times.

9. Traveline is a provider of comprehensive information for public transport journeys. Its computers
search the services of all operators and journey solutions frequently involve using the services of more than
one operator and sometimes a change of mode.

10. Traveline is funded by the local authorities and bus operators. Even though bus operators are in
competition with each other, most pay their share of the costs of Traveline.

Traffic Commissioners

11. The Traveline database has been built from the registered timetables that are sent to the TraYc
Commissioner and copied to the local authority. However, the quality and detail that Traveline requires is
now ahead of the requirements of the TraYc Commissioner. In particular, Traveline needs times for all stops
along the route, needs to know in suYcient time what journeys are cancelled and increasingly requires fares
and real time information.

12. The increasing number of registrations accepted by the TraYc Commissioners at short notice makes
it more diYcult to keep Traveline completely accurate for the next 14 days which is its target. Traveline
would benefit if the registration system were more public facing so that the test is not whether the TraYc
Commissioner knows about the proposed change but whether the public know about it.

What is the future for the bus?

13. Apart from some fares information gradually being delivered around some regions of the UK,
Traveline has no formal plans for future improvement. Nevertheless, powerful improvements to its
information services could be oVered over the next few years such as: internet access while on the move, real
time tracking of vehicles and smart cards to identify individuals. Such improvements could converge to
make public transport more attractive to its users and more eYcient to operate.

14. It may still be possible to wait at the bus stop and pay the drivers for each part of your journey by
cash. However, it could be possible that, by arranging your journey with Traveline, you could be oVered:
special deals on certain journeys where there is spare capacity; alerted when to go out to the bus stop; the
bus driver will know you are coming and be aware of what connections you need to make; your travel
account will be debited with the frequent user discounts you are entitled to; and your mobile phone will be
sent any messages aVecting your chosen journey.
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APPENDIX 13

Memorandum submitted by The Portsmouth Society

Introduction

The Portsmouth Society is the local Civic Society for the City of Portsmouth and is registered with the
Civic Trust. We subsist solely on members’ subscriptions and donations which allows us to be a genuinely
independent body. We take an active interest in transport matters and welcome the opportunity to comment
on the provision of bus services in the UK.

Our submission is based on local knowledge and experience. Our city has many elements in common with
other cities throughout the country and we hope that our comments will help the Committee in its inquiry.

Background

Portsmouth is a compact city on the south coast of England having a population of 187,000 and relatively
low car ownership. It is administered by a unitary authority which has responsibility for transport policy.

Portsmouth forms the hub of a much larger travel-to-work area known as South East Hampshire for
which transport policy is split between Portsmouth City Council and Hampshire County Council. Along
with the (unitary) City of Southampton, some 20 miles distant, the whole Solent region is home to over a
million people.

Prior to bus deregulation in 1986, services within Portsmouth were operated by a municipal undertaking
working jointly with a subsidiary of the National Bus Company. Together they delivered a stable set of
services with co-ordinated fares, routes and timetables.

Following deregulation, the municipal undertaking was sold, a series of new operators arrived and they
were subsequently merged or were taken-over. Large vehicles were replaced by tiny and inaccessible mini-
buses which were uncomfortable and unpopular. Larger buses returned and the current state of play is that
First Hampshire operate the majority of city services plus those to the neighbouring western boroughs whilst
Stagecoach South operate buses to the eastern side of the city and to the adjoining boroughs to the north
and east. Stagecoach and First are competing operators.

More recently we have seen evening services operated by First Hampshire dwindle after 9 pm and the
bringing forward of the departure times of the last buses. The busiest urban route—17/18—has a last service
departing at just after 11 pm from Gunwharf Quays—the principal leisure complex in the area.

Other bus services include inter-urban shuttles to Southampton operated by Solent Blue Line (a Go
Ahead company), various long distance coaches by National Express and daily services by Stagecoach
Megabus to London.

Portsmouth is also served by trains and ferries. The rail network is well used for local, regional and long-
distance travel. Ferries perform vital links with Gosport, the Isle of Wight and the continent (Le Havre,
Caen, Cherbourg, St Malo, Channel Islands, Bilbao)

Transport policy in Portsmouth and South Hampshire has received a major setback with the cancellation
of the South Hampshire Light Rapid Transit (SHRT) scheme by central government. SHRT would have
provided relief to severe traYc congestion and would have been the catalyst to economic regeneration in
this area where employment in defence establishments is in decline.

Has deregulation worked?

In a word, No.

From the perspective of the bus user in Portsmouth, deregulation has brought no significant benefits.

Fares are significantly higher than in 1986.

The network of routes is operated by two competing companies who determine the routes, fares and
frequencies of services. They do not co-operate. They do not connect their services to form a comprehensive
network. They do not oVer through ticketing.

There is little sign of innovation. For example, most fares are purchased using cash which is time
consuming and can cause delay—no-one will introduce smart ticketing or even pre-pay ticket machines at
busy stops.

Each bus route is a profit centre. Services which do not make a profit are axed unless a subsidy is arranged.
Profitable services do not subsidise unprofitable ones.

First and Stagecoach are also rail franchisees who operate in Portsmouth, yet there is little evidence of
cross-promotion with their bus operations. It is not possible to purchase a ticket on a bus which includes
rail travel although South West Trains (a Stagecoach company) do oVer a £1 add-on allowing passengers
to use Stagecoach buses on arrival in the city.
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Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

Yes, but they are limited.

Two key routes are part of a quality bus partnership scheme (one in conjunction with Hampshire County
Council).

Bus lanes have been introduced but their spread is patchy and implementation is half-hearted.

Bus lanes and bus stops are often blocked by other, unauthorised, vehicles.

Policing of the bus lanes is non-existent. Politicians have avoided attempts to introduce Red Routes on
key bus routes.

We now have some smart bus stops with real-time information and Internet connection. Their
eVectiveness is marred by their poor design (you cannot read the screens in bright light), and by no means
all the buses have the necessary equipment to transmit the real-time information to the displays.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the correct way?

Yes and No.

Portsmouth City Council have worked to ensure that services are maintained during the evenings and at
weekends through the use of subsidies. We believe that they are doing the best that they can with the limited
resources available and within the framework within which they are allowed to operate.

There is a perception that, once a service is subsidised (hence paid for), no active marketing of it is required
on the part of the operator. It is much like a Portsmouth Society bus trip where we simply hire the bus and
do all the marketing! Little is done to promote the use of subsidised services and, gradually, they tend to be
withdrawn.

Many services cross the boundary between Portsmouth and the neighbouring boroughs and for these
subsidies have to be provided by the two transport authorities. Negotiations can be complex requiring
agreements between all parties which is expensive and time-consuming.

A partnership of local transport stakeholders, Solent Transport, has been created in our region. Their
major achievement to date has been the Solent Travelcard enabling bus travel throughout the area for £5.50
a days’ unlimited travel.

The Portsmouth Society would like to see single transport authorities created for urban areas such as
South Hampshire with responsibilities for determining routes, fares, provision of information and strategy.
This should not be confined to buses but also to include trains, trams, taxis and ferries.

Concessionary fares

Concessionary fare schemes introduced in April 2006 have varied between adjoining authorities and the
cause of confusion among the operators and resentment by those enjoying less favourable schemes. In South
Hampshire, Fareham allows free travel only within the borough’s boundary after which half-fares must be
paid. East Hampshire allows free travel throughout South Hampshire at all times. Portsmouth oVers a
similar package, but for travel only after 9.30 am. Criticisms aside, we applaud the fact that the authorities in
the Solent Transport area have allowed general freedom of travel—the situation could have been a lot worse.

By contrast, qualifying residents of London can travel anywhere within the boundaries of the Greater
London Authority at no charge and by bus, overground and tube. There is great inequality in provision
between the capital and the provinces.

Portsmouth residents are oVered the choice between a free bus pass, tokens (for use on buses and taxis)
or a limited number of free parking permits for Southsea Seafront. The last option does nothing whatsoever
to encourage bus travel but, as a council oYcial commented, it is a cheaper for the city since they control
all parking on Southsea Seafront and can avoid payments to bus operators.

Why are there no quality contracts?

Quality contracts transfer the financial risks from the operator to the local authority, Most authorities
are unwilling to take them on for fear of losing money. London’s buses were never fully deregulated and the
proceeds from congestion charging have been used to oVset the financial risks of the bus contracts.

We would support any initiative that enables quality contracts to be introduced.

Are the powers of the traYc commissioners suYcient and targeted?

We recognise that the traYc commissioners have a part to play and are pleased that they have recently
investigated timekeeping and cancellations in our area.
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The traYc commissioners have powers which the transport authorities do not. In addition to registering
routes, we would like them to question why a route needs to be withdrawn, changed or added.

A recent example in Portsmouth was the route 12 which was truncated by Operator First Hampshire and
made to operate in a clockwise loop. The changes brought hardship to many users, principally those with
a need to travel to destinations in the anticlockwise direction. First Hampshire initially refused to change,
but after much bad publicity, they agreed to run in both directions. Someone should have had the authority
to prevent this stupidity and, possibly, this could have been the traYc commissioners.

TraYc commissioners are organised regionally, but their regions do not map those of the regional
assemblies and Government regional oYces. Portsmouth is in the South East region which is administered
in Guildford (30 miles distant) yet the traYc commissioners are based in Bristol (90 miles distant). We would
like the traYc commissioner’s regional boundaries to match those of regional government.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London has through ticketing, not just on buses but between all public transport modes.

London has smart ticketing with the Oyster card system.

London has modern, low-floor buses as standard (many buses in the provinces are London cast-oVs).

London has one transport authority controlling routes, co-ordinating operations, providing consistent
source of information.

We applaud the successes of other localities, namely York, Oxford and Brighton who have achieved
success with quality bus partnerships. The first two have succeeded primarily with their park-and-ride
operations. Portsmouth has been very slow to implement Park and Ride although there are good intentions
which we fully support.

Brighton is fortunate in having one principal bus operator which is also the principal rail operator.
Together with a forward-thinking authority and vibrant bus management, it has produced arguably the best
bus operation outside London using quality partnerships. By contrast, Portsmouth has multiple, competing
bus and train operators and a local authority which has only recently begun to shake oV the “car is king”
mentality. Brighton and Portsmouth have many similarities (congested roads, low car ownership, lower
than average incomes, high proportion of retired people) and the same level of success could be achieved
with a good regulatory framework and the political will to succeed.

We believe that the London model has many merits and that something like it should be implemented in the
rest of the UK.

What is the future for the bus?

We have no doubt that buses are a vital form of transport throughout the United Kingdom. It is well
understood in our city that the private car is not the answer to everyone’s transport needs because we do
not have the space to provide the road capacity without widespread demolition of homes at great financial
and social cost. We appreciate that when everyone drives to the various commercial centres then there is
gridlock, indeed we have traYc gridlock on several occasions every year.

Bus transport is one of the answers to our transport needs, but as long as control is in the hands of private
companies then provision cannot be relied upon. We appreciate that the private operators have great
strengths in control of costs and that they are able to provide reliable services to match those of provider in
pre-deregulation times. We believe that the answer lies in a regime where routes and fares are determined
by a transport authority and operation conducted by commercial companies operating under contract.
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APPENDIX 14

Memorandum submitted by Transport 2000, Leicestershire and Rutland Branch

In our view, the present system is a mess. Regulations, and their enforcement, are ineVective or non
existent. And deregulation of bus services has been a failure as far as Leicester and Leicestershire are
concerned.

Transport 2000 (Leicestershire) have three so called “Quality Bus Partnerships” (QBPs) in our area—
Hinckley, Leicester and Loughborough. We are represented on the Hinckley and Loughborough QBPs.
Despite several requests, we have never been allowed on the Leicester one, which meets in secret.

We understand the two main operators, Arriva and First, won’t even speak to each other directly. They
have to be spoken to separately at these meetings, we understand, due to “commercial confidentiality”.
What price integrated transport when this happens?
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Hinckley QBP meets occasionally, but hasn’t met recently because the County and Borough Councils
“didn’t think there was enough to discuss”. I disagreed, and said so, but there is still no news of another
meeting. And there are major service changes pending.

The Loughborough one seems rather better.

But the voluntary nature of QBPs makes them ineVective. We really need proper regulation, either Quality
Bus Contracts or franchising similar to the London model, and it is essential that groups such as ours are
formally represented on bodies constituted to deal with such things.

The TraYc Commissioners are totally ineVective in their regulatory roles. Our TraYc Commissioners are
remote (based in Cambridge) and under resourced. I have made several well founded and substantiated
complaints against individual operators to them.

To my knowledge, no proper action has ever been taken and the reasons for this have not been properly
explained.

Regulation of services, and disciplinary proceedings against operators, need to be carried out by a
properly resourced team of experts with a good knowledge of the region concerned, and carried out
transparently. This does not happen now. We suggest one such team be based in each Government OYce
region.

Another major issue is the Competition Act. Politicians must understand that operating buses is not the
same as operating supermarkets. If you’re not satisfied with one supermarket, you may be able to use
another.

If your bus service is poor, and/or performs badly, or the bus operator won’t accept another operator’s
ticket for the same section of route, you can’t “try another bus operator”. There won’t be one for you. My
local route is operated by Arriva and Stagecoach. Each register their own journeys separately, using diVerent
route numbers (158 and 157 respectively). But the route, Leicester—Nuneaton (20 miles long) is exactly
the same.

After some years of neither company accepting “the other lot’s tickets, and after much campaigning by
myself, they will now accept each other’s “route specific tickets”, but not the Rover tickets (known as “All
Zones” by Arriva and “Explorer/Goldrider” by Stagecoach), both of which actually sell quite well.

Despite long winded assurances from the OYce of Fair Trading (OFT), which I have seen, operators
don’t like accepting each other’s tickets, or working with each other, for fear of falling foul of the
Competition Act and its’ huge penalties. Frankly, we think this Act is harmful to public transport
integration, including bus services, and we think these should be exempt from it. The OFT should have no
role to play in public transport (especially bus services). They don’t understand how it works, and are not
very helpful anyway.

Another big issue is funding, and finance in general. Many bus services, especially (but not exclusively)
in rural areas and deprived urban areas, were set up as a result of, and still use, funding from various sources.
This includes Rural Bus Grant, Rural Bus Challenge, etc. This funding is now coming to an end, and many
such services face an uncertain future. A number of such services have been cancelled, with more to follow.

Also, an increasing number of “marginal” commercial services are being “deregistered” by their
operators, thus forcing already stretched local authorities to consider funding these services. Very often, the
previous commercial operator gets the service back, but under contract to the local authority.

The whole issue of bus service funding needs a thorough, long term review. It must be done as part of
an integrated transport package involving links with trains, trams, service coaches, etc, to look at the best
achievable public transport facilities for everyone and overcome the current “silo” thinking which is endemic
in this country.

Also, marketing and general “back up” facilities need to be a lot better. There should be a recognised
national minimum standard for presentation and availability of timetable, fare and general service
information by all relevant media, traditional and modern.

All well used bus stops should have up to date, stop specific service information for all services stopping
there. Many people don’t understand traditional “grid” format timetables.

Real time information should be rolled out to all principal bus routes. And it must be accurate.

At present, real time and other information standards in our area vary from adequate to abysmal.

To inspire confidence in the service, good “back up” is also essential. This includes clear compensation
arrangements for failure to operate services as specified (as train operators have done for some years). Trent
Barton buses in Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire also give passengers their money back if they’re not
satisfied with the service. (They don’t need to very often, it seems).

Also needed is adequate, up to date telephone information in the event of incidents causing delays
(breakdowns, traYc and other problems, etc). These are essential, especially on less frequent services, but
they are almost completely absent in the bus industry, which often gives the impression that it just doesn’t
care about its’ passengers in this respect.
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APPENDIX 15

Memorandum submitted by NECTAR

NECTAR

— NECTAR is an open, voluntary, umbrella body, established to provide a forum in which the many
organisations with an interest in transport in all its forms can develop a co-ordinated view on
contemporary transport issues.

— Covering the same geographical area, NECTAR provides a single, co-ordinated voice for dialogue
with the Government OYce for the North-East, One North East, the Association of North-East
Councils, and similar bodies concerned with transport and related policies at a regional, national
and European level.

— NECTAR is one of a national network of Transport Activists’ Roundtables sustained through
Transport 2000.

Historical Preamble

Bus services were only “regulated” at all because the free-for-all between rival operators in the 1930s
raised far more problems than it solved. When de-regulation was mooted in the 1980s, a repeat of such free-
for-alls should have been foreseen but, apparently, was not. Their recurrence showed the folly of the exercise,
as inhabitants of Darlington will testify—Darlington Corporation’s bus services, for example, were
ruthlessly put out of business by an aggressive Stagecoach invasion. May we also cite two examples of how
little the Government of the day understood about the bus industry?

(a) One MP advocating bus competition stated in all seriousness that waiting bus passengers should
at all times be oVered two buses, simultaneously, run by diVerent operators, to make exactly the
same journey at the same time.

(b) The Prime Minister of the day confidently asserted that any man over 30 seen using a bus was by
definition a failure.

There are, in our view, three other background points that need to be made. None of them is directly
connected to the de-regulation process, but all aVect, or have aVected, bus use figures over the years:

(i) DiYculties in recruiting enough bus staV (ie two per vehicle) began in the 60s, if not before, and
the resulting widespread one-person bus operation almost inevitably slowed down average speeds.
This would discourage more “time-sensitive” bus users, who used other modes instead.

(ii) Increasing car use has been a major factor in the decline of bus use—over at least four decades.
This, combined with a reduction in the numbers of workpeople who went home and back (by bus
or tram) for lunch, as well as to and from work, as they do now, has caused increasing financial
headaches to all operators, previously running profitably and even, in some corporation transport
areas, contributing bus revenue surpluses to the local exchequer! However, the “culture” of buses
being expected to cover costs from their revenues has never really been superseded in the UK as
it has been in Europe and beyond. Yet no such “cost-covering” from revenue is expected from any
private car, which, almost by definition, has always run at a hefty financial loss, as well as carrying
more than its share of “fresh air” (25% occupancy on overall average, and then several hours idle
in a workplace car-park every day).

(iii) Some enterprising experiments were made, before de-regulation, to transfer the costs of operating
city bus services gradually on to the local rates bills. South Yorkshire PTE and London Transport
(under Dave Wetzel’s guidance) led, with fares freezes. In our area, both Tyne and Wear and
Cleveland County Council successfully coupled fares-freezing policies with free travel for OAPs,
at least oV-peak. As we recall, both policies led to greater bus use—to the point, in SheYeld at
least, of noticeably reducing other urban traYc. But legal action taken by some inhabitants of
Bromley against London County authorities in the mid-80s was a set-back to the continued success
of bus transport, to say the least.

Our comments on the issues raised by the Committee should, therefore, be read in conjunction with this
Preamble, since (to the best of our collective memory) these two ideas, to keep fares low and to carry senior
citizens free of charge, are the only ones that resulted in increased bus-use. And—please note—these results
did not arise from any form of competitive bus-operations.

1. Has de-regulation worked?

Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

Overall—no. Total UK bus usage, outside London, has fallen by 40%. This probably arises from:

(a) curtailing of evening frequencies (where evening services survive at all);

(b) repeated and sudden service-changes, undermining public confidence in buses in general;
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(c) lack of through-ticket facilities between most routes;

(d) the legal prohibition of any kind of universal “bus rover” ticket for a geographical area, as distinct
from a specific bus company. Most urban areas have several competing bus operators; and

(e) the diYculty of finding out where and when bus services run. Bus-stops saying “all services except
express”, “rather than identifying the service-numbers and carrying an up-to-date departure-list,
are far too common. And a Help-line phone-number, as on most stops, is not much use to a would-
be user who has neither a mobile phone nor the patience, time and stamina to explain to a
disembodied answering voice the nature of the intended journey.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport?

Most certainly not. Indeed, many services do not even seem to be co-ordinated with other bus-routes—
even those run by the same operator. Against this, several Stagecoach routes in Hartlepool, Stockton and
Middlesbrough are publicised as separate when in practice they run through beyond their advertised termini,
changing their route-numbers en route. More sources of passenger confusion!

Some bus-stops are labelled “X Rail station”, despite being up to a quarter of a mile away from it—
Billingham and Stockton both “enjoy” this privilege. Middlesbrough station’s nearest bus-routes run along
what is, in eVect, an Urban Clearway—no bus-stops allowed, but traYc lights and pedestrian crossings
aplenty. So we repeat, with feeling—no, they definitely are not. Nor does there seem to be any easy way for
a local authority to make them meet—Hartlepool’s welcome plan for a new Bus-Rail Interchange at the
town’s rail station has taken years of frustrating negotiation, with one goal-post change after another. It
may finally open in mid-2007—after six years’ gestation.

Elsewhere in our region, matters are somewhat better, in that Newcastle Central and Sunderland rail
stations are both very close to bus stops, and Bus-Metro interchanges, purpose-built, are at Four Lane Ends,
Gateshead and Heworth, as well as (since 2002) at Park Lane, Sunderland. However there are far more bus-
routes passing through both cities’ centres that do not serve the main station. Durham station has few buses
actually climbing the steep road up to it, but is, in practice, closer to a main bus-route than the Tees-side
examples above. Darlington Bank Top and Chester-le-Street are not noticeably linked to bus-routes, and
it is only at certain stations on the Tyne Valley line, notably Hexham, that any attempt seems to have been
made to link rail and bus services—most often in connection with Hadrian’s Wall services (route AD 122)
paralleling both Wall and rail line.

Are buses clean, safe, eYcient?

Safe they may be, and many in our area are CCTV-equipped to protect driver and passengers alike. But
too often they are operated by older vehicles brought in from other parts of the operator’s nation-wide
empire; they are smaller than what their route requires; access from the road and movement along the bus
are diYcult, for various reasons, despite drivers’ willingness to wait until passengers have reached their seats.
Spaces for shopping/luggage/push-chairs are not always conveniently-placed, and—” even on the “easy
access” vehicles—there is no guarantee that the next bus will have enough room for all the push-chairs that
await it. As for wheel-chair access, that is even more of a lottery. We do not, in sum, regard these points as
signs of “eYciency” of service.

[If not]; can de-regulation be made to work? How?

Frankly, no. Operators now are profit-driven, forbidden even to cross-subsidise between their own routes.
Thus a few core routes run almost self-defeatingly frequently, while the rest, whose clientele depends on them
just as much (eg for hospital visits), are down-graded or even taken oV completely. Again, examples of
withdrawal abound: for instance, no fewer than three parallel east-west residential roads in Hartlepool have
lost erstwhile half-hourly daytime services; there remains a tendered service, five times daily, along just one
of them. Local authorities who wish to replace such services by tendered substitutes find, too often, that
their budgets will not stretch to doing so—and the entire bus-using population loses. We point out, too, that
the dearth of evening services not only discourages bus use then: it causes loss of day-time traYc as well.
And as for prospects in rural areas . . .!

2. Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high-quality bus services?

We find it diYcult to understand what this question means. “High Quality” is often in the eye of the user,
so that for some—including many who have had to desert buses in recent years—speedy transit times are
crucial, and imply much faster boarding than that currently allowed by most routes’ “Stop-me-and-buy-
one” fare collection systems. London’s buses are far better in this respect, with their frequency, flat fares
and Oyster Card prepayment systems; and London’s buses are, as we understand it, “regulated”. If we are
right, the answer to Question 2 is “No—on the contrary, it is a pre-requisite to such provision as matters
now stand”.
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Away from London, we note that, especially for rural bus services, some local authorities who can aVord
to provide tendered rural services have had to use the clauses in their contracts to force operators to maintain
even a basic vehicle standard. We also note that operators increasingly play oV one set of users against others
when revising and “improving” local bus services: Arriva on Tees-side has openly admitted that its 30 April
changes are based on the fact that “more people use route X than route Y, so route Y must come oV”.
Statutory Regulation might at least alleviate this kind of absolute service-withdrawal, and the whole divide
et impera approach to bus operation. See also, however, Question 7 (TraYc Commissioners).

3. Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

Yes—if and when bus priority is (a) suYciently and suitably wide-spread, and (b) actually enforced. Such
measures do exist, and can improve running-times considerably (especially if they include traYc-light
priority). But we feel that most bus-lanes in our region are introduced on suVerance rather than as part of
a pro-bus policy; and those that do exist are often disregarded by other road-users, as well as being the
recipients of “blind eyes” from passing police. A further diYculty for one and all arises when, as in many
cases, they only apply during certain hours of certain days—and how many motorists have time to read
closely the small print on every Bus Lane sign while driving past?

It occurs to us that, if some more of the local authorities’ public transport planners actually used their
local buses (more) regularly, we would see more progress on bus priorities. As it is,

(i) at least one bus lane in central Middlesbrough has actually been scrapped; and

(ii) it was galling to find, some years ago, that Stockton’s planners thought that traYc lights in its
centre were programmed for bus-priority. Any town bus-user could have put them right.

What is “best practice”? We oVer three suggestions:

(a) All bus-lanes should be continuous (many now end at road junctions), applicable 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, and enforced rigorously.

(b) TraYc-lights, at least in town centres, should be programmed to give buses priority at all times.

(c) Buses should have automatic priority to pull over in to or out from bus-stops rather than waiting,
as now, until some kind drivers slow down enough (or, in some cases, move their parked vehicles)
to let them get to or from their lay-by.

We have seen little of any of this in our areas, so we should strictly not cite it as “practice”—yet!

4. Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Again, what does this mean—does it refer to (i) school contract services? (ii) the voluntary sector’s
minibuses, run on a wing and a prayer, but often indispensable for sports teams and senior citizens’ groups
for whom stage-carriage services are rarely convenient? (iii) rural transport partnerships?

We see a good case for assembling and maintaining a pool of vehicles suitable for hire and use by schools
(pupil transport, sports teams, cultural visits in term time), health authorities (links between widely-
separated hospitals for transfer of patients, nursing and other medical staV) and other voluntary
organisations who need them periodically. If existing funds and staYng resources do not allow such a
scheme to exist and to meet every such need, our answer to this question has to be NO.

5. Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach?

Free travel for senior citizens has been with us before (cf Historical Preamble, Point 3) and it in our view
should be maintained, with adequate finance for all local authorities, rural as well as urban. Its main aims
should be (a) to deter elderly motorists from using cars that they can no longer safely drive, and (b) to help
the less-mobile to make visits to shops, medical institutions, places of entertainment, friends and relatives—
at little or no cost.

However, several local authorities have had to think again before continuing to subsidise some marginal
bus services, especially evening and mainly rural workings, both of which are, not surprisingly, seen as little
used. To us this seems a vicious circle—as several aVected senior citizens have said, what is the point of free
travel concessions if there are no buses to use when they want them?—and it goes back to the question of
finance. The rules of de-regulation have clearly not helped here (cf Qu 1, “Can de-regulation be made to
work?”) and probably never will. If the Government’s compensation-levels to local authorities for them to
pay bus-operators were increased, and/or their basis altered, in senior citizens’ favour, most urban and rural
bus networks would look far healthier than they do now.

Does the Government’s proposal to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the
over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?

Only with the same provisos listed immediately above. However, extending the free travel scheme across
the entire UK will (or should) remove some of the existing anomalies, thrown up by the nature of local
authority boundaries rather than by malice aforethought.
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An extra diYculty does arise, even so, with the definition of “local”. Several bus-routes in the North-East
(usually prefixed “X”) are ostensibly local but cover up to 40 miles each way in all—most notably routes X1
and X10, linking Middlesbrough and Stockton with Newcastle by varying routes but comparatively
speedily. They issue free tickets within Tees-side or Tyneside local authority boundaries; would their many
short-distance passengers want a sudden ban on these? A conundrum to be considered along with the next
sub-section—but not before we suggest that the National Express Coach network as such should not admit
nation-wide Senior Citizen pass-holders, even after 2008.

Should there be a nationwide version of London’s “Freedom Pass”—giving free or discounted travel on all
forms of public transport?

In principle, we would all say yes, enthusiastically. But, again, similar problems would arise. There is a
continuing discrepancy between the conditions in which bus operators and their rail counterparts have to
operate. In brief, rail has to finance its track, station and rail police maintenance costs in full, which helps
to explain why subsidies to many rail operators reach such giddy totals (apparently). It does not seem fair
that bus operators, by contrast, are excused from more than token contribution to the cost of road
maintenance, and make no contribution to the costs of road traYc police, urban or rural street-lighting or
other maintenance (even, in many cases, to bus-shelter, bus-stop and bustimetable-frame provision). The
relevance of these points lies in how the Association of Train-Operating Companies might greet the idea of
a rail and bus pass (never mind ferries, as in Merseyside and Tyne and Wear)—unless the Government could
promise adequate finance to the rail operators.

At a long-distance level, eVorts to introduce a national all-age (ie 26–59, in eVect) Railcard have
repeatedly stalled, and National Express has shown no noticeable eagerness to add a similar card to its
present Senior Citizens’ facilities. This does not discourage us from suggesting that, if the perceived costs of
using public transport—at any age—are ever to compare with those of motoring (widely recognised as
having declined, proportionally, while rail and bus fares have increased), then some such all-purpose public
transport pass must be introduced with all haste. And that could solve the “express” bus dilemma (X1, X10
and their like) posed at the end of the previous sub-section.

6. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

We understand little of the background to these, and try not to confuse them with the more frequent
“Quality Partnerships” of which there are several, to not much noticeable eVect. We understand that a pilot
Quality Contract in Scotland is being watched by others who may be induced to imitate it later.

Meanwhile, if—as we hope—such Contracts would empower Local Authorities to force certain minimum
standards of bus-service from all operators within their territory, thus corresponding to the present Rail
Franchise system, we would certainly be eager to encourage their wider introduction, with suitably
demanding (but not unreasonable) targets set, especially on standards of vehicles used.

7. Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant?

Emasculated as these were at the time of de-regulation, they do not seem to have achieved much more
than sometimes removing mechanically-inadequate vehicles from service. To that extent, and with some
operators’ continuing temptation to skimp on vehicle maintenance, yes, they are—but see also below.

Are they adequately deploying the powers and the resources that they currently have?

If we knew more clearly what these powers are, we could answer more usefully on this. However, from
the users’ point of view, we suspect that their resources are limited, judging by the constant stream of sudden
bus-service alterations (and not just the annual local authority service-tendering process) ever since de-
regulation (cf our response at Question 1, point b, above).

Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

It depends what is meant by “support”. There has been a recent case of a local authority actually
persuading TraYc Commissioners to waive the normal time-requirement for notice of an impending service-
withdrawal. We deplore this totally—the service was a tendered evening route and the notice of its cessation
was little more than a week, if that, to anyone not living on the service’s actual route.

We would add that, if TraYc Commissioners could compel operators to comply with much stricter
standards of vehicle quality, service-frequency, reliability and length of prior notice before any service
details are altered, life for bus-users would improve quite a bit—and so would life for non-users, if higher
bus-patronage were matched by lower car-use in the same area.

8. Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

Its bus services are certainly far easier to use than those of most UK conurbations, and this is mainly
because of policies introduced and implemented by London’s Mayor, Ken Livingstone. These include:

(a) The largely-regulated nature of the whole bus undertaking.
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(b) Its close integration with the London Underground network (eg several bus-routes terminating at
an Underground station).

(c) Its simple fare-structure (Oyster Cards in particular) and flat fares.

(d) The helpful variety of travel passes of all sorts, coupled with Oyster machines’ evident ability to
count up individuals’ bus-use so as to stop deducting any more once the cost of an All-Day Pass
has been reached! We have nothing like it in our area, even in Tyne and Wear.

(e) In central London, the Congestion Charge (despite its unpopularity with many theatre-goers).

The recently-announced extension of Oyster Cards’ scope to include suburban “heavy” rail services is also
enviable the only North-East parallel might be the TransFare system, again in Tyne and Wear. But this
question brings us back to the conclusion in Point 3 of our Historical Preamble, which is that only by
reducing fare-levels and giving senior citizens free travel (on every local travel mode in one area) may
increased bus use be reasonably expected.

We also remind the committee that London does not rely solely on buses for its local travel needs—apart
from the Underground network, there is at least one tram network, in and around Croydon, and others are
actively being prepared for. The contrast with even the larger conurbations outside London could hardly
be more stark—in fact, places such as Leeds are, to their embarrassment, laughed at by many in urban
Europe because they are still totally without light rail. (Leeds’s “twin city”, Lille, has two new metro lines,
as well as a refurbished two-line tramway). Yet this lack of trams is in no way the fault of Leeds councillors,
any more than Liverpool’s councillors should be blamed for Government refusal of their light rail
proposals—the fault lies squarely with the DfT. See further, in Question 9.

9. What is the future for the bus?

It depends on how the bus industry is treated by the powers-that-be. If buses are regarded as a serious
weapon in the continuing fight against road congestion generally, instead of as purely a profit-making
exercise, they have a vital part to play. But they must be seen as part of a varied public transport alternative
to the highly-subsidised private car. They must not be seen as cheaper versions of local stopping train-
services, nor as substitutes for urban tramway routes, even in “guided bus” form. In more rural areas of the
country, their social role should be emphasised at the expense (literally) of any profit-making. Buses in
general should be costed as a potentially very eYcient means of reducing or even removing road congestion,
saving several hundred thousand pounds (at the very least) by obviating the need for widened roads, or,
worse, adding yet more by-passes and road-duallings to this already over-tarmacked country. As with many
rail services, eVorts to attract more users of existing services, by whatever (fair) means, can result—over
time—in continuing increases in patronage, turning loss-makers into much better-used local routes, with
improved finances to match. A service-industry such as public transport has no call to be treated as a market-
dominated money-making exercise.

Nor, incidentally but very importantly, are remarks about “carting fresh air around the country” called
for. Though some buses or trains do run nearly empty at the start or finish of their journeys, their overall
occupation-figures, over an operating day, are demonstrably higher—even on rural services—than those of
any private car, as we have noted at Point 2 of the Historical Preamble, above.

Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of regulated competition? Would
this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would?

To the first part of this question, yes—but do not confine such powers to the metropolitan areas.
Nottingham and Warrington have managed to keep a significant stake in at least one of the major bus-
operators in their areas. It has been well remarked that, if “competition” is to be genuine, there is in logic
no reason to deny local authorities the right to run bus services as. part of their local service provision. Per
contra, the loss in many areas of this local “ownership” of bus services may have led to a similar drop in
community spirit, and a greater readiness to forsake public transport as a whole.

However, in seeking to predict whether “regulated competition” would boost passenger numbers, we find
ourselves back with the two precedents mentioned in Point 3 of our Preamble—South Yorkshire and
London Transport only put up bus use because they kept fares low and did not have to compete with other
bus operators. Continental Europe manages to maintain, and in may areas boost, urban passenger numbers
largley if not totally because its conurbations maintain unified control of all types of public transport within
their boundaries—we have heard of no exception to such “unity” anywhere, even when transport
undertakings are in practice operated by independent firms, not the local council as such. This approach,
despite occasional explosions about how much the annual subsidy has had to increase, gains a great deal
more respect for good, cheap, unified public transport than seems to apply in th UK, except possibly in and
around London.

Does the bus have a future?

We have already answered this, in eVect, in our remarks about its value as one weapon of several to
maintain a more sustainable alternative to use of private cars. So we add two more general points:

(i) As more and more British holidaymakers return from continental destinations marvelling at the
cheapness and greater convenience of local transport, road and rail, so too will the hidden demand
for vastly-improved and cheaper public transport in British cities increase (cf Preamble, Point 3).
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(ii) It is the upcoming younger generation, now still at school, who will determine how well or badly
British bus practice attracts users. When most of the current school population that uses the bus
at all is presented—twice daily—with, not just a crowded vehicle, but a wearisome wait on a
pavement to pay an over-worked bus driver the same fare, day in and day out, how can any of us
be surprised that their overwhelming reaction to reaching their 17th birthday is “Thank goodness
I can now begin driving lessons”?

22 May 2006

APPENDIX 16

Memorandum submitted by Bus Users UK in Wales

The Committee is asked to note that these comments reflect the views of Bus Users UK in Wales whose
activity is funded exclusively by the Welsh Assembly Government. We believe that the situation in Wales
diVers in key ways from that of England. With the exception of CardiV it has no significant urban
conurbations such as West Yorkshire, Greater Manchester or West Midlands. Much of it is basically
provincial, much of it very rural. It is a readily identifiable region in its own right. We believe that a common
approach to the provision of public transport in Wales will have significant benefits.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

It is true to say that many bus services in Wales are better in terms of frequency, quality and meeting
passenger needs. We do not believe that this is a product of deregulation but rather a product of significantly
increased demand resulting from the All-Wales concessionary fare scheme. However, the increase in
passenger journeys should be seen in the context of a decrease in bus miles operated over a similar period.
This suggests a concentration by operators on core routes where passenger numbers can be maximised. This
in turn can be seen as the eVect of the need to generate profit and is especially true in areas where there is a
dominance of major plc subsidiaries. It is less true in the two major urban areas where bus services are
provided in the main by local authority owned operators (CardiV and Newport)and where the shareholder
is the local authority and the drive is as much for social reasons as for shareholder profit. Even so there is a
diVerence in focus in these two areas which results from the diVering political agendas in the two authorities.

There is little in the way of proper integration (ie buses and trains that meet at convenient locations and
widely available and easy to use inter-availability of ticketing) between modes at an all-Wales level although
there are examples to be found such as PlusBus. Often this lack of integration is a result of geographical/
historic factors exacerbated by traYc congestion. For example the location of the Swansea rail station on
the eastern edge of the town and 1 mile from the central bus station dictates that buses from the west side
of the city (which because of its social mix produces the greatest number of rail passengers) do not serve the
rail station simply because the cross city operation becomes unreliable. Another example is an area-wide
ticket available on bus and train and which can be purchased on buses and trains but is only available on
services operated by First group subsidiaries. This reduces the potential use of what otherwise would be a
very attractive ticket. OFT is cited as being a further deterrent to integration of tickets and services but it
is also an understandable desire to “protect” revenue and avoid the costs of any revenue apportionment
exercise. A clear indication of this is the Network Rider ticket which has been available across south east
Wales for many years. It is a daily ticket which is bought on any one of the buses of about five operators
and available for use on any of the participating operators’ routes. The revenue stays with the operator that
sells the ticket. A weekly version is also available but is not widely inter-available simply because there is
the potential for one operator to sell a fairly expensive ticket and keep the revenue when the majority of
journeys might be made with other operators and for which they receive no payment. This is a regular cause
of complaint, is irksome for users and a deterrent for potential users.

Buses are clean or dirty depending on the commitment of the operator to invest in such and there are cases
of appalling standards of cleanliness as well as good standards. A “post code lottery” tends to work.
Similarly, whilst we have noted individual operators working hard to deal with the eVects of anti-social
behaviour we are surprised that there is little in the way of collective working by operators on this problem.
Indeed it has been Bus Users UK in Wales that has facilitated an all-Wales free travel scheme for uniformed
police oYcers and which is pursuing a regional or national approach to incident reporting. We see this as
both a cultural and a cost issue amongst operators. We see that deregulation is a factor in limiting the
provision of more frequent and better bus services in areas and at times where the market is not readily
identified or where it might need to be developed over a time.

The major problems that deregulation and associated privatisation have caused lie in the failure of the
principle and the process to take account of the nature of business to become dominant and pay insuYcient
attention to the quality of service provision. In theory, competition should be a spur to provision of better
services but we see little evidence of this. Instead it has created several unhelpful eVects:
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— The creation of monopoly by major plc subsidiaries with an obvious focus on maximising profit
at the expense of social considerations.

— The ability for small, low cost, poor quality operators to undermine networks or individual
services by “cherry picking”.

— Conversely, the lack of competition between larger operators on lucrative routes suggests a desire
to maintain the status quo since the damaging cost implications of competition are well known.

— The constant tinkering with timetables and routes in order to save costs more than seeking to meet
demand. This leads to network and service instability.

— The reduction in the number of bus operators leading to diYculties in the tendering process for
local authorities.

It is stressed that Bus Users UK has no particular issues with private enterprise other than when the focus
is on shareholder needs at the expense of users’ needs.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Such regulation as exists through the oYce of the TraYc Commissioner and through the various transport
acts has not always been helpful in raising quality standards. Access to the industry is still seen as too easy
and there are examples in Wales where operators are not well managed and have insuYcient regard for the
needs of users. There are examples of drivers unable to speak English, having insuYcient training to know
a route, who smoke at the wheel, buses that are dirty. DiYculty in recruitment and retention of staV of a
calibre to meet passenger needs is well known and believed to be a factor in raising service standards
although, again there are examples of good practice reducing this problem. It is interesting to note that
CardiV Bus (Local Authority owned) is one of the very few (possibly the only) bus operator in the UK to
have secured Investors in People accreditation.

We note the provision contained with the Transport (Wales) Act 2006 that will enable the Welsh Assembly
Government to establish an eVective and representative public transport users committee. This is to be
welcomed and will be useful in identifying areas for improvement and assisting in better regulation of bus
services (and rail).

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Implementation of bus priority (and other traYc restraint) measures continues to be a slow process and it
is diYcult to cite examples of best practice. It is hoped that the quite extensive bus lane network approaching
completion in Swansea may become an example of best practice in Wales. Such measures are, however, not
widespread. Elsewhere the consultation process to implement has shown considerable public resistance to
bus lanes where they might lead to loss of private car parking space (eg CardiV). In the less urban areas of
Wales, car use remains unbridled with all the attendant problems inherent in that for the provision of reliable
bus services. Notable examples are Aberystwyth and Welshpool but in essence they are only typical.

We believe that local authorities are not adequately dealing with the provision of bus priority measures,
that the costs of delays caused by traYc congestion are borne by bus users and that the problem lies at the
heart of the diYculty that operators having in providing reliable services. If this matter is not dealt with at
UK (or possibly at Wales) national level then the issue of deregulation becomes entirely secondary. TraYc
congestion is the biggest single factor in preventing buses being reliable.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

It is not entirely clear what is meant here but has been taken to mean bus services at a community level
and including “traditional community transport”.

It is diYcult to know accurately if funding is suYcient and targeted. At our bus user surgeries we are often
swamped with complaints that certain areas have no public transport and this especially in evenings and on
Sundays, times when demand is insuYcient to be of interest to a commercial operator. This suggests that
there may be no funding to provide a service. And yet we also frequently see services running with no
passengers or with very low numbers and that suggests a lack of “market awareness” or lack of proper
targeting of funds on the part of funding bodies (normally local authorities).

We are aware too that community transport groups often have under utilised resources and yet are
reluctant or unwilling to venture into a more commercial regime under which they might provide cost
eVective, well targeted local services on a tendered basis. These might be DRT schemes which provide links
not only to important locations but also to longer distance services on the bus and rail network.

Outstanding examples of an entrepreneurial approach with a social conscience have appeared in some of
the London CT organisations which are now securing funding for their social activities through the
operation of contracts for bus services in London and recently in West Yorkshire.
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Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

Comment here applies only to the Welsh scheme which has, as is well known, been successful and
instrumental in growing the market for bus travel. We have identified minor problems with the
reimbursement arrangements which are based on local fares and where it has been insuYcient for longer
journeys. Examples have been on some commercial services in South Wales where, although passenger
numbers have been high, revenue including the reimbursement in respect of concessionary journeys has been
insuYcient to sustain the service. We are of the view that the formula used for reimbursement is nevertheless
appropriate and flexible enough to deal with such problems if local authorities are willing to look at
variations to the formula where such problems arise.

We believe that there is a need to research any links that might now exist between improvements in health
and wellbeing and the access to free travel. We believe such links exist.

We would endorse any move towards a UK national scheme that provides discounted or free travel on
all modes although accept the complications that might arise purely from the geographical size of England
compared to the relatively small and self contained nature of Wales. The potential to aggravate peak time
capacity problems must be borne in mind and there may be places where there need to be time restrictions.
However, any scheme which includes rail should take account that there is considerable potential to abstract
revenue from bus services which would have unwanted eVects on their long term viability. Free travel
provides what is, in eVect, a market using public money. Therefore under the current deregulated regime
the market could precipitate a decline in bus use. Issues of overcrowding on the rail network should not
be ignored.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

It is unclear why this should be so. The belief is that the process is seen as too long winded, particularly
so in Wales. Local Authority staV resources are known to be severely stretched in many cases. Whilst the
theory is probably felt to be laudable it is likely that the generally held view is probably that things are not
so bad that we need to use scarce resources developing Quality Contracts when the outcome may be unclear.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The powers of the Commissioner are relevant but felt to be insuYcient. Supported by three monitoring
oYcers of which two are directly funded by the Welsh Assembly Government the Commissioner has been
successful in dealing with some of the worst excesses of poor quality operators and Bus Users UK in Wales
enjoys a part in that process through regular liaison with the Commissioner’s oYce. It is clear however that,
since two-thirds of the compliement of monitoring oYcers are externally funded, without this the
Commissioner would have severely limited resources. We believe that within the constraints of the
legislation the Commissioner provides a good service and makes good use of what are felt to be insuYcient
resources. There are concerns about the length of time that it can take to bring operators to heel. Further,
there are no mechanisms available which prevent a discredited operator from starting a new business with
the same poor quality standards of management and operation that may have caused them to become
discredited in the first place. We have seen several examples of this. There is no legislation under the
jurisdiction of the Commissioner or elsewhere that covers matters that are of regular concern to users
such as:

— the need to adequately warn users of pending changes to services or fare increases;

— the need to properly justify fare increases;

— the need to properly and eVectively provide timetables; and

— the need for a proper system that reports on reliability and performance in a way that is helpful
to users and meaningful.

Matters of major concern to users such as buses failing to turn up are only dealt with through the
legislative process after lengthy evidence gathering and a tortuous legal process. We accept the need of an
operator to defend its position and understand that there are occasions when non-operation or late
operation may be beyond its control. However, we still see too many occasions when such problems go
unnoticed and that the operator is fairly secure in the knowledge that it will not be held to account.

Taking account of the fact that many problems for bus operators (and therefore for users) result from
traYc congestion and lack of traYc restraint measures we believe that the Commissioner should have a
greater input into the various processes which control these matters.
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The powers are relevant. They are not wide ranging enough and lack suYcient “teeth” to ensure operators
provide what users want and need but this is true only within a deregulated regime. Under a more regulated
regime such as a franchise the regulation would flow from the contractual and organisational arrangements
and would be more direct, swifter and more appropriate, eg penalties for non operation or dirty buses, more
eVective promotion of services etc.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

Bus Users UK in Wales sees no reason (other than the obvious legislative diYculties) why network or area
franchising arrangements cannot provide a better service, one that is network wide and which can through
contractual arrangements ensure that service delivery in all aspects is to a high standard. Competition
between operators would be for the franchise and not with each other. Common standards can be set and
maintained. The franchising authority would need to show entrepreneurial flare and be able to react to
market demand and satisfy social need. It should be dynamic and not unnecessarily bureaucratic. Such an
arrangement should be able to combine the appropriate mix of market understanding and social awareness.
Nevertheless success in London is as much a function of demand management, traYc restraint and
significant funding as it is a function of there being a regulated regime. Ultimately, as far as integration and
network stability is concerned the London model of regulation in itself is not a predicate of better bus
services.

A very clear example of how the free market has been unhelpful to bus users is the introduction of new
high floor coach type vehicles by First on local bus routes. The new vehicles are fully DDA compliant but
have replaced slightly older low floor buses (also of course fully DDA complaint). The operator is perfectly
entitled to do this. It has been a cause of serious complaint amongst people (who now have to board the bus
by the steps into the saloon) who may be elderly and slightly infirm or who have buggies which now have
to be folded and the child carried under one arm.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Bus Users UK in Wales fully endorses the principle that “we cannot be in the business of carting fresh air
around the country” and this is equally true of buses. We are of the view that a regulated environment such
as a franchise in which the worst excesses of the free market can be tamed, can boost passenger numbers.
This could be either on an all-Wales basis or on a regional basis. Metropolitan areas should not be the
exclusive preserve of such a regime. Indeed it is often the more rural and provincial parts of Wales that suVer
the most from instability of services, poor promotion of them by local authorities, poor quality of service,
lack of evening and Sunday services.

Does the bus have a future? It is necessary here to have some sort of vision of what is meant by “the bus”.
The vision of Bus Users UK in Wales is for the bus to be the first choice of travel because it is easy to use,
attractive to travel on, oVers value for money and is reliably available for a majority of journeys.

If that vision is accepted then the answer is, yes it has a future if eVective measures are put in place to:

— Restrain car use.

— Prevent land use that takes no account of public transport provision and only generates further
traYc congestion.

— Ensure that long term funding is in place to support public transport schemes that may take time
to become viable.

— Tame the excesses of the free market as they impact on the provision of bus services.

If these measure are not put in place the answer is no, there is no future.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 17

Memorandum submitted by the Longsight Transport Project

By way of background, the LTP is a community project in inner city Manchester that has been working
on local transport issues for four years. The area, Longsight, has a high ethnic population and low car
ownership. The first piece of work was a detailed consultation of the local community to find out what
transport and related issues local residents were concerned about, culminating with the report “Better Buses
and Safer Streets for Longsight”. Since this report was published, in 2003, a community group has formed
and, with the facility of a paid worker and support from Friends of the Earth, has begun to take forward
the issues raised in the report. These issues include not only public transport but also walking, cycling, traYc
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and parking. Its activities include a website to encourage participation, a monthly radio show, ongoing
monitoring and consultation work and involvement in key policy mechanisms including the Local Strategic
Partnership and Ward Co-ordination Meetings. In June and July, the project will be carrying out
independent monitoring of buses in the area, by means of postcards for commenting on individual journeys.
We would be happy to share this information with the Transport Committee once it is compiled. More
information about our work can be found at the website www.transportlongsight.org.uk, from which the
2003 report and a recent update to it can be downloaded.

Those involved in the project were very interested to learn that the Government is reviewing the quality
of bus service provision because this is an issue that arises frequently when discussing transport issues in the
local community. On first sight, the area is relatively well served by bus routes. There is a quality bus
corridor, the 192, along the A6 with a frequency of roughly every 10 minutes. The 53 route is cross-city and
connects many important areas of Manchester which are vital for the local community’s links to work,
health care, education and networks of family and friends and the timetable gives a frequency of roughly
every 20 minutes during the day. There are other less frequent services that take diVerent routes into the city
centre and, especially considering that they pass hospitals and universities, are equally as important. The
two main companies who operate in the area are First, who run the 53, and Stagecoach, who run the 192.
The area is also a short walk and or trip on some of the bus routes to the Wilmslow Road corridor, which
is known as the busiest bus route in Europe, along which many companies compete for the buoyant
student market.

Despite the apparent wealth of bus services, there are a number of reasons why we would advise this
inquiry to very seriously consider the development of much firmer regulatory powers to improve and
maintain high standards of performance of bus companies and control the routes they take. This is a
conclusion that we and others have arrived at over a number of years of trying to get improvements in the
bus services and oVer the following pieces of evidence in support of our advice:

1. The 53 route has a reputation for performing extremely poorly in terms of punctuality. This was
one of the most frequent complaints during our consultation in 2003 and again during vox pop
interviews for our radio show in 2006. A recent project carried out by students at the School of
Environment and Development at the University of Manchester confirmed that reliability is still
poor. This is despite the fact that the 53 has been subject to a Performance Improvement Plan since
January this year. Discussions with GMPTE about this service have confirmed this but we have
been unable to see the data on reliability because of commercial sensitivity. First have been
unwilling to discuss this issue with us and GMPTE and Manchester City Council are as powerless
as we are to penalise the company for poor performance.

2. As part of the Performance Improvement Plan, Moss Side, an area of Manchester with high levels
of social exclusion and low levels of car ownership, was removed from the route. Very little
information was given about this to the community or to the bus users and what information that
was provided was at very short notice. The route went instead along part of the busy Wilmslow
Road Corridor, and First argued that this was intended to improve the performance of the route
as a whole. In the aforementioned student project, the authors considered this claim and concluded
that this change of route did not cut out significance traYc congestion from the route. A
community meeting formed as a result of this decision and, with the involvement of a Manchester
City Council Councilor, signatures were collected for a petition to ask for GMPTE to either order
First to return to Moss Side or to put on a replacement service. Residents expressed frustration at
not being able to get to Longsight Market, to work and to educational opportunities. Many were
relying on private taxis, which they could scarcely aVord. With the limited funds GMPTE has
available for such interventions, it arranged a subsidised route, the 54, which runs less frequently
and with sparser coverage throughout the day as a whole. Because of tendering rules, GMPTE had
to accept the most competitive bid, which was from First, despite the fact that the situation had
been created by First and their record of poor performance on this route. One might suggest that
First has had its cake and eaten it: not only shedding a presumably low profit section of the route,
but also then being paid by GMPTE to bring it back. It is an example of GMPTE, to whom most
people direct their complaints about bus services, having no powers to regulate the performance
of buses and very limited funds to pick up the pieces when private companies pull out of areas that
desperately need bus services.

3. There has recently been an issue on the A6, the quality bus corridor, whereby a new operator, GM
Buses, have run a route to compete exactly with the 192 run by Stagecoach. Stagecoach’s reaction
was to put even more buses onto the route, at times creating congestion and chaos at bus stops.
At one point there were Stagecoach representatives in what looked like riot gear at one of the
busiest bus stops because of fears of arguments that might result from this direct competition.
Since the buses ran at the same times and were priced approximately the same as the Stagecoach
buses, there is little to support a claim that this is healthy competition. It has been reported to me
that the hospital at the Stockport end of the route, Stepping Hill, has felt that the number of buses
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passing through the site was simply inappropriate in terms of traYc management and air quality.
It is diYcult to see how this competition is helping the people who live on that corridor and/or use
the route. Greater regulatory powers and a franchising system, as is in place in London, would
mean that the authorities could keep bus traYc to acceptable levels.

4. The Wilmslow Road corridor, although enjoying a level of service that no other route in England
has in terms of the frequency of buses, is chaos. This is because many companies are running the
same route and competing for passengers. Various estimations of patronage have been suggested
from research, one as low as 3.5 passengers per bus on average. In actual fact the exact figures are
not available to us because of commercial sensitivity. Stagecoach prices along this route are high
and smaller companies buy up cheaper, older and dirtier buses and carry passengers for as little
as a third of the Stagecoach price. Some of them still carry London posters because they are
rejected stock from London, where standards are higher. Observations reported to us suggest that
they will wait to fill up with as many passengers as possible rather than sticking to a timetable and
there have been reports of some companies waiting at a stop until another company’s bus is just
behind and then pulling oV. Although one has to wait literally seconds for a bus, the congestion
at certain junctions because of too many buses and the unwillingness of these buses to stick to
timetables makes travelling on this route an unpleasant and stressful one. At the point where the
Metrolink track shares road space with buses, trams have been known to have to wait behind a
queue of up to ten buses, whilst the buses wait to get into Piccadilly bus station, which is
overcrowded to the point of congestion, therefore adding to the levels of congestion throughout
the city centre and presenting danger to the pedestrians who share this space with the buses. As
long as any company can run any route they choose at any time for any price with any standard
of bus, this is likely continue.

5. Price increases on most services have been well above inflation and this again is something that the
authorities have no regulatory powers to stop. At the same time, the city council pursues a strategy
of sustainable development and should therefore be encouraging cheaper bus prices to promote
modal shift away from the private car.

6. Similarly, the eVect of exhaust fumes from buses, particularly the older buses on the Wilmslow
Road corridor, goes unchecked and this is a major public health and environmental impact. In
fact, Manchester gets London’s older buses since emission standards in London are higher.

I trust that the above is evidence enough of the need to give authorities such as GMPTE more regulatory
powers and of the need to learn from some of the successes of London and apply them to conurbations such
as Greater Manchester. In particular, more powers must be given to penalise poor reliability, regulate unfair
price rises and clean up the dirtier buses. A franchise system, whereby companies cannot just cherry pick
the more profitable routes would help protect communities such as Moss Side from the sudden loss of
their services.

Of those organisations currently dealing with public transport, GMPTE seems to us to be the most
appropriate to receive additional regulatory powers. However, it is important that this inquiry reviews the
composition of the PTEs and the way they operate, in order to ensure that they are accountable to bus users.

The Committee asked what the future of the bus is and it is clear when working in communities,
particularly those who have poor quality services, that the bus is essential in tackling social exclusion. It has
the unrealised potential to provide aVordable transportation not only to the city centre but also to work,
education, shopping, health and social needs throughout the city. To do this though, it needs to oVer an
integrated network of services that go where people need to go and oVer easy to understand through-
ticketing. Given the urgent need to reduce climate change emissions, the bus is also part of the integrated
transport system required to provide an attractive alternative to the ever increasing use of private cars.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 18

Memorandum submitted by STEER (Sustainable Transport for the East of England Region)
and Transport 2000, Ipswich and SuVolk Group

1. Introduction

1.1 This evidence in response to the Select Committee’s invitation is made on behalf of STEER, which
is essentially an umbrella grouping of transport campaign groups including Transport 2000, CPRE,
Railfuture and Friends of the Earth, and the local Ipswich and SuVolk group of Transport 2000.

1.2 The evidence is set out below in the order of the questions posed in the Press Notice 35/2005–06 dated
20 April 2006.
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2. “Has Deregulation Worked?”

2.1 There is not a simple answer to this question. Before attempting to answer it is useful to trace briefly
the regulation of bus services in Britain. The Road TraYc Act 1930 brought about the licensing of road
passenger services through the medium of regional TraYc Commissioners not only covering local bus
services, but express coach services, tours and excursions as well as fares. This form of licensing lasted until
1980 when the Transport Act 1980 and the Public Passenger Vehicles Act 1981 introduced a reduced form
of licensing with the long overdue abolition of licensing for express coach services, excursions and tours and
the abandonment of the powers of the TraYc Commissioners to approve bus fares revisions. Importantly
it reversed the ability of existing operators to object to new entrants or competing operators by putting an
onus on objectors to produce evidence to the Commissioners to show why a particular service application
should not be granted.

2.2 It is probably true to say that this sensible loosening of regulation was not given suYcient time to
show its benefits before the 1984 White Paper presaging the Transport Act 1985 appeared. This Act, with
minor amendments, is basically the situation we have today. Licensing was replaced by a registration
process, the TraYc Commissioners becoming repositories for ensuring that registration details were correct,
but retaining their powers over the licensing of operators and vehicles and having the powers (but not always
the resources) to ensure that operators ran their services as advertised.

2.3 Although not part of the subject of this inquiry it worth noting in passing that the 1985 Act also broke
up and privatised the state owned National Bus Company and Scottish Bus Group which were not ideal
bodies to run local bus services. These have eVectively now been replaced by five large private groups
operating between 80 and 90% of the country’s bus network to standards varying from the truly excellent
to the barely acceptable. The seven Passenger Transport Executives were required to dispose of their bus
fleets which except in Greater Manchester were sold as single operations thus creating powerful local
monopolies. The public sector has now shrunk to about 5% of operations in the form of the 16 remaining
municipal operators plus Translink in Northern Ireland.

2.4 For about seven years after deregulation there was instability with frequent changes being made to
services as well as head to head competition in places such as Darlington and Glasgow. Bus fleets were not
renewed with the same level of investment seen before 1985 largely for reasons of uncertainty with regard
to the future. The “midibus” (the term used to describe a 16–25 seat bus) became popular even though most
were van chassis derived and were usually poor in terms of access and ride comfort. Bus drivers’ employment
conditions failed to keep pace with other manual and semi-skilled employment and in many areas the
industry is still experiencing a manpower shortage.

2.5 A further factor has been the growing involvement of local authorities (counties, unitaries and pte’s)
in bus services in the form of financial support, provision of bus terminals, information booklets and
tendered contract services in rural areas and in the evenings and Sundays in towns. Here again the degree
of partnership varies from councils who work sensitively with bus operators taking account of their
commercial expertise and others who remain aloof and resist operator advice.

2.6 Summarising and answering the subsidiary questions under this heading about the quality of bus
services today, it is probable that much of the present commercial network has a more frequent level of
service than would have been the case had the 1985 Act not taken place. This has occurred by reason of
both the upheaval in ownership and the remaining threat of competition. The renewal of bus fleets has now
accelerated with large proportions of accessible single and double deck as well as excellent new designs of
midibuses (eg the Optare “Solo”) on the market.

2.7 Increasing costs of operation (eg fuel, insurances) and meeting the profit requirements of the owning
groups has placed a strain on bus fares with a 14% increase in real terms since 1997 being recorded
(compared with a decrease of costs of 6% for using a car over the same period). The diVerence between
ordinary bus fares and much cheaper but subsidised “Park and Ride” fares charged to car users over similar
distances is evidence of the current high level of bus fares. However it must be pointed out that most bus
operators oVer attractive discounted fares for regular travellers in the form of simple multi-journey or
period tickets.

2.8 There does not appear to be any evidence that buses are any less safe than before deregulation but
standards imposed by the statutory vehicle inspection body have been made more rigorous in recent years.
In fact, if bus and coach travel accident figures were disaggregated so that bus travel was separately
measured in passenger fatalities/serious injuries per journey the figures for bus would probably be better
even than the figures for rail travel.

2.9 The final point made is the question of co-ordination with other forms of public transport, namely
rail services and ferries. First there is room for improvement by better standards of information about rail
and bus services at each others’ stations. Secondly many rail stations are set out with priorities for car
parking and taxis leaving the bus operator with an unattractively sited stop sometimes requiring the crossing
of a busy road. There is a realistic limit to what can be achieved in coordinating bus and rail services but
good connections in rural areas can often make some journeys very much more attractive to public transport
than if it is solely regarded as “too diYcult” to achieve.
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3. “Is Statutory Regulation Compromising the Provision of High Quality Bus Services?”

3.1 The basic regulatory regime governing bus service operation is capable of accommodating all kinds
of bus services as long as the registration process giving 56 days’ notice of any changes or altered facilities
is applied properly. What does suVer through lack of resources is the ability of the TraYc Commissioners
to monitor standards other than by receipt of constant complaints from the public when services reach an
unacceptable poor level.

3.2 There are however two areas of legislation which aVect the provision of bus services to the public.
First is the application of the Competition Act 1998 to the operation of bus services. This Act has the power
to impose quite severe penalties to bus operators who may wish to co-ordinate their services in some way
such as to give a logical timetable. This same piece of legislation has resulted in loss of inter-available
ticketing and uncoordinated timetables in some areas. The history of bus services in the UK up to the 1985
Transport Act featured many examples of joint operations and coordinated facilities which clearly were
common sense and a benefit to the public. As an instance the willingness of operators to show other bus
companies’ services on maps and timetables has severely reduced.

3.3 Whilst it is clear that the public purse must be protected from collusion between operators in such
matters as tendering for contract services, the interference to prevent common sense day to day cooperation
between operators is totally unjustified. In fact the public benefit would be better served if there was a duty
on operators to co-operate with one another. A 1980s buzzword was “CHOICE”, but in passenger transport
the key requirement is “CERTAINTY”.

3.4 The other area where a review of procedures would help is in the licensing process for new Passenger
Carrying Vehicle (PCV) drivers. At present the application paperwork process is unduly lengthy with a
provisional PCV licence having to be applied for. With the turnover of driving staV in many areas, this
process could benefit from review to enable a reduction of time between a person being recruited and passed
out as a competent PCV driver.

4. “Are Priority Measures having a Beneficial Effect?”

4.1 There are numerous types of bus priority measure from “with flow” and contra-flow bus lanes, access
to shopping areas in town centre, and bus only specific turns at junctions. The application by highway
authorities varies greatly over the country and unfortunately in some areas has become a local political issue
with claims that road space is being devoted to buses at the expense of car drivers. What is ignored in these
claims is that it is the total “person flow” which is important—not the vehicle flow. Many towns have
historically determined street layouts which result in priority measures not being continuous owing to lack
of road space. In such cases it is important that the bus is assisted to getting to the front of the queue.

4.2 Minor measures to help buses are the abolition of bus stop bays which often result in a bus being
“trapped” in busy traYc; progressive authorities have introduced projecting “boarders” in suitable places
so that buses are not delayed. On street parking restrictions are another area where free bus movement can
be helped. Unfortunately the “Buses only” stopping restriction at bus stops marked by a thick yellow line
is not widely understood by other road users, a triple yellow line would probably be more eVective.

4.3 One type of priority which could be more widely applied is the traYc signal detection of buses. The
equipment required on the bus is a simple transponder. However it is important that a nationally agreed
transponder signal is agreed between highway authorities so that all towns and cities adopt the same
frequency as many bus operators run services in several highway authority areas.

4.4 Road design in rural areas can aVect bus services. There are many single carriageway by passes built
around villages and small towns which the bus needs to serve with simple T junctions for the connecting
road. In cases where the bus needs to make a right turn back onto a road with fast moving traYc, severe
delays can often result. A roundabout or even traYc signals would obviate this diYculty.

4.5 In summary, priority measures are becoming more important if bus services are to be run punctually
and attractively and there are a variety of ways in which the bus can be helped.

5. “Is Financing and Funding for Local Community Services Sufficient and Targetted in the
Right Way?”

5.1 It is not clear what is meant by “local community services”. It is therefore assumed that this term
refers to the ability for local authorities to purchase on a contract basis bus services to operate on a non
commercial basis.

5.2 Most local authorities have met the needs of their communities in the contract tendering for daytime
rural services as well as evening and Sunday services in urban areas. However there is no national standard
for determining need. The tendering rules have been relaxed suYciently to enable negotiated contracts with
commercial operators to provide additional journeys at less busy times on commercial services. Importantly,
“pump-priming” or “kickstart” arrangements are now becoming more frequent in enabling bus operators
to provide services into new residential areas at the initial stage of occupation or the development of services
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by subsidising for a limited period an improved frequency of service which could not be justified on a purely
commercial basis. Frequency has been demonstrated to be an important element of attracting new usage of
bus services.

5.3 In more sparsely populated rural areas, scheduled bus services may not be the most cost eVective
means of providing for people without access to a car. Demand responsive services or a zonal taxi service
with specified fares within a certain area may be a more eYcient way of meeting demand.

5.4 Funding via authorities’ Local Transport Plans for revenue support is a key means of ensuring that
such services continue and it is important that funding is consistent so that such subsidised bus services or
other modes can be planned on a reasonably stable basis.

6. “Concessionary Fares—the Current Approach, Free Local Bus Travel, Nationwide version of
London’s Freedom Pass?”

6.1 The provision of a free travel for the over 60’s on a national basis (interavailable throughout England
from 2008) is laudable as a means of making bus travel easier for this population segment especially with
rapidly increasing bus fares which made the formerly common half fare schemes quite expensive for people
on low incomes. It is also a means of encouraging elderly people to reduce or cease driving cars. What is
important is that it is a means of equalising the treatment of elderly people who live outside the large cities
(and Scotland and Wales!) where free travel has been a feature for some while, and enables people who live
in rural areas some distance from a market town (and who probably make a lesser number of bus journeys)
to avoid considerable expense on fares. The interavailability aspect is important as local authority
boundaries do not always coincide with catchment areas for bus travel.

6.2 In answer to the question about a possible nationwide version of the London Freedom Pass would
imply free rail travel. This would probably be very expensive to fund although there may be some specific
local lines where the train is a more useful form of transport than the bus where specific arrangements could
apply (eg in the pte areas and rural lines such as Plymouth–Gunnislake and Middlesbrough–Whitby). The
railways issue a commercially based Senior Rail Card for the over-60’s at a charge of £20 per annum enabling
travel at two thirds of the adult fare. It would seem logical for the government to make the local authority
issued bus pass (which includes a photograph of the holder) available for the reduced price rail travel thus
extending the facility to all over-60’s. The resultant increase in rail travel would probably compensate for
the loss of initial issue income to the rail companies.

7. “Why are there no Quality Contracts?”

7.1 Probably there are two principal reasons for the lack of enthusiasm for Bus Quality Contracts
(BQC’s). First is the process involving application to the DfT for their authorisation and requiring a year’s
notice of intent. Secondly as a BQC involves the setting of fares, the financial burden of such an arrangement
is probably hard to forecast for budgetary purposes. The reaction of the bus operators during the setting
up process is another uncertainty as there is a general attitude within the industry against re-regulation
which BCQ’s are in reality.

8. “Are the Powers of the Traffic Commissioners Relevant?”

8.1 The TraYc Commissioners perform the essential functions of licensing operators and being
responsible (through their relationship with other DfT agencies) for ensuring that vehicle maintenance
standards are kept up to a satisfactory standard. However this work is similar to their responsibilities for
the road haulage industry which constitutes around 90% of their workload.

8.2 Although the TraYc Commissioners act as a repository for the registration process which since the
1985 Act has replaced the licensing of routes, they appear to have limited resources for checking operating
standards (ie reliability, punctuality, cleanliness of vehicles). It is in this respect where the bus passenger
outside of London is not as well protected as might be the case. The answer lies either in increasing resources
of the TraYc Commissioners for this purpose or considering some form of bus passenger representation.

9. “Is London a Sound Model for the Rest of the UK?”

9.1 London is a top-down planned operation in which the bus operator is merely the contracted provider
of services on specific routes. The bus operator has virtually no room for innovation or variation of timetable
in order to maximise usage. The cost to the public purse of the London Bus operation are rising rapidly.
However in favour of the London operation is the high quality of bus travel as a result, although the
frequencies on some routes do smack of over provision.
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9.2 There is suYcient evidence from bus operations all over the country that high standards can be
achieved by operators especially they are working in close partnership with the relevant local authorities (eg
Brighton and Hove, CardiV, Nottingham, York). Unfortunately there are areas of the country where
operator performance is not satisfactory for a variety of reasons. Whilst there is an argument for greater
regulation, especially as if seems likely larger amounts of public money will be required in the future to
support bus services, it is important that the commercial flair of operators is not suppressed.

9.3 One aspect of organisation from which London bus passengers uniquely benefit is consumer
representation through the Travelwatch (formerly the London Transport Users’ Committee). It seems
perverse that in an area where bus services are most tightly regulated that the passenger has representation
through a statutory body, yet in the rest of the (de-regulated) country it is only when standards drop to a
persistently poor level leading to action by TraYc Commissioners has the passenger any oYcial protection.
Although the excellent voluntary body, UK Bus Users campaigns against poor operating standards, an
opportunity was lost with the dissolution last year of the regional Rail Passengers Committees of not
retaining them and extending their remit to cover bus services.

10. “What is the Future for the Bus?”

10.1 The bus has an essential role in providing networks of services both in urban areas and in rural areas
where population densities can support interurban services. In thinner rural areas it is probable that more
useful solutions for providing public transport facilities lie in the provision of demand responsive services—
these could be flexible bus services as seen in parts of rural Wiltshire and Lancashire or a zonal taxi facility.

10.2 Bus fares in the UK are well above the European mean. At present the principal subsidy to bus
operators on commercial routes is remission of Fuel Excise Duty. It is clear that if the bus is to fully play
its part as a transport mode some means other than blanket subsidy has to be found. Rather than applying
the rigid London system to the country as a whole, it may well be that a system of route (rather than network)
franchising where minimum standards (ie frequency, first and last bus times, fares, connection points etc)
are specified by either counties and pte’s or by regional bodies, would be a possible way forward. This would
permit the operator to provide a standard better than the specification if it felt that additional patronage
would be encouraged. This would combine regulation with a means of ensuring that fares were under some
control yet enabling the operator to exercise a degree of commercial judgement.

10.3 In cities it is regrettable that the present government has allowed considerable waste of public money
in the preparation of detailed schemes for tram systems which have subsequently been turned down by the
DfT (eg Bristol, Gosport, Leeds, Liverpool,). The success of the new tram systems in Croydon, Manchester,
Nottingham and SheYeld in attracting former car users is indicative of the way in which major movement
corridors need to be treated. The UK is well behind continental countries and the USA in equipping its cities
with high quality transit schemes. Obviously where flows are not as great, the bus possibly in guided form
and with dual fuel mode provision, will be the major means of public transport in most urban areas.

11. Conclusion

11.1 As the preamble to the Transport Committee press notice makes clear, it is disappointing that
outside of London the usage of buses has continued to decline. However, the decline is not evenly spread
across the country with operators in many parts of the UK being able to demonstrate increased patronage
as a result of commercial initiatives, eVective partnerships with highway authorities, good staV training and
attitudes, well turned out buses, simplified networks as well as a good standard of marketing. Unfortunately
there are areas of the country where the bus service provision by operators of all sizes can only be described
as poor with scruVy buses and staV, poor or non existent information and varying degrees of reliability.

11.2 Image and information are key to bus usage. A government campaign to encourage bus usage would
be appropriate at the present time emphasising the bus’s green credentials and that many passengers are also
car owners but who wisely have left their car at home. Simple comprehensible information at bus stops with
service numbers shown on the bus stop sign is another essential if new passengers are to be attracted. It
would useful if more eVort could be made to get local bus information in suitable formats into pubs, clubs,
schools, post oYces etc. Local authorities can play a key part in not only giving the bus priority in congested
areas but also recognising their responsibility of equipping bus stops with well maintained waiting shelters
with safe pedestrian access.

11.3 Finally it is hoped that this memorandum of evidence will be of assistance to the Transport
Committee in considering matters relating to the current state of the UK’s bus operations.

23 May 2006
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APPENDIX 19

Memorandum submitted by the National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers

Introduction

The National Union of Rail Maritime and Transport Workers welcomes the opportunity to contribute
to the Transport Select Committee inquiry into bus services in the UK. RMT organises approximately 5,000
bus workers in all grades in 16 companies across Britain, predominantly in South West England.

A thorough investigation into bus services in the UK was undertaken by the predecessor Transport
Committee in 2002 and its report is to be commended. It expertly documented the diYculties facing the
industry and arguably, had the Government heeded its call for action, the need for this further examination
would be rendered less urgent.

Executive Summary

The RMT has long believed that the existence of a high-quality bus system is essential to every community
in Britain and to a sustainable, integrated transport network. Widely acknowledged with rail as an
environmentally friendly and safer alternative to ever-increasing car use and a key device for social inclusion,
buses should have a bright future.

However, outside London, this is an industry in decline. Deregulation wrought devastating change on the
industry, contributing to the decline in passenger numbers and leaving it bereft of any means of addressing
the problem. Private operators aided by public subsidy, become very rich, without any thought of social
responsibilities to the communities they serve. The Labour Government’s initiatives since 1997 such as
Quality Partnerships have failed to combat national decline.

The example of London shows what can be achieved when a public authority which has the powers of
direction and specification over bus services, marries considerable investment with a reasonable fare
structure. Commentators have said the dramatic increase in bus passenger journeys in the Capital means
that it could possibly achieve the Government’s national target of a 10% increase in bus passengers by 2010
on its own. Outside of London, authorities have no such powers and struggle to contend with transport
conglomerates operating in a free-market bus environment.

As a first step the RMT proposes that accountable local authorities, attuned to the needs of their areas,
should manage the frequency and quality of service and fare levels. Only the regulatory model similar to
London, supported by sustained investment however, can properly ensure that the bus industry is run in the
public interest, fully integrated with other forms of transport and providing a service for every community.
Another obvious method of assisting the industry and getting drivers out of cars would be an extension of
congestion charging to towns and cities throughout the country.

The Committee asked respondents key questions about the future of the industry and the RMT has
confined its response to questions 1, 2, 5, 6, 8 and 9, set out below. Since the environmental benefits and
important socially-inclusive nature of bus services have been well-documented, not least by the predecessor
Committee, no further detail on these points is provided in this submission.

1. Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

Falling Passenger Journeys

It is impossible to conclude that deregulation has worked on any count and certainly not if the key
measure is meeting passenger needs. If bus operators really were attuned to the needs of the public, then
we’d expect passenger journeys to be increasing. However, outside London, the opposite is happening.
When reviewing the Department for Transport’s (DfT) record of passenger journeys for 2004–05,3 if the
5.3% growth in London is removed from the total, passenger journeys in Britain declined by 1.6% and by
2.3% in England. Bus patronage in Scotland and Wales rose by over 1%, which DfT says may reflect the
introduction of free bus travel for over 60s in those countries since 2002. In the last 10 years, again excluding
London, the number of bus passengers in England has declined by 15.7%.4 It is surely not enough for the
good progress of London to mask the overall national decrease.

3 DfT 2005 Transport Statistics Bulletin. Figures for 2004–05 measured against 2003–04.
4 Source as above, figures for 2004–05 measured against 1994–95.
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Deregulation Fails Social-inclusion

Lots of good work has been done on the importance of buses as a tool for social-inclusion. Yet if passenger
numbers are declining, deregulation has been a failure here too. Lower income groups reliant on buses have
faced above-inflation fare increases since deregulation in 1986. Conversely, regulation would allow local
authorities wanting to promote social inclusion and modal shift (see below), to make fares much more
attractive and this could include the introduction of multi-modal ticketing. Transport for London (TfL)
froze fares in 2002–03 and in the last decade bus fares in the Capital have increased by just 2% against an
increase of 16% for the whole of Britain.5

Deregulation Means Low Wages for Bus Workers

Employment in the bus industry under deregulation is characterised by poor wages and conditions of
service. The Committee may be shocked to learn that in the 21st Century, RMT members are still
campaigning for an end to 12° hour shifts, a 37 hour week, paid meal breaks and a decent sick pay scheme.
Bus Drivers’ average hourly earnings of £7.71 are 57% below the hourly All Occupations average earnings
of £12.12.6

Deregulation Cannot “Work”

The RMT is very clear that deregulation cannot be “made to work”. When a private operator enters into
public transport provision, the company’s sole responsibility is to its shareholders rather than passenger
needs and the provision of a public service. Private contractors are not accountable to the community they
serve and yet receive taxpayer subsidy.

No Incentive for Modal Shift Under Deregulation

As the example of London shows, only a public body, unencumbered by shareholders and dividend
payments, would be prepared to make the necessary investment to encourage modal shift. TfL was able to
commit substantial money to fund extra buses, in advance of the extra people using them, in an eVort to get
people out of their cars. It is inconceivable that a private operator would take a similar decision.

The Government has indicated support for road pricing to encourage a modal shift and feasibility studies
found that it could potentially reduce congestion by 40%. For such a massive shift to be realised then there
of course has to be extra capacity on buses and on the railway. Private operators cannot be relied upon to
undertaken the necessary planning this would require.

Deregulation: a Success for Bus Operators

The only group which has benefited from deregulation is the bus operators. According to the Passenger
Transport Executive Group (PTEG), the major five transport groups derive 47% of their profits from their
bus operations.7 RMT analysis of their recent financial returns reveals that despite suVering dramatically
increased fuel costs, the major transport conglomerates secured outstanding profits in the last year: £108.6
million at First Group UK bus division,8 £52.4 million at Go-Ahead UK bus division (12.7% profit margin),9
£30 million at Arriva UK bus division10 and £41.5 million at National Express UK bus division.11

Stagecoach’s UK bus division delivered an operating profit of £41 million (10.8% profit margin) in just six
months last year.12

2. Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

There is evidence that the legislative framework introduced by the Labour Government restricts the
delivery of a high quality bus network. However, it would be a complete misnomer to suggest services would
flourish by abolishing all regulation; indeed totally unfettered, they would get worse. Tinkering with the
legislative framework is not the answer. Rather, regulation needs to be much tighter, aVording local
authorities the power to direct services in their area and set fares. For that reason, the RMT makes only
brief comment on the current statutory impediments:

5 Source as above.
6 OYce of National Statistics figures for 2004 quoted in DfT 2005 Transport Statistics Bulletin.
7 PTEG briefing “Better Buses”.
8 2006 Preliminary Results.
9 Preliminary results for year ended July 2005.
10 2005 Interim Report.
11 2005 Annual Report.
12 Interim results for six months ended October 2005.
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(a) The preferred agreement of Government and bus operators for improving bus services, the Quality
Partnership, is not suitable for all bus routes. Operators are only interested in the popular and
profitable routes and concentration of resources on these following a Partnership, can mean that
the rest of a community’s network is neglected.

(b) Quality Contracts which oVer more power of direction to local authorities and passenger transport
executives, are opposed by bus operators (see Question 6).

(c) Farcically, the 1998 Competition Act prevents agreement between operators on timetabling,
frequencies and a common fare structure. The predecessor Committee noted that it even prohibits
the setting of “fares at unreasonably low level that removes existing competitors or prevents
market entry”.13 This is done to stop market-dominant operators such as Stagecoach, but would
not be required if the network was regulated eVectively by local authorities.

5. Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free discounted travel on all
forms of public transport?

The concessionary fares scheme is a welcome positive step which can help to foster the renaissance of the
bus industry. Early experience has shown that when properly priced, people are attracted to use buses under
the scheme, leaving their cars at home. For instance, the introduction of a concessionary scheme at
Stagecoach Devon has led to a dramatic increase in passengers on Saturday mornings, traditionally a quieter
period and this ahead of summertime.

However, there is no co-ordination between local authorities on funding commitments for concessionary
fares and therefore no uniform provision across the country. National direction would therefore be a great
step forward.

It would be sensible for any national scheme to include multi-modal ticketing and crucially, it must ensure
that it is appropriately priced. Public subsidy in the form of concessionary fares demands local
accountability and local control through councils. Ultimately, public ownership should follow, then the
taxpayer would not subsidise the profits of private operators. This would also allow better co-ordination
with the national rail network.

6. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

There are no Quality Contracts because private operators find them too prescriptive, adversely aVecting
commercial performance. They do not believe they can make enough of a profit under a Quality Contract
and this stance encapsulates why only a fully regulated bus network would have communities’ best interests
at the heart of its strategy.

The operator’s opposition to Quality Contracts is compounded by Government agreement that
improvements are best achieved through Quality Partnerships. A local authority which wants greater
powers of direction through a Contract will only be able to see one introduced after convincing Government
that it oVers the “only practical way” of achieving the objective of their bus strategies.

8. Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London buses runs services on a on a franchise basis on behalf of TfL and the resulting growth in
passengers from the interventionist approach of the Mayor and TfL is indeed impressive. It’s tendering
contracts, stipulation of service and fares policy (introduced in conjunction with the congestion charge in
February 2003), led to an increase of 32% in passenger journeys 2000–01 to 2004–05 against a 7% decrease
for England outside the Capital over the same period.14 Growth could be achieved across the whole country
if only local authorities were granted the powers of direction and stipulation. However, London has shown
that as well as the necessary political framework there must be significant revenue support. The TfL budget
and Business Plan 2002–03 to 2007–08 for bus services allocated £410 million 2002–03, £548 million in
£2003–04, £607 million in 2004–05, £645 million in 2005–06, £669 million in 2006–07, £706 million in
2007–08.

13 2002 Transport, Local Government and the Regions report ‘The Bus Industry’, quoting from the 1998 Competition Act.
14 DfT 2005 Transport Statistics Bulletin: Passenger journeys on public transport in GB.
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9. What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form
of regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

A belief that competition can improve bus services has proved a false one. In many cases the concept of
competition is a mirage. In 2004, more than 25% of tenders attracted only one bidder, thus increasing the
leverage of that operator over the local authority.15 In the few areas where there is genuine on-road
competition between operators, it is only on popular routes and concentration of resources here means less
profitable routes suVer.

Competition has not met passenger needs and it has not functioned properly as a tool for social inclusion.
Neither has deregulation driven modal shift allowing buses to contribute eVectively to an integrated and
environmentally-friendly public transport network. This would involve eVectively complementing rail
services, and working with that industry to manage the capacity issues that would result from the further
development of congestion charging.

It is because the impact of deregulation has been so devastating that the Transport Committee has to even
pose the alarming question of whether buses have a future. The answer is obviously “of course”, but bus
services cannot improve under the current system.

It is incredible that given the very considerable public subsidies going into bus services16 local authorities
cannot direct and specify services and there is plenty of evidence that councils do want more power. Only
a fully regulated bus service supported by considerable Government subsidy, can deliver the bus network
the UK needs.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 20

Memorandum submitted by Castle Morpeth Borough Council, Northumberland

Introduction

Castle Morpeth is one of six districts in Northumberland. It covers 618 km2 and about a third of its 50,000
population lives in the two main settlements of Morpeth and Ponteland. The rest of the Borough is relatively
sparsely populated with small rural settlements, broadly with former coalmining communities in the coastal
areas to the east and farming communities to the west. Geographically, the Borough forms a broad arc
around the Tyneside conurbation, with the main transport corridors (A1, A696, A69) radiating outward
from the conurbation, and relatively minor roads forming the “circumferential” links within the Borough.

There is a significant bus station in Morpeth, though the local bus garage/depot was closed in 2001. The
commercially viable bus routes largely follow the radial transport corridor linking into the conurbation, a
pattern reinforced by Northumberland County Council’s bus strategy. In particular, the Borough has no
main hospitals within its boundaries. Patients, outpatients and visitors have to travel to Alnwick, Ashington
or Hexham to reach General Hospitals and to Tyneside for specialist hospitals. This has a particular impact
on those eligible for the concessionary fares scheme, since the basic scheme funded by government only
operates within local authority boundaries.

Most of the bus services in Castle Morpeth (and Northumberland) are operated by Arriva, with
Stagecoach NE operating some services in the south west of the Borough and two or three local bus
companies involved as well.

Bus services in Castle Morpeth (and Northumberland) have been poor and unattractive for some years,
but this submission was inspired by the impact of three events of the past nine months: increased
unconstructive competition between the bus operators, problems associated with the introduction of the
new concessionary fares scheme and the County Council sharply reducing their public transport support
budget. The details and impacts of these will be given in the answers to the relevant questions.

15 ATCO’s Annual Survey of Tendered Prices 2004.
16 For example, in 2002–03, public subsidy to the bus industry was £1.7 billion, according to TAS Bus Industry Monitor 2004.
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(a) Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

Bus fares in Northumberland have increased three times in the last fifteen months. The increases have
been piecemeal, so it is diYcult to set an overall percentage increase, but full fare increases would be of the
order of 6–12%. There has been little outcry over these increases compared with increases in say petrol costs
or car parking charges, largely because bus users seem by and large less articulate.

Competition between bus companies has actually proved destructive and disruptive to bus passengers,
particularly since September 2005. Up until then, the various bus companies had exercised discretion and
accepted the return, all-day or season tickets issued by their competitors. However, when Northumbrian
Buses tried to expand their operations by operating an hourly service from Widdrington through Morpeth
into Newcastle, complementing the existing hourly Arriva 518 service which travelled the same route
(though starting from Alnwick), Arriva refused to accept any Northumbrian Bus tickets on any route, and
within days Northumbrian Buses were reciprocating. This was done without any publicity by either
company, so that for three to four weeks, regular passengers found themselves having to pay nearly twice
as much for the same journey (£7.50 instead of £4.50).

The destructive competition escalated with a price war between Arriva and Northumbrian Buses on local
bus services around Morpeth, with sharply reduced return fares available for a couple of months until
Northumbrian Buses were forced to withdraw their services. Arriva have since reverted to their pre-existing
fare structure.

The maximum car parking charge in Morpeth is 50p an hour, and free elsewhere in the Borough and in
neighbouring Wansbeck and Blyth Valley districts. The full return bus fare into central Morpeth is £1.80
from the town’s outlying housing estates and £2.80 from surrounding villages.

In eight of the 33 Super Output Areas of the Borough (including some of the most deprived areas), the
percentage of residents who did not have access to a car or a van was higher than the national average for
England & Wales of 27%. Nevertheless the provision of bus services is presented in both the Regional
Transport Strategy and the Northumberland Local Transport Plan 2006–15 largely as a social inclusion
measure “for those who cannot aVord to run a car”.

Some of the feedback from potential concessionary fare travellers this year has underlined the problem
that many bus travellers encounter of no services being provided between certain settlements in the Borough
at all or very infrequently.

(b) Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Castle Morpeth BC has no evidence on this question.

(c) Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

The relative lack of congestion on roads in Northumberland makes bus priority measures relatively
unnecessary, while the character of the roads makes them impractical.

Northumberland County Council has, within the past 12–18 months, started switching from providing
lay-bys for bus stops to having bus stops directly on the road. This change was made without any evident
consultation of bus users etc. The rationale given is that buses had been delayed by being unable to pull out
from laybys into the stream of traYc. Instead, traYc is now delayed behind buses picking up passengers.
The “jury is still out” on this particular “priority measure”.

The introduction of priority bus lanes in Newcastle has improved the capacity of Northumberland
services into the conurbation to keep to schedule during the rush hours.

(d) Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

The County Council’s bus strategy as incorporated into the County LTP 2006–15 is broadly to encourage
main bus services along the key transport corridors (A1, A69, A189) with local feeder services linking into
them. By and large, the main bus routes are commercially viable, but the local and rural feeder services need
extra funding.

Unfortunately, as part of a major cost-cutting exercise, the County Council has reduced their public
transport support budget for the current year by £250,000, resulting in the loss of 35 bus services including 12
in Castle Morpeth. The rationale used was to withdraw evening and Sunday services which were perceived as
having the least impact on essential services to employment, education, health and shopping. Additional
withdrawals have been those services that failed to reach the County’s benchmark revenue/cost ratio of 40%
and exceeded the maximum of £3 subsidy per passenger journey. Services to all “major” settlements have
been maintained. In eVect, support funding has been used to maintain the “nearly commercial” services
rather than any real consideration of community need or support.
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In this instance, there was no consultation with District councils or the public on the principles adopted
to determine the cuts. Rather, we were notified of the services to be cut and invited to comment.

Increasing fuel costs have also lead the major bus companies in the county to review the viability of their
services, with the result that they have identified an increasing number of routes that they claim need local
authority support. With this not forthcoming due to County Council budgetary constraints, there have been
several reductions in services previously assumed to be commercially viable.

(e) Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel
on all forms of public transport?

Castle Morpeth Borough Council experienced a number of problems with the introduction of the current
concessionary fares scheme:

(i) Timing: we were expected to arrive at an agreement with the bus operators in November 2005, but
did not receive confirmation of the funding available till the December and government guidance
came out in January 2006.

(ii) Co-operation: Despite our best eVorts, diVering funding expectations discouraged the various
District councils from co-operating to establish a county-wide scheme, and the County Council
have shown no interest in showing any leadership in this context. Similarly, the Tyne & Wear PTE,
Nexus, have been too tied up in bringing their metropolitan scheme into operation to consider
cross-boundary arrangements beyond the conurbation boundary.

(iii) Publicity: It took careful political management by the Council to defuse public expectations raised
by Government publicity about a national concessionary fares scheme starting in 2006. And now,
any prospects for local development and future improvement of the scheme are blighted by the
promise of a revised national scheme in 2008.

(f) Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Reference to Quality Bus Contracts is made in the Regional Transport Strategy and Northumberland Bus
Strategy.

Improvement in infrastructure eg low loader buses, CCTV on-board buses, real-time destination
information at bus stations are subject to discussion between the County Council and the bus operators,
discussions to which we are not party.

(g) Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and
resources that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The Department for Transport’s objective is to oversee the delivery of a reliable, safe and secure transport
system that responds eYciently to the needs of individuals and business whilst safeguarding our
environment.

Whilst the Borough Council has no direct evidence in response to this question, the public transport
system does not appear to be responding to the needs of a large proportion of the residents within Castle
Morpeth Borough.

(h) Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

There is an unhealthy perception in the North East that the continuing regulation of buses in London,
and the unified approach to transport integration clouds London-based government’s awareness of the
problems caused by bus deregulation elsewhere in the country. Obviously MPs will be aware of problems
in their own constituency, but there can be no “common or shared experience” of bus deregulation.

The combination of flexibility and co-ordination in transport management through London governance
structures allows local authorities to develop transport solutions in response to community needs. This is
the aspect of the London model that should be replicated. Public transport should meet the needs of the
community and local authorities generally are better informed and motivated on this than bus operators.

However, London is a densely populated metropolis so the specific model solutions adopted in London,
especially the funding formulae, would not be appropriate for a sparsely populated county like
Northumberland.
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(i) What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form
of regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

In Castle Morpeth (and Northumberland) buses can serve four distinct purposes:

(i) Local services within towns (10–20,000 population), essentially connecting outlying estates with
the town centre.

(ii) Local services connecting outlying villages with the local market towns and service centres,
meeting the “market towns initiative” model originating in the Rural White Paper. These also feed
into the long distance services (iv).

(iii) Services linking into the Tyne & Wear conurbation, accessing higher level employment, shopping,
health, cultural opportunities.

(iv) Long distance services connecting the main settlements along the main transport corridors
(eg Berwick-Newcastle is 60 miles).

These last two (iii) and (iv) might be better run as local rail services but there is really no scope for regional
or subregional provision of local rail services.

The first two (i) and (ii) are only marginally commercial, if at all, and need support through public
funding. There is plenty of scope for innovative approaches to serving outlying villages—postbuses,
demand-responsive taxi-buses, links with the health sector transport system etc However these are not seen
as a priority, with the Regional Transport Strategy and LTP 2006–15 both recognising that rural transport
will continue to depend on the private car for the foreseeable future. Certainly unless there is a change in
public perception of public transport, then a public “need” for bus services will not be identified. Buses will
benefit and retain/gain passengers if only if they contribute to peoples’ overall quality of journey.

Despite problems with its introduction, increasing numbers of older people are taking up the new
concessionary fares scheme, so that fewer buses are travelling empty. However, since buses are in
competition with cars, the proper comparison is with the “fresh air” transported by cars occupied only by
the driver.

Conclusion

Primarily, Castle Morpeth Borough Council has little or no input into discussions with bus operators
except in relation to concessionary fares. The County Council is obliged to constrain its public transport
funding severely, and has not chosen to consult let alone discuss its approach to prioritising the funding it
does have. We are thus unable to serve our community as eVectively as we would like in this area.

23 May 2006

APPENDIX 21

Memorandum submitted by CEPOG

1. Summary

1.1 CEPOG is the West Midlands Local Authorities’ Chief Engineers & Planning OYcers Group,
responsible for advising the West Midlands Joint Planning and Transportation Sub-Committee on strategic
transportation and planning issues.

1.2 In particular, CEPOG is responsible for the LTP2, its programmes, targets and delivery. Since buses
are at the heart of our LTP2 strategy, we welcome this opportunity to share our experience and views on
the importance of delivering quality bus services that can and must contribute to our overall transport
strategy. Bus services contribute to both tackling congestion and improving accessibility, particularly for
socially-excluded groups. The ability of deregulated services to contribute to both these policy areas will be
critical to the overall success of our LTP2, the successful regeneration of the Metropolitan Area and
maintaining its contribution to the national economy.

1.3 This submission focuses on the key ways that buses can successfully contribute to our transport
strategy. Issues linked to detailed operational matters will be covered in the submission by Centro, the West
Midlands Metropolitan Area’s PTE.

1.4 The West Midlands Metropolitan Area has the highest level of bus use outside London, both in
absolute numbers (315 million passenger trips per annum in 2004–05) and in terms of trips per head of
population. Buses account for 90% of public transport journeys in our Area and bus services are vital for a
significant proportion of our population who do not have access to a car or who cannot drive.
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1.5 Whilst not directly responsible for the co-ordination of local bus services, the seven Metropolitan
Councils fund these activities through their support for the Passenger Transport Authority and Executive
(Centro). The value-for-money of this support and its eVectiveness and contribution towards LTP2 targets
is extremely important. Our 2005–11 Bus Strategy, which accompanies the LTP2, provides a detailed
framework for improving bus services in our Area.

2. Are Deregulated Bus Services Helping Deliver LTP2 Objectives?

Deregulation, Competition, Co-ordination and Integration

2.1 The 1985 Transport Act was designed to increase competition in the bus market through deregulation
and privatisation. Whilst the break-up and sell-oV of National Bus Company operators, which some saw
as state-owned monopolies, initially created smaller individual companies with greater potential to compete
with each other, business mergers and takeovers have given us a virtual private-sector monopoly with one
company, Travel West Midlands, accounting for approximately 81% of bus operations in our Area. Thus
the delivery of bus-related LTP2 targets is strongly influenced by the business decisions of this company.

2.2 There have been benefits arising from the 1985 Transport Act; low-floor buses, better frequencies and,
in some places, more customer-orientated routes. However, it is a mixed picture. Some of the increased
frequencies are due to on-road competition for passengers. This can lead to an excessive number of buses
in key locations with individual competing timetables that do very little for customers. This increases
congestion, or at least the perception of congestion, in key locations at popular times. It also equates to poor
use of overall resources.

2.3 Although in many places there are higher service frequencies, actual delivery in accordance with
registered timetables is poor. Punctuality in 2004–05, as reported in our LTP2, was below 60% within the
TraYc Commissioner’s “window” of no more than one minute early and five minutes late. Our LTP2 target,
in line with Government expectations, is to see operators achieve punctuality levels of 83% by 2010–11 and
90% by 2012–13. This will be extremely challenging.

2.4 There are opportunities for better integration between buses and our Midland Metro and local rail
network. It is pertinent to note that National Express Group own Central Trains, which provide all the
stopping services within our Area, the Midland Metro, which operates through the Black Country between
Birmingham and Wolverhampton, and Travel West Midlands, the dominant provider of local bus services
(with approximately 80% of the local bus market). If integration could work under the current deregulated
system, it should have happened in the West Midlands Metropolitan Area, but the system is not
“joined-up”.

2.5 The way services are currently delivered acts against integration. There is not co-ordination of
services providing the quality, frequency and value-for-money that would persuade motorists to leave their
cars at home for many journeys. This mitigates against attempts to tackle congestion and it adversely aVects
our achievement of social inclusion objectives as multi-mode public transport journeys are more diYcult
than they would be with better integration. This has an impact on local businesses in some parts of our Area
where people without access to a car either cannot take job opportunities or are not reliable time-keepers
because of diYcult bus journeys. This is an adverse factor in the regeneration of our Area and its
contribution to national productivity.

Service Standards

2.6 The current deregulated situation does not appear directly to compromise the provision of high
quality local bus services where operators choose to provide them. However, the regulations for entry into
the local bus service market appear to be too low and monitoring of standards is poor. This allows low
quality services to operate in direct competition with better quality operators. The size and captive nature
(through low car ownership levels) of much of the Metropolitan Area’s bus market is such that competition
has not necessarily led to higher standards. It is not uncommon to find buses that are dirty inside. Altogether,
there is not a perception of local bus services being a quality alternative to travel by car. Unfortunately, there
is a perception of services being operated for the benefit of the private companies rather than to meet
customer needs.

2.7 Perceptions of personal security and actual crime at or close to bus stops or in bus stations are a Local
Indicator Target in our LTP2. Centro have set up a Safer Travel Police Support Unit with Community
Support OYcers who give a uniformed presence on parts of the bus network in order to increase passenger
confidence that bus travel is safe. This is supported by ad-hoc high-profile initiatives involving Police OYcers
and “sniVer” dogs alongside Community Support OYcers, working in partnership with operators’ revenue
protection staV.

2.8 Actual crime has declined in recent years with a 17% drop between 2003–04 and 2004–05. However,
this was accompanied by a 4°% increase in people’s lack of satisfaction with security. This perception, of
course, aVects actual bus patronage.
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2.9 Some oV-peak services can become the subject of a cycle of decline. Services carrying limited numbers
of passengers, including early morning and later evening services, are particularly vulnerable to frequency
reductions to maximise vehicle loadings and improve their commercial viability. This often means that the
service is less attractive to users who then choose to use other modes or not travel at all. If patronage
continues to fall, such oV-peak services are likely to be withdrawn and only retained if Centro can aVord to
support them. With increasingly widening trading, working and leisure hours, this situation is incompatible
with our accessibility objectives, particularly access to jobs outside normal working hours.

Delivery of LTP2 Targets

2.10 Our view of whether or not deregulation has worked is based on today’s context of buses being at
the heart of our transport strategy. The role of Centro since deregulation has been to react to market failures,
principally by seeking to secure socially necessary services not provided by the privatised bus companies.
Today, we must focus on meeting our bus-related targets in our joint LTP2. Delivering better accessibility
in a deregulated environment, especially for those who do not have access to a car, is likely to require
increased revenue expenditure on socially necessary services.

2.11 We aim to reverse the decline in bus patronage from its 2003–04 baseline, 325 million trips per
annum, by 9% to 355 million by 2010–11. This is an extremely ambitious and aspirational target in today’s
deregulated situation. We have a strategy but the risks to achievement are great with many of the key factors
being outside our control. Above-inflation fares increases, especially when the real cost of motoring is
falling, leads to passenger losses. Failure to provide quality services that are punctual, reliable and clean will
deter existing and new passengers, as recognised by Government—“the public need to see clear evidence of
reliable and eYcient services in their neighbourhood”.1

2.12 Neither Centro, nor the Metropolitan Councils, have the means to influence these important LTP2
targets, except at the margins. This is regrettable since failure to meet them can adversely aVect assessment
of our Annual Progress (Delivery) Reports with significant consequent financial penalties.

2.13 Very simply, poor bus service delivery is outside our control but it adversely aVects the finances with
which we seek to deliver improvement across all modes, including buses, in pursuance of our LTP2
objectives and targets.

2.14 Issues such as bus service routes, frequencies, reliability and hours of operation, co-ordination of
services with each other and other modes for interchange purposes, integration of ticketing and fares and
quality and cleanliness of vehicles are key factors influencing people’s choices about bus use. Making
deregulation work, without the ability of the local authorities to have a strong influence on all these aspects
of service provision requires voluntary action by the operators to enter into partnerships. However, we are
not convinced that the longer-term strategic view set out in our LTP2 sits happily with the more immediate
business concerns of the bus companies.

2.15 The former Secretary of State stated that “decisions on road, rail, bus and tram need to be looked
at together by the same people, so that they can make sensible choices and decide on their priorties”.2 We
agree with this on the basis that it includes all aspects of quality bus service delivery.

3. Resources

3.1 The current revenue resources generally provide for a “safety net” to secure socially necessary
services, as per the provisions of the 1985 Transport Act. In the current deregulated environment, increased
resources are needed to secure supported services, alongside commercially-provided services, linked with
bus-related LTP2 targets, including those relating to reducing congestion and improving accessibility. Such
resources would also need to be adequate to secure quality rather than “safety net” services.

3.2 If the provision of additional services was done without working in partnership with the relevant
operator(s), there would be diYculties if public-sector supported services were seen to be undermining the
viability of commercially-provided services. It would be extremely diYcult, probably impossible, to achieve.
The obvious solution is to work in partnership with the relevant operator(s), but the current legislative
framework specifically excludes fares and frequencies from such partnerships and we believe these factors
to be vital in the delivery of our LTP2 patronage target, as well as being important in terms of accessibility.

3.3 The other option is greater public control or statutory influence over operational issues, including
fares, frequencies and quality standards. Allowing Centro greater control over bus operations would mean
that delivery of quality services would be within a framework that would be accountable to the local
authorities that are accountable for LTP2 targets rather than shareholders and the stock market.
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4. The Role of the Traffic Commissioner

4.1 We are concerned that the TraYc Commissioner does not have adequate resources to “police” local
bus service operations. Operators are answerable to him for non-compliance with the details of their
registered services and yet there is only one Compliance OYcer for the whole West Midlands region. It is
not diYcult to understand why the public believe that operators are able to be a law unto themselves with
regard to how they deliver their timetabled services. Such poor public perception damages the image of buses
as an alternative to travel by car.

5. Bus Priority Measures and Bus Stop Infrastructure

5.1 Bus priority measures are often key factors in delivering the enhanced bus services that will contribute
towards LTP2 targets. However, it can be diYcult for Ward Councillors to support strategic needs that may
have detrimental local impacts especially when there is no certainty that the outcome will be beneficial for
significant numbers of local people. This situation is not helped by the fact that service frequencies and fares
can change at anytime and are important factors in improving patronage.

5.2 Similar considerations arise with regard to public investment in quality bus stop infrastructure.
Commercially-provided services can be withdrawn or altered with little or no consultation, even after close
partnership working. Not only does this mean abortive investment by the Authorities, but also it reinforces
the poor public perception of the provision of local bus services.

5.3 We are concerned about the delay introducing camera enforcement of bus lane violations,
exacerbated now by the type-approval process.

6. Concessionary Fares

6.1 Residents of our Area aged over 65 and those with specific disabilities already had free travel on bus,
Midland Metro and rail services. This was extended to people aged over 60 in 2005, in advance of the
Government’s deadline, although it has not been possible to extend this to before 09:30 due to capacity and
funding constraints.

6.2 We welcome the Government’s proposal to introduce free travel anywhere in the UK. In the local
context, it will allow our residents access to surrounding (rural) areas, both for recreation and family visits,
thereby enhancing their quality of life. More cross-boundary journeys by bus will also make a minor
contribution towards reducing congestion within our Area.

6.3 There is a strong case for having concessionary fares for other groups of people, including job seekers,
younger people and scholars. This would help reduce the school journey by car and, during immediate post-
school or college years, provide aVordable accessibility to jobs as well as establishing an understanding of
how local bus services work. This could build on successful TravelWise initiatives, such as Workwise, piloted
in the West Midlands Metropolitan Area.

7. The Future of the Bus in the West Midlands

7.1 We must be optimistic about the future of local bus services in the West Midlands Metropolitan Area
because they are central to our strategy to tackle congestion. Local rail and tram services are vital, but it is
only bus-based services that can penetrate all parts of our Area, thereby providing people with the ability
to leave their cars at home either for whole journeys or for journeys to interchange facilities.

7.2 Buses are also critical for delivering improved accessibility across our Area, which includes a
significant rural area between Solihull and Coventry, but especially in the deprived parts of the Metropolitan
Area, where household car availability is extremely low (up to 60% non-car availability).

7.3 The London model is one way of providing local bus services that people will use within a framework
of public accountability. Patronage growth in London has been phenomenal in recent years, although
support for buses is approximately three times greater in London than in PTE areas3. Similar powers and
funding would help achieve the quality bus services in our Area that are needed to meet our patronage
targets and other objectives.

7.4 As recognised by the former Secretary of State for Transport, “passengers need to have confidence
in what the bus will oVer. This means the adequacy of the whole network—routes, frequency, fares, as well
as the day-to-day service of the bus company”.

7.5 We also want to see more people using buses as part of our contribution to the health agenda. Just
the walk to and from bus stops is healthier than always sitting in a car.
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8. Conclusion

8.1 Ministerial statements about the Transport Innovation Fund have acknowledged the need to
improve public transport and that rail, light rail, buses and Park & Ride must work together. In most cases,
buses are expected to provide the alternative to the car. There has been a clearly stated link between tackling
congestion through demand management measures and better bus services, and reliable services, noting that
the TIF “will have a positive impact on how buses are run”4.

8.2 Delivery of our LTP2 depends heavily on there being better bus services, better focussed on people’s
needs within an overall strategic framework. Buses are central to our congestion and accessibility strategies
but most aspects of service delivery are market-driven and the bus operators are not responsible for
achievement of LTP2 targets although they control most of the inputs. Some business decisions act directly
against patronage targets, for example it is recognised that putting up fares leads to some patronage loss.
Private-sector business decision-making is often seen as having shorter time horizons than LTPs that plan
for five-year periods and beyond.

8.3 Many elements of customer service are outside the control of the Authorities and need to be tackled
in partnership with public transport operators. These include cleanliness, customer care, enforcement of no-
smoking regulations, security and the image and attractiveness of public transport. However, partnerships
cannot include frequencies and fares and some form of “regulated competition” is needed in order to co-
ordinate these vital elements with delivery of LTP2 objectives and targets.

8.4 Competition needs to be harnessed to drive up quality standards in a way that will provide people
with what they need and want and will use. We recognise that people will only be prepared to get out of their
cars if there is an aVordable, reliable, high quality alternative. The future of travel in the West Midlands
Metropolitan Area is too important to be left within the control of individual private companies whose first
responsibility lies to their shareholders whilst competing with each other.

8.5 We are serious in our intent to tackle congestion and are pleased to have been one of the areas chosen
to pilot TIF work. We share the former Secretary of State’s belief that “for road pricing to work we have
got to have reliable public transport—including reliable bus services that people can depend upon”.2

However, we are concerned that local bus service delivery in our Area is not yet adequate to deliver the step-
change in quality that will be needed to give people a feasible alternative to travel by car. We believe that
current partnership arrangements are not adequately proven as the basis for sustainable long-term
improvement of local bus services.
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APPENDIX 22

Memorandum submitted by Dorset County Council

1. Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

Dorset County Council does not consider that de-regulation has delivered better bus services:

However, Dorset has been recording growth in public transport use for the previous three years. This is
almost exclusively attributable to intervention from Dorset County Council in partnership with neighbour
authorities pro-actively designing and supporting new and improved bus services.

Very small commercial growth has been identified, perhaps limited to approximate 20 miles route of
commercial network.

Where DCC has the ability to intervene and develop services success has been achieved. Commercial
operators have not been taking such a pro active approach in Dorset.

Rural bus services in Dorset have been in steady decline year on year following de-regulation, and this
has been matched with substantial increases in subsidised bus service prices. For example 2005–06 had the
highest increases on record totalling a 25% increase on the annual cost. Alongside the above inflation price
increases the subsidy price increases have not translated into service improvements such as new vehicles.
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However, whilst bus service provision is reducing, Dorset County Council can show increasing demand
for services. However, the main bus operators will not respond to demand which is not on a main road
network; there have been extensive recent examples of this in tin the Dorset/Poole boundary area.

Some bus services had to be cut to accommodate the price increase—which has exacerbated the
underlying problem of decline.

In contrast, Dorset is confident that its developmental bus services will remove much of the problem, but
it is unclear whether suYcient developmental services can be implemented before the next round of
commercial operator subsidy prices come forward; which of course is also unknown.

However, Government initiatives encouraging development of flexible rural bus services are working;
particularly the flexible bus registration of 2004. The first of the Dorset rural flexible registered bus services
are achieving growth. There is also evidence that moving supported bus services away from the main bus
operators to more specialist bus operators (eg voluntary sector) is creating price stability and service
improvement.

This suggests that conventional bus services becoming increasingly unsustainable—the key in Dorset is
proactive development of tailored bus services. However, these are unlikely to be supplied by conventional
bus operators. Dorset County Council ask the committee to consider giving local authorities more tools to
take the development of bus services further.

Specifically, Dorset County Council needs the ability to implement a bigger range of flexible bus services
quickly, a Government backed programme of capital funding on an “Invest to Save” basis, or Innovation
Fund basis would help considerably.

Deregulation in Dorset will only work if revenue gained on the most used services is ring fenced within
the County to help develop the range of other bus services required. However, this cross subsidy will not
occur voluntarily by bus commercial bus companies.

In contrast a social enterprise scheme operating commercial bus services is returning its surplus into a
charitable community transport scheme; this is a true “win win” situation benefiting both local bus services
and bespoke community transport services.

On this basis Dorset concludes that deregulation has not delivered improved bus services despite an
increasing need for public transport. Improvements are invariably achieved by Local Authority
intervention.

2. Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Dorset’s public transport improvement strategy is target driven and includes Government Reward
Funding through stretch targets. It is a highly motivating system and shows that a regulated environment
can deliver high quality.

3. Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Benefits need weighing against dis-benefits—especially highway infrastructure costs. Dorset expects that
demand management techniques, and particularly parking regimes will show superior cost benefits and
overall results. Priority probably better suited to larger urban areas.

4. Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Dorset is delivering year on year improvements by blending flexible local bus services with other types of
community-led bus services. Recommend that Government considers “Invest to save” type programmes to
allow mainstream bus services to be replaced with contemporary flexible services in areas where bus use is
in decline.

5. Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on
all forms of public transport?

Early results in Dorset look very promising; support national based system. Local problems are that main
bus operators have raised objections to concessionary fare scheme.
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6. Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Process is over complex.

7. Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and
resources that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

Criticise the over complex registering bus services—There is a strong argument for devolving network
registrations to Local Authorities to further aid co-ordination of local bus services at the local level.
Recourse to TraYc Commissioners causes delays when short response times are needed to local bus
service change.

8. Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK? Relevant to large urban areas only.What is the future for
the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of regulated competition?
Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future? In addressing rural
railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh air around the
country”; is the same true for buses?

Dorset has been systematically removing the “empty bus syndrome” from its rural roads; it has done so
through proactive development work, largely in house. Greater developmental access to commercially
registered bus services would speed up delivery of contemporary bus services, ie ability for local authority
to influence commercial routes to enable the development of local networks of bus services.

24 May 2006

APPENDIX 23

Memorandum submitted by London TravelWatch

London TravelWatch is the statutory consumer consultative body set up to represent the concerns of the
capital’s travelling public, including the London bus network which now carries nearly four out of every 10
bus passengers in Great Britain. Although London TravelWatch has no general remit in relation to bus
services outside Greater London, London routes crossing the boundary to terminate in adjacent counties
are within its scope. This memorandum is addressed primarily to the sub-set of issues within the Transport
Committee’s inquiry to which London’s experience has direct relevance.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Outside London and Northern Ireland, statutory regulation is essentially limited to the “qualitative”
aspects of the industry. Bus operators must demonstrate a basic level of professional competence and
commercial probity in order to enter the business. Their vehicles must comply with construction and use
(and accessibility) regulations, and be mechanically sound. Their drivers must have the necessary driving
skills and physical fitness to ensure the safety of the public, and must comply with the regulations governing
their conduct (and that of passengers) on board. Operators must give due notice of their intention to
introduce or withdraw services, or modify timetables. They must also comply with local authorities’
concessionary fares schemes, and observe any relevant legislation of general application, such as that
governing health and safety at work.

We are unaware of any significant demand for this level of regulation to be relaxed, or any serious
suggestion that it is compromising rather than helping to assure the provision of high quality services.
Indeed, debate about the necessary extent of regulation is chiefly focused on the belief held by some
commentators (and widely shared amongst local authorities) that the current level of regulation is
inadequate, and that the public sector should play a much larger part in determining the pattern and volume
of services and the level of fares. The highly-regulated London example is often quoted by the industry’s
critics as a model which could be replicated elsewhere.

But there is one element of regulation of which there are frequent calls for relaxation. This is the
Competition Act, which is designed to prevent the abuse of monopoly power and such anti-competitive
practices as market sharing and price fixing agreements. The Competition Commission and the OYce of
Fair Trading have used their powers under this Act to inhibit the growth of local concentrations of
ownership and to prevent inter-operator agreements regarding joint fares and tickets. OFT is able to grant
exemptions from the full application of the terms of the Act in relation to joint ticketing arrangements, but
such exemptions are hedged about with highly restrictive conditions. OFT’s habitually zealous attitude
towards behaviour it perceives to be anti-competitive, coupled with the severity of the penalties which can
be imposed in the event of conviction, has made the deregulated industry extremely cautious about
developing co-ordinated route planning, timetabling and ticketing—even though, ironically, these practices
are widely seen as central to the relative success of the regulated industry within London (and are a
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regulatory obligation in the case of the privatized rail industry). Previous Secretaries of State for Transport
have acknowledged the need, highlighted in the past by the Transport Committee, for the case for relaxing
the application of the Act to the bus industry to be considered. But such action is not within their gift, and
regrettably there are few signs of any willingness on the part of the Department of Trade and Industry to
address the issue seriously.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Is London a sound model
for the rest of the UK?

A number of studies (some conducted by the Transport Committee itself) have highlighted the diVering
fortunes of the bus industry inside and beyond London during the past two decades. The following table
oVers a headline comparison between the latest full year’s results and those for the year immediately
preceding the deregulation of the industry outside the capital:

Change from 1984–85 to 2004–05 London Rest of GB

Passenger journeys !53% 37%
Vehicle kilometres operated !79% !13%
Receipts per passenger in constant prices (% real fares) "6% !50%
Local authority support payments in constant prices !8% "51%

If the primary purpose of the authors of deregulation was to reduce the industry’s call on the public purse,
then it is clear that this policy has enjoyed a measure of success. But if (as the Buses white paper made clear)
their belief was that opening the industry to on-the-road competition would reduce the cost of bus travel to
passengers and increase the use made of buses, subsequent experience has shown these aspirations generally
to be ill-founded.

It would be simplistic, however, to ascribe the diVering fortunes of the industry in London and the rest
of the country purely to the diVerence in their respective regulatory regimes. In still-regulated Northern
Ireland, trends in usage have been no more positive than in most of Great Britain. And in contrast with the
generally disappointing nationwide backdrop which these data paint, there is the handful of much-cited but
(sadly) atypical localities where the deregulated industry has prospered. The Transport Committee will
doubtless wish to ascertain the specific circumstances which distinguish the bus market in Brighton,
Cambridge and Oxford from otherwise apparently similar areas, and the reasons why operators have not
been able to replicate their relative success more widely.

London is, of course, unique in its physical size, in its concentration of population and employment, in
its historically high share of travel made by public transport, in its relatively low level of car ownership
(especially in its inner areas), and in the very restricted availability and high cost of car parking in its central
business district. It is arguable, therefore, that comparisons between the market for bus travel in London
and in the rest of the country cannot be made on a like-for-like basis. But the characteristics of London are
more closely matched in the other English conurbations, ie the six metropolitan counties—yet the
performance of their bus networks has been very diVerent.

Change from 1984–85 to 2004–05 London Met counties

Passenger journeys !53% "47%
Vehicle kilometres operated !79% "2%
Receipts per passenger in constant prices (% real fares) "6% !75%
Local authority support payments in constant prices !8% "75%

The sharp discrepancy between the trends in the bus industry in London and those in the other
metropolitan areas can less easily be attributed to factors other than the diVerence in their respective
regulatory regimes, and to the eVects that this has had on such key parameters as service levels, vehicle
quality, passenger information, and network stability. A major part in the retention and generation of
demand for bus travel in London has undoubtedly been played by innovations in ticketing, notably the all-
route all-operator Bus Pass and the multi-modal Travelcard, as well as the concessionary Freedom Pass.
Although similar products exist in the other conurbations, they do not appear to have attracted a similar
level of take-up. The Transport Committee will no doubt wish to explore these matters with representatives
of the operators and the passenger transport executives from the areas concerned.

But, ultimately, the most striking diVerence between London and elsewhere is in the level of support which
the bus network receives from the public purse. Prior to the creation of the Transport for London,
answerable to a locally-elected Mayor, the primary financial objective set for London Buses was to minimise
the organisation’s call on the public purse, by driving down the cost of route tenders. This strategy was
clearly reflected in the age and condition of the bus fleet, in the high level of staV turnover and shortages,
and in poor or non-existent supervision of buses on the road. At the same time, progress with introducing
priority measures to protect buses from congestion was slow, and their enforcement was weak or
nonexistent. Service quality suVered in consequence, and passenger demand stagnated.
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Under Transport for London’s leadership during the past five years, the fortunes of the London bus
network have been transformed. Service volume (measured in bus kilometres operated) has risen by 21%.
Part of this has taken the form of new routes, penetrating areas previously unserved, and part of it has flowed
from enhanced frequencies on existing services. The majority of “day” routes now operate for 18 hours out
of 24, Saturday service levels match those on Mondays to Fridays, and very few routes are not served on
Sundays. The extent and frequency of the night bus network has improved dramatically. The remit of
London TravelWatch in relation to National Rail services extends up to 30 miles around London, and there
is a striking contrast between the ease of access to stations by bus within London and the relative sparsity
of equivalent services in the home counties—especially in the evenings and on Sundays, when some local
authorities are making limited or no use of their powers to plug gaps in coverage left by the commercial
operators.

In response to the increased volume of service provided in London (and to stable or reducing fares) during
the four years up to March 2005, passenger journeys rose by 32%. The reliability of higher-frequency routes
(measured by excess waiting time) rose by 45%. The punctuality of lower frequency routes rose by 9%. The
user satisfaction index rose by 4%. And London’s share of all bus trips in Great Britain rose by 7%. By any
standards, this record of achievement is remarkable—and credit is due to all those in the industry whose
combined eVorts have brought it about.

In its recent report Value added?, the Transport Committee of the London Assembly examined “whether
the bus contracts issued by London Buses represent value for money”, noting that the cost of these contracts
had risen by £500 million in the space of five years. But this money has not been spent without strings. The
original system of contracting in London was designed purely to secure a specified volume of service, and
minimum vehicle standards, at least cost to the public purse. Contract penalties were imposed solely for
mileage not operated for reasons deemed to be within the operators’ control (ie staV shortages and
mechanical failures). In contrast, under the new system of Quality Incentive Contracts, operators can be
financially rewarded as well as punished, and they are assessed on the basis of service reliability rather than
volume alone. Mystery traveller surveys are used to monitor such qualitative aspects of performance as
vehicle condition, cleanliness, information and ride quality, and these results are taken into account in
deciding whether or not to reward operators with contract extensions.

Whilst noting that there is scope for other elements of the service to be brought into the equation, such
as the availability of wheelchair ramps and driver performance, the verdict of the Assembly’s Transport
Committee was that the increased cost of providing London’s bus network is justified by the improvements
secured, and that the London model is providing value for money. Given that most members of the
Committee are the Mayor’s political opponents, this conclusion was not foregone, and is therefore doubly
significant. It is one from which London TravelWatch has no reason or wish to dissent.

But in considering its possible implications for the bus industry elsewhere, several factors must be taken
into account. London’s success in revitalising its bus system is not the product of “regulation” alone. It has
been achieved because the political will to inject a substantial increase of public funding has been combined
with a contract model which incentivises operators to drive up service quality. At the same time, a radical
approach to traYc regulation has been adopted, with road space and traYc control systems being developed
and actively managed to give priority to buses where it is necessary to protect them from the impact of
congestion. Automatic vehicle location is used to improve route control, and robust timetabling is needed
to ensure that running times are deliverable. Congestion charging has eased traYc flow in the central area,
and automated and oV-bus ticketing has reduced dwell times at stops (as have multi-doored vehicles). A
determined approach to the enforcement of bus priorities, including a dedicated police unit on the busiest
corridors, has helped to keep buses moving.

There is no reason in principle why the same benefits to passengers should not be delivered elsewhere.
Regulation is part of the story of London’s success, but not the whole of it. Without the other elements, and
suYcient continuity of funding and political direction to deliver them, re-regulation alone would bring only
limited—if any—improvements. There is no magic solution to the ills which the bus industry is suVering
outside London, and there would be little point in rearranging the regulatory deckchairs if the icebergs of
chronic underfunding and worsening traYc congestion continue to be ignored. But, conversely, if local
authorities are willing and able to provide substantially higher levels of support than is currently the case,
it would be unreasonable to expect them to do so without oVering them a commensurately greater degree
of control over routes, times and fares than they now enjoy, perhaps on the basis of the Quality Contract
model which is so far untested in practice.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

It should be axiomatic that where road capacity is insuYcient to allow all traYc to flow freely at busy
times and in busy places, priority should be given to the most space-eYcient mode(s). This will almost
invariably be (or include) the bus. Relative to cars, buses not only require less road space per passenger, at
peak loading levels, but consume less energy, emit less pollution, and cause fewer injuries. They are also open
to all but the most severely disabled travellers, irrespective of age, and their use requires no driving skills
and no major capital outlay. They are therefore the most socially inclusive form of transport for any local
journey which is too long to be easily walked (or which involves carrying shopping or luggage).
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A variety of methods of giving buses priority is available, including with-flow bus lanes, contra-flow bus
lanes, exemptions from movements and/or access to areas banned to other traYc, bus-activated traYc
signals (which turn green more quickly, or extend an existing green phase, when the approach of a bus is
detected), and bus-advance areas which allow buses to have precedence at critical junctions. Although all
such measures can be beneficial, their impact is maximised where they can be implemented on a whole-route
basis, so that buses are assured of uninterrupted movement throughout their journeys. Well-designed and
properly enforced schemes can repay the cost of implementing them within months, through savings in
travellers’ time and the more eYcient use of vehicles and staV, as well as the greater total number of journeys
which can be achieved within a fixed volume of road space.

But introducing measures which restrict access to users of other vehicles (at all or certain times) is never
simple or uncontroversial. Objections are invariably raised, not least by frontagers who are accustomed to
being able to load or park outside their properties, or to their customers or visitors being able to do so, at
any time. Political courage is needed to overcome such resistance—particularly when it is mounted by
objectors who—unlike the mass of bus users—are fiercely assertive, and can be individually identified on
the electoral roll. Sadly, it has been the experience of London TravelWatch that local highway authorities’
in-principle support for bus priorities often proves fragile in practice. If buses are to fulfil their true potential,
a much more determined eVort is needed to convince councillors of the merits of introducing (and
systematically enforcing) such measures.

A useful start could be made if all local authorities were to take full advantage of the powers awarded
them under the TraYc Signs Regulations and General Directions 2002 to implement bus stop clearways
without having to follow the time-consuming and costly procedures involved in promoting traYc regulation
orders. Introducing clearway restrictions to give buses unimpeded access to stops is now a very much simpler
procedure, and where parking restrictions have been decriminalised, local authorities no longer have to rely
on the police to secure compliance by other road users. Yet many have been slow to reap the benefits of this
change in the law.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

Although providing the Freedom Pass for residents aged over 60 (and for those with certain categories
of disability) is a power rather than a duty, it is noteworthy that since the London boroughs inherited this
function from the former Greater London Council, they have continued voluntarily to fund it on a collective
basis. This is, perhaps, a measure of the popularity it enjoys and the political risks that would attend any
attempt to restrict the range of residents eligible to receive it, or to limit the range (and times) of services on
which it is valid, or to reduce the level of concession provided, or to impose a charge for the pass.

As long as local authorities outside London had wide discretion over whether to oVer a concessionary
fares scheme at all and, if they did, over the categories of resident eligible to benefit from it, and over the
level and range of concessions oVered, it was logical for the administration and funding of such schemes to
be left in the hands of individual authorities. But now that all authorities in England are required to operate
such a scheme, and for these schemes to oVer free travel (after the weekday morning peak) on all local buses,
it is not obvious why there should not be a single national pass modelled on those already operating in
Scotland and Wales. The case for this will become even more compelling when, in 2008, the present
arrangements will be extended to cover travel on local services countrywide rather than only those operating
within or to/from the area of the issuing authority.

A move to a single national scheme should not only make it easier for pass holders (and bus drivers) to
understand and use but should also oVer the opportunity greatly to simplify the complex, time-consuming
and costly arrangements for reimbursement which now have to be separately negotiated with operators in
each local authority area. And there is no prima facie reason why arrangements in London should continue
to be diVerent—which would have the potential consequence of Londoners being denied the benefit of using
their Freedom Passes when travelling on local services elsewhere, and of visitors being unable to use their
own passes in London.

But some significant issues remain to be resolved before this could be achieved, not least the range of
transport modes on which a national pass would be valid. Outside London, the minimum requirement is
purely for a scheme covering local (ie registered) bus routes, although in practice discounts are now oVered
to passengers over 60 on most long-distance (unregistered) coach services too. But in London, the Freedom
Pass can also be used on the Underground, on light rail/tram services, and on National Rail services within
London. The question would therefore arise as to whether rail services generally should also be brought
within the scope of a national scheme and, if so, whether and how its use should or could be limited to local
journeys.

Extending the validity of a national pass to cover rail (and ferry) services would benefit users in those parts
of the country where it is these modes rather than buses which are the main (or only) forms of public
transport available for particular links. But despite the gradual improvement in the design of vehicles and
infrastructure, public transport is still (and is likely to remain) inaccessible to a significant number of people



3452081068 Page Type [O] 19-10-06 22:53:36 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 235

whose disabilities are such as to render them dependent on door-to-door services. For these people, even
the Freedom Pass in London is currently of no real benefit—and it would only become so if its validity was
extended to demand-responsive, door-to-door services, including taxis.

Under current law, concessionary fares schemes can only be oVered to passengers over a qualifying age,
or who have particular disabilities. Concessions for children and young people have historically been
regarded as part of operators’ standard commercial pricing strategies, and have not received specific support
from public funds (except for journeys to and from school which exceed the statutory minimum distances).
But in London the qualifying age for free travel for all children on buses and the Underground has now been
raised to align it with the minimum school leaving age, and discounted fares are also available to students
in full-time further and higher education. Although it has not been specifically earmarked for this, in reality
the general increase in support payments made by the Greater London Authority is being used to fund these
concessions. If there is now a measure of political momentum towards a single nationwide concessionary
fares scheme, it may be timely to bring the issue of child fares within the scope of this debate.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

It is clearly desirable that the safety of buses and the competency of their drivers should be the subject of
independent testing and regulation, and that there should be appropriate arrangements in place for
enforcing standards and imposing sanctions when required. We have no reason to call into question the
powers and functions of the TraYc Commissioners (working in partnership with the Driving Standards
Agency and the Vehicle and Operating Services Agency) in relation to maintaining the safety of bus travel.

But the Commissioners are also responsible for licensing operators and maintaining standards of
commercial competence and probity, as well as (outside London) for registering routes and monitoring the
delivery of advertised services. In his most recent annual report, the Chief Commissioner has observed that
their eVectiveness

“as regulators of the bus industry with regard to punctuality standards for local bus services was
inhibited by a distinct lack of Bus Compliance OYcers to carry out the primary role of monitoring
bus service reliability . . . The inability to achieve an eVective monitoring system does pose the
question of whether there really is a commitment by Government to encourage increased use of
bus services by the promotion and eVective monitoring of local bus services.”.

The Transport Committee will no doubt draw its own conclusions from this, and wish to pursue its
implications. But this issue does not arise in London, where registration and monitoring functions are
performed by Transport for London, and are an essential element in the contract compliance regime. If the
Committee is minded to recommend changes in the regulation and funding of the industry elsewhere to align
it more closely with the London model, it would be appropriate to consider whether this element of the
Commissioners’ role should logically be transferred to the bodies responsible for specifying service patterns
and providing financial support.

24 May 2006

APPENDIX 24

Memorandum submitted by The Transport & Health Study Group

About THSG

The Transport & Health Study Group is the principal public health organisation in the transport field. It
is an independent voluntary scientific society although it has an arrangement with the Dept of Health to
organise an NHS network of professionals working in the transport and health field.

A Healthy Transport System

THSG believes that a healthy transport system would be one where cars were used less, with cycles and
walking substituting for them on short journeys and public transport substituting for them on longer
journeys.

Although this enquiry is about buses we do not believe that the bus system should be looked at in isolation
from the rail system. European evidence suggests that there is more use of buses in cities with rail-based
public transport systems than in cities without. Trains and trams seem to be particularly eVective in
attracting people onto public transport and they then use buses as well. The contrast in bus usage between
London and the rest of the country fits that picture. Had we been permitted longer evidence we would have
added an appendix addressing this issue of developing buses and local rail services to complement each
other.
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When people buy a car they acquire a mode of transport which will take them wherever they want to go
whenever they want to do so. Public transport does not have this characteristic. People do not feel they have
the opportunity to use public transport to go wherever they want and evening services are often poor. We
believe there is a need to develop a public transport network which does exactly this.

You have asked specifically for comments on the idea that “we don’t pay transport operators to haul fresh
air” and you ask whether this should be applicable to buses as well as trains. We do not believe it should be
applicable to either. The mainstay of this evidence is to argue the case for abandoning that thinking, which
has been the mainstay of transport policy in this country for half a century and return to an older way of
thinking which aimed to create networks.

In order to develop a comprehensive public transport system:

— Orbital routes should be developed.

— A network should be developed rather than simply a set of individual routes.

— Quality bus corridors should be established particularly in urban/ congested areas.

— Bus priority should be introduced more vigorously in urban/ congested areas.

— Demand Responsive transport services are developed where appropriate.

— Regulation of the network is needed.

Orbital Routes Should be Developed

Currently most public transport services run along radial routes into city/town centres. We now live
however in a society where there is a much more disseminated land use pattern with out of town industrial
estates and shopping centres. In Greater Manchester for example just over half of the car journeys in the
conurbation are non-radial journeys over five miles. To concede such journeys to the car is to concede defeat.

It is for this reason that we have long advocated orbital public transport services of high frequency and
reliability.

A Network Should be Developed Rather than Simply a Set of Individual Routes

We believe there is a need to develop a public transport network including:

— A high speed intercity and interurban rail service (with some bus links where reinstatement of
railways is not practicable).

— A high quality local express network of Metro frequency local rail services, tram services and
linked high quality limited stop bus services provide a nationwide network of both radial and
orbital routes taking people from within a kilometre of their origin in urban areas (a little more in
rural areas) to within a kilometre of their destination in urban areas (a little more in rural areas)
for almost any journey.

— A comprehensive bus network providing, in urban areas, a finer meshed but inevitably slower
network for those who have not yet been persuaded to walk quite as far. In rural areas a variety
of demand-responsive services could provide similar services.

— A nationwide door to door service for those who, either because of their own impairment or
because they are encumbered with heavy luggage, are unable to make their way to the bus stop.

— In rural areas a system of demand-responsive services may fulfil the role of all three of the last three
of the above networks.

The Mathematical Case for a Comprehensive Public Transport Network

1. Pigou’s Theorem postulated an uncongested road with plenty of spare capacity (it was developed in the
1920s!)but slow traYc speeds due to poor surfaces, bends etc and a parallel faster road of limited capacity. It
pointed out that traYc would use the faster road until congestion led to the speed on that road being such
that there was no advantage either way. At that point the two roads would be equally inconvenient. If a toll
were then applied to the potentially faster but congested road this would shift enough traYc to the other
road for the speed to increase to a point where it was worth paying for. Those who used the older road would
be no worse oV but those who used the toll road would be better oV.

2. Downs applied Pigou’s Theorem to the competition between the private car and the public transport
system. People will choose the car until congestion lowers the speed to the point at which public transport
is equally attractive. It follows that the speed of traYc will be determined by the quality of the competing
public transport system, and that the only way to improve traYc speeds is to improve public transport. This
is called the Downs-Thomson Paradox as it leads to the conclusion that investment in public transport will
do more to improve traYc speeds than investment in roads. In the 1980s Mogridge produced evidence of a
relationship between traYc speeds in London and the speed of rail services in London, thus bearing out the
prediction of the Downs-Thomson Paradox.
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3. Increasingly today people do not make most of their journeys along the radial routes that public
transport has traditionally served. A more diVuse pattern of land use requires a more diVuse pattern of
transport. This means that for a large number of users the perceived utility of the public transport system
will not be seen as its capacity to carry them into the city centre—it will be perceived as its capacity to take
them where they actually want to go.

4. The utility of a network is proportional to the square of its size.

5. It follows that trimming the marginal services of a public transport system will have a disproportionate
eVect on its utility and therefore a disproportionate eVect on its usage and on the consequential
mathematically-inevitable consequences for traYc speeds.

The Common Sense Case for a Comprehensive Public Transport Network

1. Imagine a country pub where the last bus passes at 8.45 pm. At 9 pm most people in it could have come
by bus but hardly any will have done so. This is not because people have such a strong preference for using
their car that they will constrain their drinking (or alternatively risk their lives) in order to drive to the pub.
It is because there isn’t a bus back.

2. Often the last bus on a bus route is little used because people don’t cut things so fine. The next to the
last bus is full. The last bus isn’t useless—it is giving people the confidence to use the next to the last bus.
Take it oV (we don’t pay people to haul fresh air) and the new last bus will start to be little used. And so on.

3. It will be recalled how the Serpell Report suggested closing the railway beyond Crianlarich, a tiny
hamlet in the wilds of Scotland that happened to be the point at which the Oban and Fort William lines
diverge. Up until that point the railway carried both the Oban and Fort William trains and was profitable.
After Crianlarich each line carried only one of the services and wasn’t. But people travelling to Oban and
Fort William will not take the train to Crianlarich and then arrange onward journeys—they will drive.

5. People won’t take a bus or train to work if there were no bus or train back?

6. At first sight the Downs-Thompson application of Pigou’s Theorem is falsified by the existence of
heavily congested roads parallel to good quality but underused rail services. However many of the drivers
on such routes are not travelling to the same destination as the railway and they will often give their reason
for not using it as the lack of eVective links from the train to their destination.

7. Many people find it diYcult to understand the mathematical relationship documented by Downs-
Thomson and Mogridge unless they can actually think of specific people making specific changes in their
journey habits. But the situation is more complex than that. If you are willing to make a 45 minute journey
to work then, with uncongested roads travelling at, say, 80 mph you could live 60 miles away. So the suburbs
of SheYeld could be in Leicester. The suburbs of Manchester could be in Lichfield. The suburbs of
Birmingham could be in Macclesfield. That is the measure of the potential demand which only congestion
suppresses.

In Answer to the Specific Questions of the Enquiry

Has deregulation worked?

Bus deregulation is an experiment that has failed with disastrous consequences. Bus usage in those areas
of England where deregulation has been applied has declined steadily until the last few years when it has
increased slightly, but less than competing modes.

In contrast in London, where bus deregulation was not applied, bus usage grown strongly and steadily.

Deregulation is not compatible with the kind of planned network that we call for.

Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

The answer depends on where you live. If you are fortunate to live on a profitable radial route serving a
dense population then it could be argued by some that services have improved or are no worse than before
deregulation. On such routes more than one operator may run and there will frequent buses competing for
your custom often on price.

However even if you live on a profitable route, unless vigorous bus priority measures have been
implemented it is very likely that traYc congestion will have cancelled out any benefits from competition.
Time of journey is a very important consideration of the public. If the bus does not provide a time eYcient
journey compared to the private car they will naturally use the car further adding to congestion.

If you live in rural areas or in less populated surburbs then services have worsened considerably and in
many cases have been withdrawn altogether. The same is true of evening services.

Deregulation has resulted in instability and unpredictability of many services. This has resulted in the
public losing faith in the services. This leads to a further decline in patronage with more services being
withdrawn because they are no longer profitable.
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Our view is that bus services are not on the whole meeting the needs of the public. Deregulation has made
it impossible for a comprehensive and integrated public transport network to be developed. Costs of bus
fares have risen faster than the costs of motoring and walk on single fares are high discouraging occasional
use of buses. Deregulation has meant bus wars on some routes with operators flooding the route (for eg 192
bus route Hazel Grove-Manchester) with too many buses “carting around fresh air” that could be more
usefully deployed elsewhere. Ironically this fresh air is being carted around not in meeting additional needs
on branches of the network or in ensuring that evening services run for as long as they are needed (which
we would support) but in pointless competition.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient?
If not, can deregulation be made to work? How?

Bus services are not suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport. Current legislation
means that private operators are not obligated to run services where do not wish them to go despite the needs
of the customers. Profitability is the main objective of the bus companies not co-operating with others to
form a co-ordinated integrated network.

The limited stop buses that we advocate as part of a local express network will need to link to trains
and trams.

Are buses clean, safe, eYcient?

Quality varies considerably. Although quality of vehicles is slowly improving as new emission standards
come in to play, we would argue that standards have not improved quickly enough. 46% of the buses running
in Greater Manchester would not be allowed by Transport for London to run on public services in London.
Many of these buses will run on corridors which suVer from poor air quality.

Can deregulation be made to work? How?

We do not believe that deregulation can be made to work. There are no examples elsewhere in the world
that suggest a deregulated public transport systems benefits the public as a whole or can deliver a high quality
integrated comprehensive public transport network. We have outlined the mathematics which demonstrates
this. Without comprehensive road pricing there is no basis for a market to operate. We suggest that the
regulated regime that is allowed to operate in London be introduced in the rest of the UK as a matter of
urgency.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

We view this as to be strange question. In London where there is regulation bus passengers appear to be
satisfied with bus services as evidenced by the rise in usage.

The mathematics which we have outlined would suggest that statutory regulation is essential for this
market to work—it is a classic “Tragedy of the Commons” situation where individual choices interact,
because of limited resource (in this case road space) to the situation that nobody wants.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

Priority benefits do have a beneficial eVect. Not only do they increase bus speeds considerably but, as
Pigou’s Theorem would predict, they also speed traYc generally.

Bus priority measures have been too timidly pursued due to political considerations and a perception that
transferring road space from the car will worsen congestion.

We believe that this is a fundamentally misplaced view.

In a saturated road system there is enough suppressed demand to fill any road space. What limits
congestion is the trade oV in which people decide not to travel, or decide to change the time of their travel,
or decide to move nearer their work, in response to levels of congestion that they find even more
unacceptable than the alternative.

What will alter this trade oV point is the creation of better alternatives so that the trade oV occurs at a
higher speed because people leave their car at home and take the bus or train at a higher speed than the speed
at which they would have decided not to travel at all.

It is important that the above statement is not misunderstood. We are not suggesting that short lengths of
bus priority will significantly alter equilibrium congestion speed. Long lengths of bus priority along specified
corridors may slightly raise equilibrium congestion speed if the Edinburgh experience is generalisable but
will not do so to such an extent as to appear a dramatic solution to the problem, any more than other public
transport developments along a single corridor will. The reason for this is that many of the vehicles who use
the corridors will be making journeys which start or finish away from it and for such vehicles the trade oV
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is not altered. Moreover there will be enough latent demand amongst people wishing to make such uses to
fill the road space vacated by those corridor users who make a modal shift. It is the creation of a
comprehensive network that we believe will raise equilibrium congestion speed. Bus priority is essential to
create the limited stop services that are an essential part of such a network.

What is Best Practice?

London is the only UK example of a planned network of the kind we advocate.

Edinburgh is the only UK example of bus priority being introduced suYciently comprehensively to speed
general traYc in line with Pigou’s Theorem (since the introduction of bus priority car journey times from
the Forth Bridge to the centre of Edinburgh have become faster, despite the loss of road space).

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

No. We would be happy to develop this point but have run out of space.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

1. Schemes should be nationwide and should cover all transport modes.

2. The mechanism of paying operators encourages them to attract concessionary passengers on profitable
routes rather than to extend their network. The money paid out is in competition with funds for network
expansion. Operators may well have found it commercially necessary to introduce concessions anyway, as
many theatres have done and as the railways have done. It would be better if the cash were paid out on a
network contract rather than paying for specific journeys.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

The process which has to be gone through to introduce them is too bureaucratic.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

They have insuYcient resources or backing to carry out their duties. We are concerned that the TraYc
Commissioners do not have routine access to bus performance data.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

Yes.

What is the future for the bus?

We have already addressed this in our description of the four core networks that we believe should be
created.

Demand responsive transport is the concept that has the greatest potential to transform bus services into
a new century.

We are disappointed that you didn’t ask about it but we hope an enquiry might be held to which we could
submit evidence on this point. Alternatively we would be happy to submit supplementary evidence on this
point to this enquiry.

Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of regulated competition?

Yes.

Would this boost passenger numbers?

Yes, if it is accompanied by eVective marketing and travel change strategies to change people’s
perceptions about the bus and by demand management measures, and if the bus is part of a comprehensive
integrated public transport network.
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In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The idea should be abandoned—not just for buses but for trains as well.

24 May 2006

APPENDIX 25

Memorandum submitted by PTEG

(representing the English Passenger Transport Executives: Tyne & Wear PTE, Merseytravel,
GMPTE, West Yorkshire PTE, South Yorkshire PTE & West Midlands PTE)

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, and eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

In pTEGs view, the deregulation of buses has been a failed experiment. No other developed country has
followed the UK lead over the last 20 years and the only part of the country that has seen sustained increase
in bus use has been London, with a few notable exceptions.

London has seen sustained growth in patronage even during the period (during most of the 1990s) that bus
subsidies were being reduced. Whilst it would be wrong to attribute all the improvements made in London
to the regulation, the presence of a regulated framework has enabled a competitive model of private sector
procurement to be combined with a clear public sector-led specification role to achieve eVective policy
delivery. In contrast, many of the Passenger Transport Executive (PTE) areas suVer from services being
provided by a single dominant operator, who can deter, or if necessary fight oV, any “on the road”
competition and can ensure that competition for any supported services is minimised by selectively
registering services they are able to secure any socially necessary additions with minimal competition. A
survey carried out in 2004 showed that in the 36 Metropolitan Districts covered by PTEs, a single operator
provided at least 70% of bus services in over half (ie 19) of those Districts, and in some 12 Districts the
proportion rose to 80% or more. The level of dominance at a local level is a strong indicator of the absence
of a contestable market.

Operators providing deregulated services put a premium on protecting their operating territories. Thus
maintaining coverage of services at times when commercial services becomes a major consideration even if
this requires a reduction in quality. Operators have been very successful at reducing the cost base of bus
services, but, particularly in recent years, this has been at the expense of quality and higher fares. Whilst
operators understandably complain about the impact of traYc congestion on their services, Department for
Transport (DfT) statistics show that about three quarters of cancelled bus services outside London result
from factors within the control of operators, such as staV shortages or mechanical breakdowns. Fares in
PTE areas have risen by 44% in real terms over 15 years, and by 9% in the past five years.

Service frequencies have generally held up relatively well. Whilst patronage in PTE areas has declined by
34% over the past 15 years, service mileage has dropped by only 12% over the same period. This is partly
as a result of PTE intervention to procure supported services—PTEs now support 1% more bus mileage than
they did five years ago, despite a reduction in total mileage of over 4% over the same period—but is also a
result of operator strategies to maintain quantity, if necessary at the expense of quality and price.

Commercial imperatives require that meeting passenger needs comes second to achieving an acceptable
profitability. Thus high volume corridors are served at the expense of diYcult to access, but highly socially
necessary destinations. This can leave “oV centre” facilities such as major hospitals, employment sites or
shopping centres poorly served without PTE invention to secure additional non-commercial services. There
is no incentive within the current framework for operators to take into account the wider benefits of
improved access to key facilities. Similarly operators have no incentive to help passengers “join up” journeys
through good interchange with other operators’ services. Thus the Government’s objectives of an integrated
public transport network are therefore undermined by the requirement for a commercial approach. PTEs
can only influence service patterns at the margin as they “top up” the commercial network with the final 15%.

Cost pressures on operators increasing incentivise them to serve passengers with little or no alternative
means of travel. Thus quality, customer care, comfort and adequate maintenance standards are continually
under pressure. Although safety standards are under the control of TraYc Commissioners, they tend to be
under-resourced and therefore some operators are encouraged to take a calculated risk on maintenance and
even safety standards. This has led the Commissioners to intervene with a number of PTE-based operators.
Three recent examples are given below, the first two of which relate to large plc operators.
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Standards of maintenance at First Manchester slipped so far that on three occasions wheels have come
oV buses in service and a number of vehicles were in use despite having expired Ministry of Transport (MoT)
certificate. In addition, a bus which was involved in a fatal accident was found to have an expired MoT
certificate.

In December 2004, following a maintenance investigation and an exodus of staV, Arriva Yorkshire West
was subject to a check of twenty randomly chosen vehicles at two depots. Five immediate prohibitions, five
delayed prohibitions and 17 advisory notices were issued as a consequence of defects including oil leaks,
faulty brake valves, broken seats and emergency exit defects. It transpired that company policy was to
“monitor” oil leaks rather than repair them immediately.

During an inspection, carried out by the Vehicle & Operator Service Agency (VOSA) in April 2003, at
Merseyside bus operator Glenvale Transport (now owned by Stagecoach) only 22 out of 48 buses were
found to be without defect. A further inspection in May 2003 found that just four out of 35 buses examined
escaped being given immediate or delayed prohibitions or inspection notices.

Despite low standards and the significance of cost pressures, PTEs have been able to make some quality
partnerships with operators work and have jointly delivered improvements in services, which have resulted
in increased patronage on specific corridors or networks. Some operators, particularly smaller operators
with a strong sense of public service, have been willing to sacrifice short-term profitability for longer-term
growth through improved quality. However, all too frequently it has proved impossible to combine public
policy and commercial objectives. This is particularly the case with the large companies, for whom a key
pressure is to produce short-term returns on capital in line with City expectations. In many cases and after
prolonged periods of attempts to foster partnership working on voluntary basis, PTEs have come to the view
that national and local policy objectives are best served by seeking to operate in a more highly regulated
environment. Statutory quality partnerships (delivered through Quality Partnership Schemes) generally
oVer little additional benefit as medium-term service and fare level agreements are impossible, and therefore
PTEs are actively pursuing the use of bus Quality Contracts (QCs).

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

The current statutory regulation of the industry is largely a matter for the TraYc Commissioners. In our
view the Commissioners set standards for bus operators at too low a level, they are inadequate resourced
to police the industry and they have the wrong tools available to enforce standards.

The current model of deregulation tends to encourage the formation of local monopolies or oligopolies
and undermines integration, stability and sensible co-ordination between operators. Dominant commercial
operators have an unacceptably strong influence over the way the market is served, and can follow
commercial strategies that are based on the acceptance of patronage decline. In doing so they clearly
undermine the delivery of Government policy.

Quality partnerships can provide local improvement but it is highly questionable that such partnerships
raise quality generally. Older vehicles are kept in service by the larger companies cascading them to other
parts of the network and passenger quality indicators published by DfT show overall quality is no higher
than it was five years ago, in contrast with London, where passenger perceptions have consistently
improved.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Bus priority measures are an important aspect of improving bus service quality. PTEs have not been able
to improve bus priority measures to the degree they would have wished and we are dependent upon local
highway authorities to deliver this aspect. Where bus priorities have been implemented journey times are
reduced and reliability is improved. Best practice has been published by the Bus Partnership Forum, has
been promoted in the recent “Backing the Bus” publication and continues to be a subject of conferences
that we often co-sponsor. PTEG was responsible for “Backing the Bus” and supports all these initiatives to
promote best practice. There is, however, a major issue of political will at a local level to give bus services
higher priority in the use of limited road space.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Leaving aside reimbursement for concessionary travel (which is primarily a subsidy of passengers rather
services), the main source of public funding for bus services comes from bus service operators’ grant (BSOG)
(about £380 million per annum17) and local authority support for socially necessary services (about £230
million per annum).18 In 2004–05, subsidy per passenger in London was 31p, while in PTEs it was 11p.19 If

17 Department for Transport estimate 2005–06.
18 TAS Publications & Events, Bus Industry Monitor 2005, quotes total “secured service” budgeted expenditure by English local

authorities (including PTEs) during 2004–05 at £228.4 million. TfL’s budgeted expenditure for the same year was £545.0
million.

19 House of Commons, Committee of Public Accounts, Delivery chain analysis for bus services in England, The Stationery OYce,
London, 2006, p13.
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bus services are to play the wider role supported by both local and central government in reducing traYc
congestion and contributing to social inclusion, then higher levels of subsidy are likely to be justified, though
the existing deregulated environment makes it diYcult to intervene in a way that cost-eVectively leverages
the best policy outcomes.

Currently PTEs have little influence over the network provided by operators, and operators are
incentivised to maximise mileage to protect subsidy levels and deter competition. Neither of these main
sources of funding currently encourage achievement of patronage growth targets, nor the wider objectives
of local authorities to increase local accessibility, achieve mode shift away from car and promote social and
economic regeneration. We consider that subsidy linked to patronage, possibly with a higher emphasis on
peak passengers, together with an element linked to quality of delivery would lead to a much closer
alignment between funding and policy delivery.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

Statutory concessionary travel for older and disabled people has gradually improved over recent years
through a range of government initiatives and is proposed to become free for these groups throughout
England in 2008. The removal of internal boundaries within England is welcome, although some PTEs have
already negotiated arrangements with adjoining authorities to minimise constraints on local travel. This
approach of allowing for “extended local travel” is one which solves most of the problems associated with
access to key facilities. It also allows local authorities to provide free travel to other modes of local transport.
Local rail and ferries are often key elements of local transport networks as London’s Freedom Card
recognises. These modes should either be included in the national scheme, or powers and funding need to
be adequate to allow such local extensions to be included in the post-2008 approach.

We do, however, have concerns about the basis of payment for this policy. While the “no better oV, no
worse oV” principle for operator reimbursement is indisputable in theory, it has become meaningless in
practice. We do not know what fares and ticketing oVers operators would choose to introduce in the absence
of a statutory scheme, but we would strongly contest the assumption, implicit within the DfT’s recent
guidance, that they would charge full adult single fares for this highly price-sensitive group of passengers.
Both PTEs and more, recently operators, market a wide range of lower priced tickets to encourage oV-peak
travel and address the needs of market segments with lower incomes.

There are two concerns about the proposals for 2008. The first is one of policy priorities and value for
money. We question the extent to which this will mainly favour better-oV individuals within the two groups
who frequently travel to other parts of the country, whilst poorer sections of the community who depend
on bus services mainly to access local facilities benefiting little. PTEs would like to have seen a widening of
the scope of scope of concessionary travel before a deepening of the benefits to existing users. There is also
good reasons to consider a statutory minimum fare for children and young people ahead of further
improvements for older and disabled people. This is in line with the recommendations made by the
Commission for Integrated Transport (CfIT) in 2002.

The second is a practical one of how the change is going to be delivered with minimum disruption in less
than two years. The process of implementing the April 2006 change was highly disruptive for some
authorities, notably Nexus, where the funding necessary to implement the change was not passed through
the RSG system to the Tyne & Wear District Councils, leaving Nexus cutting other services to fund the
change to free fares. The adequate funding of the proposal for all concessionary travel authorities is key to
the successful management of the change.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

There are a number of major barriers to the introduction of QCs, and more than five years after the
passing of the legislation no applications have been lodged. This is an interesting contrast to the policy that
led to the Transport Act 2000, which stated that “initially we would expect to give a very limited number
of approvals to allow the QC approach to be tested”.20 The DfT has still not made the change to secondary
legislation promised in 2004 to reduce the barrier to QCs nor has it implemented the proposed change in
the Spending Review 2004 to arrangements for BSOG, and it has continued to oppose amendment of “the
only practicable way” requirement in the 2000 Act. This presents a major barrier. At the Public Accounts
Committee hearing into the recent joint National Audit OYce/Audit Commission report in the Bus Delivery
Chain, the DfT Permanent Secretary indicated that he expected any successful application for a QC to be
tested in the courts. It is clear that there is no longer any desire within Government even for a few initial
experiments.

20 DETR, Workhorse to Thoroughbred: a better role for bus travel, 1999, paragraph 6.8.
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PTEG has been in the forefront of eVorts to bring QCs into play, for instance through published research
into the subject,21 and two PTEs have more recently collaborated on a market consultation exercise to
understand how operators could best deliver value for money through a range of measures including QCs.
PTEG will continue to lobby for changes to the 2000 Act to allow such experiments to be brought forward.
A prime issue is the need for Local Transport Authorities to determine for themselves whether quality
contracts are the most appropriate policy instrument to employ. The choice of best mode of delivery
essentially of local services is not an issue of which the Secretary of State need become involved.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The powers held by the Commissioners are inadequate and the use of current powers can damage the
delivery of policy. At present, Commissioners have three sanctions at their disposal: reduction of operating
licences (eVectively reducing the scale of the business of a poorly performing operator), the levying of fines,
and, in extremis, the withdrawal of an operator’s licence. The first and third of these measures reduces the
capacity of the industry where there are often problems of lack of competition and the second action benefits
the Treasury, often at the expense of local authorities (who have to pay more for supported services) or bus
passengers (who are charged higher fares) as a result of the Commissioner’s actions. In a regulated
environment, the PTE or local authority would have far greater power over operators than the
Commissioner, because it could reflect failure to deliver through the tendering process in the same way that
Transport for London does, and put in place a reward/penalty regime to encourage acceptable delivery
standards.

However, in a deregulated environment the Commissioner’s role should either be taken over the local
authority, with a right of appeal to and independent tribunal, or the current arrangements should be
significantly strengthened with more resources available to monitor service delivery both at the operating
base and on the road, and the ability to recycle any fines through grants to local authorities suVering from
poor delivery.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London does provide a sound model, but we would not propose it’s widespread implementation
elsewhere. There is scope for a range of approaches within a regulated framework. The emphasis should be
on local solutions being appropriate for local conditions, but within a common procurement framework to
minimise transaction costs for both promoters and bidders. PTEs are working towards such an approach
to ensure that quality contracts deliver good value for money.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The future for the urban bus industry is potentially a bright one. Despite decades of decline, there is a
desire on the part of central and local government to use bus services in the battle to reduce traYc congestion
and support social and economic regeneration. It will require the adoption of bold and innovative policies,
including the re-allocation of road space, and strict enforcement of parking policies, together with a much
stronger role for the public sector in the specification of a stable and growing network that meets the needs
of local people. It will be necessary to make tough decisions about the best structure for the local network
with the needs of major corridors into cities and towns being balanced by less well patronised secondary and
orbital routes. However the ability to be able to co-ordinate the services of diVerent operators, introduce
simple integrated fares and ticketing, and promote the full range of public transport as a single network can
be a powerful influence in helping bus services move into a period of sustainable growth.

In the city regions this may involve some element of regulated operation. In others, progressive operators
willing to plan for the long term may be willing partners in the vision set out in the local Bus Strategies. But
in each case, it is the local authority or PTA/E that is best placed to judge how to maximise value for money
and improve services in the most cost-eVective manner. In some cases this will mean stronger integration
between diVerent modes, through park & ride and bus/rail interchange. In others, it may require
rationalisation to avoid duplication of services battling for similar markets.

In rural areas diVerent solutions may apply as passenger flows are inevitably lower. A combination of
relatively strong inter-urban routes may be best complemented by community-based solutions, but again it
will be for those communities and elected representatives to judge how best to meet local needs.

In all situations, it will be necessary to listen carefully to passenger requirements and design services and
standards that meet their needs. Consistently passengers tell us that service reliability (including punctuality)
and stability are vital elements of the service with issues such as aVordability of fares and the ability to make

21 For instance see; Bus planning, procurement and regulation: Implementing a Quality Contract, 2003, and Bus Quality
Contracts: Frequently Asked Questions. http://www.pteg.net/NR/rdonlyres/795A6146-FFF1-47AA-BC5F-
031FB836914C/0/Bus–Planning–Performance–Regulation–Part2.pdf
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the journeys conveniently to access key facilities. It will be necessary to keep passenger needs to the fore in
planning services and networks. We believe that this aspect of service delivery is best led by local authorities
and PTEs drawing on operators’ expertise, but not being led totally by commercial considerations. If bus
services are to thrive it is essential that they are planned within a long-term framework that is able to plan
fare and service levels over a number of years. We can only see being possible either through medium-term
contracts with operators or through binding partnerships that reflect that long-term commercial
considerations centred on market growth strategies and outweigh City investors’ requirements for short-
term profitability.

In summary, PTEs require:

— A more flexible and locally-determined menu of options including quality contracts from which
to serve passenger needs.

— Significant revisions to the Quality Partnership Scheme and Quality Contract legislation to enable
cost-eVective, locally-appropriate solutions to be implemented.

— A wider recognition of the needs for better bus priority, stronger parking policies and, where
appropriate, road pricing solutions, with possible unification of public transport and strategic
highway responsibilities, where this is the preferred local solution.

— A funding package that encourages and rewards all parties for adopting policies that raise the
quality of delivery and grow the market for bus travel.

24 May 2006

APPENDIX 26

Memorandum submitted by Sinclair Knight Merz Ltd.

Introduction

1. This memorandum is submitted in response to the Press Notice of 20 April 2006 indicating the range
of issues to be addressed in this inquiry. We do not intend to comment in depth on all of the issues and have
not commented on Community Bus Services or concessionary fares. Also we confine our comments to local
buses and exclude express coach services. This Memorandum was prepared with assistance from Professor
Austin Smyth, Head of Transport Studies (designate) of the University of Westminster.

Trends in Bus Use and Provision

2. The previous Transport Committee report (Transport, Local Government and the Regions, 17th
Report of Session 2001–02 on “The Bus Industry”, stated that the long term decline in bus use appeared to
have been halted and expressed cautious optimism that bus patronage growth targets expressed in the Ten
Year Transport Plan (DTLR, 2000) might be achieved and called for a more ambitious programme of
improvements and financial support, and separate targets for London and other areas.

3. Since 1998–99 bus patronage in GB has steadily increased from a low point of 4.2 billion to 4.6 billion
in 2004–05. This modest increase is due to growth in London of some 41%, there is also growth in Scotland
and Wales although they represent only 12% of total British bus patronage. In Northern Ireland, patronage
in 2003–04 was 65.4 million a drop of 33% from 98.4 million in 1978–79.

4. Total bus kilometres have gradually declined since the mid 1990s after a boost following deregulation.
Therefore, the previous report was correct about the overall trends and about the need for ambitious action.
It is very clear now that London is driving the patronage trend and that reversing the decline in provincial
England will take strong action based on wholescale change in policy.

Has Deregulation worked?

— it achieved cost and subsidy reductions as expected;

— there was some innovation;

— safety was not compromised;

— the market is not fully contestable;

— real fares have continued to rise;

— services were destabilised in many places exacerbating patronage decline;

— network integration has been reduced or destroyed;

— some transport policy objectives became unachievable;
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— bus operators in isolation cannot grow bus patronage significantly; and

— subsidy is increasing again.

5. Regulation was introduced in 1930 mainly to protect established operators and prevent “wasteful
competition” between buses and trams, coaches and railways, and to provide network stability. It also aimed
to limit fares in an era of public transport market power.

6. The 1979 government believed that regulation had led to some bad eVects such as: discouraging
innovation, thought to be a particular problem in serving rural areas, protecting ineYcient operators whose
costs were out of control, and encouraging cross-subsidy which was wrong. It was believed that private
operators would be more eYcient and that fares and subsidy would fall. Therefore, privatisation was closely
linked to deregulation. So the 1985 Act deregulated, principally through the abolition of route licensing, and
privatised. It was not concerned with sustainability or other planning policies which have since assumed
much more importance.

7. In summary, the expected benefits of deregulation depended on successfully establishing a contestable
market in which new operations are easy to start and the threat of new competition continually acts to keep
fares down and quality up. However, these expected benefits were not to be delivered in London or Northern
Ireland, both of which were excluded from the legislation.

8. A very significant feature of deregulation is the emergence of a few large and powerful operators. By
1995, 36% of bus revenue was going to only four operators outside London. Operations are now dominated
by Firstgroup, National Express, Stagecoach, Arriva, and Go Ahead; these five run 90% of PTE area
services. This is the “oligopolistic outcome” that many expected and undermines the concept of market
contestability. Bus “wars” occurred in several places including Darlington and Edinburgh as operators
established their market power.

9. The eVects of deregulation are shown by Table 1 in the Appendix. This shows that, in the 17 years from
deregulation in late 1986 to 2003–04:

— The vehicle kilometres operated increased by 19% although this is falling from a peak in 1995–96,
which reverses the trend before deregulation.

— The number of passengers fell by 36% continuing the trend before deregulation, initial falls were
more than implied by fare rises, implying bad eVects of network instability.

— Average bus occupancy fell by 50%.

— Fares rose 43% in real terms continuing the trend prior to deregulation.

— Costs per vehicle kilometre fell by 44% but are now increasing from a low point in 1999–2000.

— Costs per passenger carried were constant 1985–95 but have since risen 12%.

10. It is fairly clear that the reductions in operating cost were not reflected in fares but were used to cut
subsidy, provide profits and finance additional vehicle kilometres. These cost cuts show that there probably
was a lot of ineYciency in the regulated market and also reflect wage reductions in the 10 years following
deregulation, although wages are now increasing in real terms again.

11. In 1985, subsidy by local authorities and for concessionary fares was 25% of total revenue. In the years
following deregulation route subsidy fell in real terms but concessionary fare payments increased. By
2003–04 subsidy excluding BSOG had increased to 34% of total revenue.

Is Statutory Regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus service?

The application of competition legislation is blocking the provision of high quality public transport
networks and is counter to transport policy. Regulation by the TraYc Commissioners is intended to be in
the public interest and adds to the quality of bus services. In Northern Ireland the continuation of public
monopoly operation may not be beneficial and a franchising solution could be superior but reform was
blocked by John Spellar.

12. Transport Policy objectives are to encourage greater public transport use in the public interest which
implies co-ordination of services and through fares. The main competition is overwhelmingly between
public transport and private cars. There is strong evidence that operators will avoid sharing revenue and
have no incentive to co-operate on ticketing while OFT acts to restrict fare and network co-operation that
may be construed as be a barrier to entry be other operators.

13. In Northern Ireland NITHCo owns Ulsterbus and Metro(Belfast) which have a monopoly of bus
services which they plan and operate. There is virtually no competition for stage carriage services in NI.

Are Bus Priority Measures having a beneficial eVect?

Systematic whole route or network programmes do boost ridership, but they have limited appeal to car
users unless there are also traYc restraint measures in a co-ordinated policy approach. Outside London,
strategic schemes can succeed in partnership with operators but lack of control over bus services by planning
authorities poses problems for investment.
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14. In London a systematic programme of bus priorities has been implemented under the London Bus
Priority Network from 1995 and the London Bus Initiative which was announced by John Prescott in 1999.
Phase 1 of LBI started in 2000 using a £60 million government grant and aimed to provide comprehensive
priority along the full length of 27 bus routes. Its objectives were to increase patronage and the attractiveness
of buses by taking a “whole journey approach” from the passengers’ perspective. Three levels of priority
were aimed for and the full range of priority techniques was used, including close attention to co-operation
between local authorities, Transport for London (TfL) and operators, and to enforceability of penalties for
bus lane enfringement. About 1,000 priority schemes were implemented on the 27 routes.

15. The results were monitored by TfL and show significant increases in bus speeds and reductions in
delays. Bus running times at peak periods were reduced, these matched more closely the scheduled running
times and the variability in bus running times was also reduced. The impact on reliability, as measured by
Excess Waiting Time (the diVerence between the theoretical passenger waiting time, based on the timetable
and the actual waiting time), was significant and this improved by more than for the bus network as a whole.
Patronage on the LBI Phase 1 network increased by about 5% more than the London bus network as a
whole. The economic benefits to passengers were assessed at £12 million per year, a high return on the cost.
An LBI Phase 2 programme is being implemented.

16. There is extensive experience of bus priority in other British towns: Edinburgh, Glasgow, Leeds,
Birmingham, York, Brighton and many others. Most of the experience is of bus priority at trouble spots
rather than systematic or whole route priority programmes. However, there are corridor schemes in
Birmingham (Bus Showcase) and Edinburgh (Green Routes), and, although it is outside UK, in Dublin
(Quality Bus corridors) which have achieved good results. Run time reductions and patronage increases
have been achieved on several schemes, Bus Showcase reports up to 30% increase in ridership. However,
there is little evidence of significant switch to bus from car unless there are traYc demand management/
restraint measures in place.

17. The DfT provides guidelines on bus priority and promotes a toolkit approach but the vision for bus
networks is the responsibility of local authorities through Local Transport Plans, with very mixed results.
Some government vision would help.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Bus operators are mainly interested in profits and will defend their commercial interests against schemes
aimed to benefit the community. Quality contracts were, therefore, unlikely to be workable. There are other
proposals, particularly ATCO’s Quality Networks but these seem complicated when the London model can
be adapted.

18. The Secretary of State now recognises that Quality Partnerships are not working and there is clearly
no incentive for operators to make them work and no accountability of operators to planning bodies. In
some cases public investment in bus infrastructure has been wasted. Quality Bus Partnership Schemes and
Quality Bus Contracts were introduced under the Transport Act, 2000. The former provide for schemes
where voluntary agreement of operators is absent, but they cannot specify fares or frequency. By 2005 no
schemes had been implemented in England. Proposals for QBCs covering networks are being planned but
are permitted only if it can be shown that no alternative is available in delivering a bus strategy. QBCs have
been strongly opposed by operators who see them as limiting their freedom and profits.

19. ATCO and CfIT propose Quality Networks covering wider area but with risk sharing and agreement
on commercial operation for a period of up to eight years. This could give a secure revenue stream to
operators in exchange for network integration. The Competition Act is an obstacle.

Powers of the TraYc Commissioners

The TC have useful powers but need the resources to enforce them. Some more direct powers would
prevent predatory practice and raise the quality of passenger information more quickly. The TC’s role needs
to be co-ordinated with any revision of the competitive context for buses.

20. The Commissioners have powers over registration of bus operators and their fitness, over licensing
and safety of vehicles and over the reliable operation of bus services. All bus services must be registered with
them. They have powers in Great Britain but do not cover Northern Ireland. Under the Task Group set up
by DfT, standards for local bus services were proposed taking eVect from 1/1/05. Local bus service
punctuality standards were revised. The one minute early to five minutes late remains the compliance target
for 95% of operations at termini (departure and arrival) points and TfL’s Expected Waiting Time measure
is now used to set a standard for intermediate timing. Penalties are £550 per bus but with a sliding scale for
70%–95% compliance.

21. Although these changes are welcome they are only as good as the detection and enforcement and it
is clear that there are not enough Bus Compliance OYcers (employed by VOSA) to carry out proper
monitoring. Also the Commissioner’s powers should extend to direct enforcement of minimum standards
of bus route information to good practice now followed by TfL and in some other areas. It also seems wrong
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that road works that delay buses should not be better co-ordinated where they will aVect bus operation. The
punctuality standards are welcome but the allowance of one minute early should be dropped, early running
should not be tolerated.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London has achieved cost reductions and patronage growth but at the cost of high subsidy and increased
fares. There is a need for a compromise between free competition and full regulation and London gives good
pointers. Tendering has proved a successful competitive tool in London and for subsidised routes elsewhere.
However, the London model is not the complete blueprint: London has secured finance for major expansion
of buses using powers not available elsewhere, market conditions diVer with high public transport mode
share in central London unlike other cities, achieving mode shift elsewhere will take more eVort
proportionally. TfL is a comprehensive transport authority and bus franchising body and could serve as a
model for strengthening PTE and County functions.

22. It is not entirely clear why deregulation did not apply to London, it appeared that the government
was concerned about congestion, the need to avoid the collapse of London Buses, part of London
Transport, which then controlled a fleet of 8,000 buses, and the political pressure to sustain the London
travelcard system which was very popular. Therefore, more time was allowed for a transition to privately
owned buses and regulation through route franchises let by Transport for London.

23. In contrast to the rest of Britain, since 1986 bus patronage had risen by 56% to 1,782 million trips in
2004–05 and London buses now carry 39% of total bus passengers in GB, although London has only about
15% of the population. Vehicle kilometres had risen by 72% but costs per vehicle km had fallen by 36%.
Fares increased in real terms by about 35% in the 10 years to 1996 but have since been broadly constant.
Key trends to 2003–04 are given in the Appendix.

24. The main issue is the patronage trend. Research shows that better performance in London is due to
a stable, well publicised network, improvements in service frequency and reliability, including the eVects of
Road user Charging in central London, and to the travelcard system. A recent review (Prof P White) shows
that patronage trends outside London can be explained fairly well by change in population and car
ownership, fares and bus kilometres but patronage growth in London is greater than expected which relates
to the introduction of congestion charging, service quality enhancement, more night services and other
factors, including the lower level of car ownership than incomes would imply. This can, it is argued, be
attributed to the proportion of income spent on housing and the restrictions on car use.

25. The key point is that costs have been cut in London by almost as much as elsewhere in Britain while
substantial growth in patronage has been achieved, in stark contrast to other areas.

What is the future for the bus?

In London, buses have a vital future as a key mode in an integrated public transport network. Elsewhere,
if there is no change, they have a future only as a residual mode on a shrinking commercial network. The
bus is in danger of ceasing to have a role in transport policy. Significant investment and support is needed
together with institutional arrangements to sustain and enhance integrated public transport networks and
to facilitate investment in high quality provision. The cost of delivering this will increase sharply if there is
further delay.

26. There is little prospect for patronage growth on buses without more regulation designed to restore
buses to a credible transport and environmental policy role. Controlled competition is the basis of EU
proposals for delivering adequate consumer-oriented public transport across the Union. Failure to solve bus
service delivery and integration problems is undermining government transport policy. The greatest
problems lie in urban areas outside London where buses could achieve much more.

27. The eVective planning and delivery of public transport should follow best European practice with
transport authorities with strong powers and adequate funds able to take a long term view. PTEs were set
up to plan and provide public transport in the main conurbations. Initially they were also bus operators
which distracted them from their planning role. They are now unable to perform the planning role eVectively
since they have no control over commercial bus services, fares or timetables. Reform should give this control
over local public transport networks not just buses.

28. The CfIT, ATOC and others argue for an increase in subsidy for buses. Although there is evidence
that British bus operations are the most eYcient in Europe, they also have the lowest subsidy. CfIT has also
called for the ending of Fuel Duty Rebate and the creation of Incentive Payments per Passenger to provide
a direct incentive for ridership growth. Such a change could have perverse eVects but, whatever approach
is followed, it is essential that more subsidy is made available. The Treasury could fear an open-ended
commitment to growing subsidy (this was a motive for deregulation). This is a real concern and only be
mitigated in the long term by a shift in land use development policy in favour of higher densities planned
in corridors that can be served by, and will support, viable public transport, combined with integrated
transport policy. This shift would be a logical extension of present policy (PPG13etc.) but would need much
firmer guidelines and stronger powers for planning agencies.
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29. Time is not on our side. As car use becomes more dominant outside London, research shows that it
becomes more diYcult to reverse the decline in bus use and more expensive. As transport emissions increase
and social inclusion policy becomes more important, so action to achieve a shift to public transport becomes
more urgent. Car use is overwhelmingly attractive compared with bus, as reflected in travel “generalised
cost”. Public transport needs to be much more attractive and car use much less attractive to achieve a
significant switch.

Table 1

KEY INDICES OF CHANGE BUSES IN GB OUTSIDE LONDON SINCE DEREGULATION
(1985 % 100) FARES AND COSTS AT CONSTANT PRICES

Cost per Cost per
Average vehicle km passenger

Passenger Occupancy per (at constant (at constant
Year Vehicle kms Journeys vehicle Real Fares prices) prices)

1975 119.9 133.5
1983 102.7 100.2 103.8
1985–86 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1987–88 114.5 91.0 79.5 109.1 76.9 96.6
1990–91 118.8 81.8 68.9 108.3 66.4 96.6
1995–96 125.8 70.8 56.2 120.5 56.6 100.7
1997–98 125.8 67.8 53.9 121.5 52.7 97.8
2003–04 118.7 64.1 50.5 143.3 56.0 112.5

Source: Transport Statistics Great Britain

Table 2

KEY INDICATORS OF BUS PERFORMANCE IN LONDON (1985 % 100)

Cost per Cost per
Average vehicle km passenger

Passenger Occupancy per (at constant (at constant
Year Vehicle kms Journeys vehicle Real Fares prices) prices)

1985–86 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1987–88 101.1 104.8 103.7 103.5 87.6 84.5
1990–91 111.4 102.3 91.8 111.4 77.5 84.4
1995–96 129.3 104.6 80.9 135.2 52.8 65.3
1997–98 132.6 112.3 84.7 138.4 53.9 63.6
2003–04 173.6 148.4 141.9 64.4 72.9

Source: Transport Statistics Great Britain

24 May 2006

APPENDIX 27

Memorandum submitted by the Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee

Introduction

1. The Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) welcomes the opportunity to
comment on the House of Commons Transport Committee investigation Bus Services Across the UK.

2. DPTAC was set up under the Transport Act 1985 to advise the Government on disabled people’s
transport needs. We aim to ensure that disabled people can go where everyone else goes, easily and without
extra cost. We would like to see this happen by 2020.

3. The absence of accessible, aVordable and available transport means that disabled people are less able
to secure and retain employment, obtain medical treatment, enjoy a full social and recreational life, or travel
with whom they want, where they want and when they want. Compared to others, disabled travellers are
likely to plan further ahead, use more eVort, pay more to travel, spend more time, experience embarrassment
and stigmatisation, and find themselves more tired at the end of a journey. This will crucially aVect their
confidence and preparedness to travel in future.
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4. DPTAC uses four overarching principles as the basis for its advice to Government, other organisations
and disabled people. These are that:

— Accessibility for disabled people is a condition of any investment.

— Accessibility for disabled people must be a mainstream activity.

— Users should be involved in determining accessibility.

— Providers are responsible for achieving accessibility for disabled people.

5. These principles are the basis of DPTAC’s response to consultations.

Specific Response to the Consultation

6. DPTAC welcomed the introduction of free travel from April 2006 on local scheduled bus services for
disabled and older people in England.

7. DPTAC also welcomes the Chancellor’s statement in this year’s budget that from April 2008 disabled
and older people will be able to travel free on scheduled buses throughout England.

Availability of Buses

8. As from 2000 all new buses used on scheduled services have had to conform to Public Service Vehicles
Accessibility Regulations (PSVAR). Compliant vehicle are wheelchair accessible and have colour contrast
throughout their interior.

9. However, because PSVAR compliant buses are not required to be fitted with audio/visual
announcements (AV) they continue to exclude many people with visual or hearing impairments. We do not
therefore consider them to be fully accessible.

10. Although all of Transport for London’s bus fleet conforms to Public Service Vehicles Accessibility
Regulations (PSVAR) only around 23% of the English bus fleet outside London does so.

11. Although figures are hard to come by, roll out of PSVAR compliant vehicles would appear to be faster
in areas run by members of the Passenger Transport Executive Group (PTEG) such as the West Midlands
and Merseytravel than by transport authorities generally.

12. Away from major cities and towns, availability of accessible buses is very limited, particularly so in
rural areas. At best, services tend to run hourly and finish around six o’clock in the evening. It is very rare
for buses in rural areas to conform to PSVAR.

13. Your predecessor Committee noted in your Third Report of Session 2004–05 Disabled People’s
Access to Transport: A year’s worth of improvements? “we cannot assess with any certainty whether the bus
industry will meet the statutory deadline of 2017 to phase out buses which do not comply with the
accessibility regulations.”

The Benefit of Having a Concessionary Pass

14. On the face of it the value of the concessionary pass should be the same for a disabled person living
in Cumbria as it should for someone living in London. However, this is not the case in reality.

15. The real value of the concession depends on the ability of the recipient to be able to use it. In Cumbria,
for instance, opportunities for even the more “mobile” disabled and older person to take advantage of their
concession will be limited to a handful of routes, with infrequent services.

16. In contrast, Londoners are able to take advantage of a fully PSVAR compliant fleet running on
hundreds of routes. In addition, the concession is also accepted on all other public transport modes starting
and ending within Greater London, although it should be noted that the tube network remains inaccessible
to significant numbers of disabled people.

17. This Government has developed policies to tackle social exclusion and help disabled people secure
employment. We find it puzzling therefore that by statute the concession is not available before 9.30 am or
after 11.00 pm.

18. Disabled people in work earn on average less than the national average. The morning time restriction
is a needless obstacle to disabled people finding, resuming or maintaining employment. In addition, by
preventing older and disabled people from going by bus to pre-booked hospital and other medical
appointments before 9.30 am the NHS has to fund alternative transport.

19. Department for Transport oYcials advised DPTAC the 9.30 am restriction was in place because of
congestion implications and cost. However, they were unable to provide us with figures for the estimated
cost, or increased patronage, from allowing disabled people to travel free at all times.

20. The Department for Transport have not been able to explain why the 11.00 pm “watershed” is in
place.
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21. London has the highest levels of bus patronage in the country and some of the most congested roads.
Despite this, Transport for London provides disabled people with free travel on all public transport, except
trains, at any time. Older people can travel for free from 9.00 am. On trains the concession is valid from
9.30 am.

22. In Wales, the Welsh Assembly has provided free bus travel to disabled and older people from April
2002. This is a national scheme and has no time restrictions.

23. From April of this year, the Scottish OYce has introduced a free national concession scheme and like
Wales there are no time restrictions.

24. We have attached to this Memorandum our new DPTAC discussion paper: Recommendations for
extending concessionary fares across local authority boundaries and widened to include community transport
services. (Annex A)

Quality Contracts

25. DPTAC would like to express its support for Quality Contracts. They contribute to improved
dialogue between Local Authorities and operators, help raise standards and improve access for disabled
people.

What Next?

26. We have demonstrated that the real benefit of having a concession depends on where you live. As a
“rule of thumb” the bigger the city the more disabled people will be able to take advantage of the concession.

27. There are various policies the Department for Transport could pursue to improve equality of access
to concession holders.

28. As a first step, the Department for Transport should immediately abolish the morning and night-time
time restrictions.

29. To improve accessibility for blind/partially sighted, deaf and passengers with learning diYculties, the
Department for Transport must regulate for on board audio/visual announcements.

30. Although the Department has set a deadline of 2016–17 for all buses to be PSVAR compliant, local
authorities and bus operators need to be encouraged to accelerate purchasing new vehicles.

31. The Department should introduce a key performance indicator measuring local authorities’
provision of accessible bus stops. After all, a bus is only truly accessible when the bus stop is also accessible.

32. However, if the Department for Transport really wants to improve older and disabled people’s
mobility they will need to be far more imaginative than at present.

33. In rural areas and towns without a comprehensive PSVR compliant bus network the Department will
need to fund alternative transport.

34. In rural areas, organisations such as community transport operators would be ideally placed to run
an inclusive “bus” service. However, to provide regular services at nil cost to the user would be expensive.
In addition to increased funding the Department will also need to adopt a long term financing strategy to
replace yearly grants. This will provide community transport operators with secure funding enabling them
to make long term planning and investment decisions.

35. To help improve access to services and encourage passenger growth, the Department should consider
running Community Transport services in partnership with conventional bus services/operators.

36. In addition to community transport the Department should consider other methods of transport. In
urban areas Dial-a-Ride and Taxicard are two schemes that could become part of the “concessionary
fares family”.

37. In North Wales, where local train services tend to play the same role as bus services elsewhere, the
Welsh Assembly is considering extending concessionary fares to local trains. We recommend the
Department for Transport consider extending concessionary fares to all local train services in England.

Conclusion

38. Overall, the Department is making some progress towards delivering an accessible bus service for
disabled people.

39. However, as we have illustrated in this response, for disabled people accessible transport is a post code
lottery. If the Government is committed to social inclusion it needs to adopt the sort of practical solutions
outlined here above.
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40. The press notice advertising the Committee’s inquiry advised that you are considering a nationwide
version of London’s freedom pass. DPTAC believes that there is a compelling need for one.

24 May 2006

Annex A

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EXTENDING CONCESSIONARY FARES ACROSS
LOCAL AUTHORITY BOUNDARIES AND WIDENED TO INCLUDE COMMUNITY

TRANSPORT SERVICES

Research commissioned by DPTAC showed that bus frequency and accessibility were the most important
factors if disabled people are to make more use of buses. It follows that any statutory concessionary fares
scheme can only significantly improve disabled people’s access to transport in areas with a frequent service,
served by vehicles that are accessible to them. Buses that comply with the Public Service Vehicle Accessibility
Regulation (PSVAR) do not need to be fitted with audio/visual announcements, and this continues to
exclude many people with visual or hearing impairments so we do not consider PSVAR-compliant buses to
be fully accessible. It is estimated that 50% of bus services are accessible to passengers who use wheelchairs
(100% in London) and that many routes throughout England are still served by older and even less accessible
vehicles. The situation in rural areas is worse as, not only are the buses not accessible to people in
wheelchairs, but services tend to be very limited.

Community transport (including dial-a-ride) is provided locally to bridge this service gap. However,
people using these services will pay more than for a comparable bus journey. Making accessible transport
available improves social inclusion, including access to health, education and increases job opportunities.
Cranfield University demonstrated the cost benefits to health and social services through the provision of
appropriate, aVordable transport, when the report was published the savings were between £256 million and
£1.1 billion.

Whilst there is a need for community transport to be part of the concessionary fares scheme, under the
current financial arrangements via local authorities many are unable to participate. The Government’s
announcement last year to increase funds to local authorities to increase concessions locally does not
currently include community transport. It is estimated that to extend free travel to community transport
across England local authorities will need an additional £22 million.

DPTAC urges the Government to consider this important issue whilst the review of concessionary fares
is being undertaken for England.

May 2006

APPENDIX 28

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Local Bus Undertaking Managers (Album)

The Association of Local Bus Undertaking Mangers (Album) represents many small and medium sized
bus operators throughout the United Kingdom. Our members include Municipals such as Nottingham
Transport and CardiV Bus and a large number of private businesses such as Trent, Western Greyhound and
East Yorkshire Motor Services.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need?

Bus usage is dependent on a wide range of factors. The most important of these are:

— Bus service reliability—passenger surveys invariably show this as passenger’s key priority.

— The relative speed of buses and cars—the priority allocation of road space and the introduction
of major bus lane schemes are vital.

— The availability of car parking and it’s pricing relative to bus fares.

— The quality and attractiveness of bus services.

— The full costs of running a car in relation to household incomes.

— The extent to which new development is concentrated in urban centres, which buses can serve more
easily, rather than, dispersed towards the edge of towns and cities.

— The amount car users pay to use the road (road pricing is potentially a key issue).

— The level of bus fares.

— The extent to which local bus services provide a comprehensive network.
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— The degree to which operators and Local Authorities work together to achieve real benefits for the
passenger and put the interests of the passenger first.

— The ease of passing a car or motorcycle driving test.

Many of these key issues are completely independent of the regulatory framework for buses.

Evidence from Europe shows that where regulated systems are in place there have been large falls in public
transport passenger ridership, eg, in Italy where passengers have declined by 14% between 2002 and 2004.

Similarly in Northern Ireland bus patronage fell by 3% between 2000 and 2005, under a regulated system.

Many bus networks operating in a deregulated environment have shown double figure passenger growth
eg Lancaster/Morecambe, Bedford, Kidderminster, Oxford and Cwmbran.

There is no evidence that buses are less eVective in England than in any other European country.
Commercial unsubsidised passenger levels have generally held up well in all the English PTE areas over the
last five years. Where passenger levels have fallen this can be largely attributed to changes in concessionary
fare policies and in some cases to demographic factors.

The Government’s new free concessionary fares scheme will however, undoubtedly encourage many more
people to travel by bus.

Are bus services suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport?

Some people clearly benefit from the co-ordination of bus services with other modes of public transport.
It is, however, important to recognise that bus to bus interchange is frequently more important than
interchange with other forms of transport and, therefore, has to be prioritised. There are also often more
important overall passenger needs, eg that the bus fits in with school or work finishing times rather than
meeting a specific time train.

Lengthy diversions into rail stations or interchange points also often make the total service less attractive
to bus passengers by increasing journey times between their origin and destination. Such diversions also
often significantly increase costs of operation making services less viable if usage of the multi modal
transport interchange point is not suYcient to cover the extra costs involved.

Bus Operators do, however, work with other transport providers and Local Authorities to co-ordinate
services where there is genuine passenger demand.

The Traveline project also shows bus operators commitment to work with Local Authorities and other
organisations to provide co-ordinated information on all transport modes by telephone or via the web.

Are buses clean, safe, eYcient?

Buses are one of the safest forms of public transport with Department for Transport data showing that
between 1993 and 2002 there were only an average of 0.4 fatalities per billion passenger bus kilometres.
Equivalent figures for cars, motorcycles and bicycles were 3,113 and 41 respectively. During the same period
there were only an average 13 serious injuries per billion bus passenger kilometres, whilst the equivalent
figures for the car were 33; the motorcycle 1,393 and the bicycle 773.

Operators have invested millions of pounds in the past few years to introduce low-floor fully accessible
vehicles. As a consequence of this investment the average age of the national fleet now stands at 7.12 years.

Bus safety remains one of the industry’s strongest suits.

Buses are becoming increasingly environmentally clean and data from the European Environment
Agency shows that buses produce around 20% of the emissions of cars based on an analysis of grams per
passenger kilometre. In addition Euro 3 engines produce 80% less carbon monoxide, around 75% less hydro
carbons and two thirds less nitrogen oxides than pre 1990 bus engines.

If not, can deregulation be made to work? How?

Operators have heavily invested in providing quality bus services and where Local Authorities have
adopted pro-active pro-bus strategies to support that investment, significant passenger growth has been
achieved.

Regulation cannot force investment and regulation will not in itself produce service reliability
improvements or make buses more attractive in comparison to cars.

Deregulation has many success stories and in the vast majority of cases the key common feature is that
these have been achieved where operators and Local Authorities concentrate on a mutually shared common
desire to grow bus ridership and work in close harmony on a voluntary basis.
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Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus service?

Competition regulations have limited the extent to which operators have been able to co-ordinate
timetables and co-operate in other areas for the benefit of the customer. Legislative changes have also
significantly impacted on cost, particularly in respect of employment legislation, health and safety legislation
and drivers hours rules. The vast majority of operators fully appreciate the importance of quality to
passengers, as well as their growing expectations, and have, therefore, been incentivised to try to minimise
the impact of these cost increases on the quality of the product they have on oVer.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Bus priorities are having a beneficial eVect, particularly where a comprehensive network of measures is
introduced. Many local authorities are reluctant to implement such priority facilities due to public
opposition. Brighton and London demonstrate the benefits that such measures can bring to existing bus
passengers and in encouraging modal shift from the car. Many existing bus lanes could be made more
eVective by increasing their period of operation.

More extensive bus priority measures are required in our cities and towns across the country. Dedicated
bus lanes are the key, but significant improvements in reliability can also be achieved through GPS and
traYc light priorities. There should be greater funding incentives for local authorities that are prepared to
introduce such measures all day to reduce traYc congestion and comparable financial funding penalties for
those local authorities that fail to take a long term view by not addressing these issues.

From an operational control perspective some bus companies trying to introduce new bus to base radio
communication systems would also benefit from the Government making it easier for operators to secure
band three radio channels at an aVordable rate.

Significant numbers of car users will be attracted to the bus if bus journey times are considerably speeded
up relative to the car.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

More funding should be allocated to pump priming bus service improvement projects that have a good
business case and a potential long term future. A separate bus kick start fund should be retained either ring
fenced within the Transport Improvement Fund or outside it. Album is concerned that the new TIF monies
will largely be devoted to major road/light rail/infrastructure projects rather than on service enhancements.

More funding should also be targeted to schemes where operators are willing to match or partially match
fund the investment.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

The Government’s new April 2006 English concessionary fares scheme represents a considerable overall
improvement on the arrangements that were in place previously for the majority of senior citizens. There
has, however been considerable public confusion, particularly in areas where very complex schemes have
been introduced by some Local Authorities in respect of cross boundary fares.

The other major problem with the 2006 scheme has been the allocation of the funding to individual local
authorities, which was not based on actual travel or anticipated take up. The monies were also not ring
fenced solely for use to fund concessionary travel. As a result of this some Local Authorities have received
insuYcient funding to cover the costs of the new scheme, whilst others have received too much and have
diverted some of these funds to other purposes.

Important lessons must be learnt. The administration of the proposed 2008 free English national scheme
should either be administered on a central basis or, at the very least, on a regional basis in order to ensure
that the funding available is used for concessionary travel purposes.

It is also important that suYcient “additional costs” funding is budgeted for, especially for operators in
major tourist centres such as York, Bath, Blackpool and Brighton, as the new national free scheme will
undoubtedly generate considerable extra bus travel.

Free or discounted national travel on other forms of public transport should only be considered if there
are suYcient funds available. The costs associated with implementing such a scheme are likely to be
considerable not only in terms of fare forgone reimbursement, but also in terms of providing the required
additional capacity on rail.
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Why are there no Quality Contracts?

There is clear evidence that bus patronage growth and all legitimate public policy objectives can be
secured without resort to Quality Contracts. The successes in Cambridge, Lancaster, Brighton and many
other areas where operators and Local Authorities concentrate on improving service quality for passengers
and making the bus more attractive, have shown that Quality Contracts are unnecessary.

A “market testing” exercise by the PTE group has suggested that Quality Contracts would require Local
Authorities to take new financial risks and substantial public spending on depots, although satisfactory
garage facilities already exist.

Time limited Quality Contracts would not encourage operator investment to the same degree as the
current deregulated environment. Contract renewal periods would also cause considerable uncertainty and
concern for both passengers and staV.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The TraYc Commissioners powers in respect of safety and service quality are not only relevant, but also
extremely important from an industry standards and a public confidence perspective.

Overall the industry gets the scrutiny that is required , but the TraYc Commissioners can only take action
when they have evidence of poor performance Additional investigative resources are needed to ensure that
the standards achieved by the majority of reputable operators are also adhered to by a small minority of
other operators.

The TraYc Commissioners should also be given powers to take action against Local Authorities which
consistently fail to address traYc congestion issues raised by operators and which prevent them from
achieving the TraYc Commissioners punctuality targets. At the present time operators can be fined and have
restrictions put on their licences (including revocation) for non compliance. Local Authorities have no such
incentive to take action to address Service reliability issues, which is intrinsically unjust, as many of the
factors which cause service unreliability are in the control of the Local Authority and not the operator.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is not a sound model for the rest of the country. The levels of financial subsidy involved are simply
not aVordable elsewhere.

Having said that buses in London have been a great success story and there are key pointers for the rest
of the country. These include:

— Limited and very expensive central parking.

— Considerable expenditure on bus priorities, enforcement and service reliability measures.

— Unified control of vital parts of the highway network and road pricing policy.

— Strong political pro bus leadership and support for congestion charging.

— Comprehensive local tax raising powers for transport.

Local Authorities outside London could achieve similar (but proportionate to spending) results, if they
tackle the road allocation issue, without any change to the regulatory system.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Bus passenger numbers will be boosted if there is greater commitment to:

1. The introduction of more widespread bus priority measures to improve punctuality and the speed
of the bus relative to the car, together with appropriate enforcement.

2. Ensuring that major traYc generators are located in central urban areas or in parts of urban areas,
which are well served by public transport.

3. Restricting the free movement of cars in central urban areas and making sure that the true
environmental cost of car usage is reflected in parking charges and road pricing.

4. Encouraging some Local Authorities and operators to adopt the best industry practice of many
of their colleagues. Genuine constructive partnership working between operators and Local
Authorities is the common feature of the vast majority of the UK’s bus success stories.

All of the above will achieve far more than a change in regulatory regime.

24 May 2006
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APPENDIX 29

Memorandum submitted by the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport in the UK

Introduction

1. The Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport in the UK—CILT(UK)—is the UK’s premier
institute for professionals working in all aspects of transport and logistics including transport planning,
operation and administration. Its 20,000 members include bus company proprietors, managers and other
staV together with central and local government oYcers working in transport policy, planning and on
highways management. The Institute is uniquely placed therefore to comment objectively on the issues
raised by the Committee’s Inquiry.

2. The bus industry must play a leading role if the Government’s objectives for reducing road congestion,
improving air quality and reducing greenhouse gases are to be achieved. CILT(UK)’s perception—bluntly
stated—is that failure to achieve a suYcient contribution from buses will be more to do with a lack of
consistency and continuity between the diVerent strands of central Government policies emanating from the
Treasury, the Department for Transport, Trade and Industry, the Department for Communities and Local
Government, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs, the Department for Education and
Skills and the various Executive Agencies responsible for transport and highways, than with any
shortcomings of those working locally to deliver services. CILT(UK) repeats its contention22 that unless
stable conditions are created for the bus industry to succeed in delivering both satisfactory commercial
performance and the policy goals set in Local Transport Plans, inter alia attracting substantial patronage
from trips currently made by car, the targets set by the Government cannot be met.

3. In this evidence we briefly address the questions posed by the Committee, who will be aware that the
CILT(UK) and its predecessor, the Chartered Institute of Transport, have consistently advocated the need
for less confrontation and polarisation in delivering transport policy. The CIT was the original proponent
of the concept of Quality Partnerships23 and CILT(UK) remains convinced that, although the complex
statutory environment created by successive Governments is not ideal, the only practical way forward is for
all players to work together and reach consensus. In 2002 we said, “That will undeniably require some
vigorous debates, but time is not on the side of British transport and substantial changes to the legislative
framework are not a short-term option”. That remains our view and our arguments focus on creating the
conditions in which co-operation is encouraged, backed where necessary by sanctions for failure to deliver
for both public authorities and commercial operators, and improving the way in which external financial
support is delivered for the benefit of bus industry customers.

(a) Has deregulation worked?

4. Although it would be convenient to give a supposedly definitive one word answer to the question,
unfortunately the world is not so simple! The Committee will no doubt receive a number of memoranda of
evidence presenting statistical analyses based on figures in Transport Statistics Great Britain and other
oYcial publications presenting a spectrum of conclusions from the negative that deregulation is an abject
failure as patronage outside London has continued to fall, to the positive that privatisation has produced
increased investment, improvements in eYciency and reductions in subsidy. We simply comment first that
the impacts of deregulation and privatisation, implemented by the Transport Act 1985, are diVerent and
second that the bus industry is essentially local and that the data does not allow performance at local level
to be examined.

5. In fact, the performance of bus services outside London is extremely variable. Where there is vigorous
company management of services, responding to local needs and marketing the advantages of bus travel,
where authorities (including the police) are prepared to encourage bus use by giving buses priority in the
use of road space appropriate to their role as a mass carrier, and use their responsibilities and influence over
enforcement of traYc regulations and parking to discourage use of cars for trips better made by public
transport, there are significant successes. Brighton, Cambridge, Edinburgh, Nottingham, Oxford are often
quoted but there are many others, some not so conveniently described by association with a large city.
Conversely, where company management is lacklustre, passively accepting the inevitability of decline, and
authority policies are not supportive, or in some cases programmes have failed to be delivered, performance,
has been poor. We will not name and shame (the list is as long as the successes!) but no doubt others will
point to examples of the sorts of failures we mean.

22 Evidence to the Transport Sub-Committee of the Transport, Local Government and the Regions Committee by the (then)
Institute of Logistics and Transport, April 2002.

23 “Bus Routes to Success”, Chartered Institute of Transport, 1991.
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(b) Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

6. There will be several suggestions to your Committee that London provides a model that is suitable for
replication elsewhere. Indeed franchising is the most commonly used tool in reforming relationships
between bus operators and transport authorities elsewhere in the world. However, it must be recognised that
conditions in London are diVerent in several respects:

— the density of development and traYc levels together with the availability of frequent public
transport were encouraging lower levels of car use and in some cases ownership, even before
introduction of:

— the Central London Congestion Charging zone which has considerably improved the reliability
and speed of bus services although blackspots still exist;

— the level of public investment in bus services to support congestion charging and provide
alternatives to relieve overcrowded underground services;

— the fact that the GLA is a genuine Strategic Transportation Authority taking an holistic view of
all public transport and strategic highway services; and

— London has never been deregulated.

We believe that success in London owes a great deal to the vision and determination of the political and
professional leadership of the GLA, Transport for London and contracted bus operators and should not
be simply attributed to the absence of deregulation or even the level of investment and support for buses.
As elsewhere in the UK, more local examination of the communities that comprise the GLA area will reveal
examples of poor performance as well as good. Some argue that more freedom for the contracted operators
to plan services, particularly in outer London, would result in better matching of resources to need rather
than standards.

7. CILT(UK) believes that the reasons for success in London are similar to the reasons for success
elsewhere, namely vision, leadership and sound management. The key lessons from London that should be
transferable are the importance of treating transport holistically and being able to raise funds locally. There
is a need for the major metropolitan areas at least to have strategic transport authorities. Although the
Passenger Transport Authorities and their Metropolitan District Councils have worked well together in
producing joint Local Transport Plans covering their conurbations and councils in unitary authorities and
counties have similarly worked together across administrative boundaries, this does not have the same
clarity and focus, nor ultimately the ability of a single decision making body to resolve conflicts and provide
leadership.

(c) Co-ordination, integration and service quality

8. The Committee refers to co-ordination of bus services with other forms of public transport.
Co-ordination between diVerent bus operators is equally important, although this is made more diYcult by
the narrow interpretation by the OYce of Fair Trading (OFT) of a market for bus services as opposed to
the wider market for local travel in which private cars dominate. For the bus industry to play its full part
in the integrated transport policy to which we believe the Government still subscribes it must be capable of
oVering services which cater both for those with no realistic alternative way of travelling (including those
without personal access to cars, young people, etc)—the traditional (and dwindling) “captive” market—and
for those who can be persuaded to choose bus travel for reasons which might include convenience, value for
money or successful marketing. Because of the OFT’s views and the diVering attitudes of the large groups
that dominate both bus and rail industries, the extent of formal co-ordination is very variable. OVsetting
this are the eVorts of many local authorities to promote public transport in their areas as a whole, supported
by Government backed initiatives such as the national telephone information service, traveline, and the
Transport Direct internet portal. Journey Solutions, a joint initiative of the Confederation of Passenger
Transport (CPT) and Association of Train Operating Companies (ATOC) is progressively rolling out
PlusBus tickets giving local bus add-ons to rail travel.

9. Service Quality is addressed in the question by reference to “clean, safe, eYcient” the latter presumably
including reliability, timekeeping and availability (extent of route network and frequency of service).
CILT(UK) believes that, catalysed by the activities of the Disabled Persons’ Transport Advisory Committee
(DPTAC), the UK bus industry has an enviable record of introducing new, low floor accessible buses so that
Britain is a leader in the availability of accessible services. This benefits many other groups, especially
parents with buggies and those with luggage, in addition to disabled people. Many of the better examples
of bus services around the UK benefit now either from cleaners or drivers sweeping out litter between
journeys at termini: however, it must be said that better standards of behaviour in respect of littering and
treatment of assets used by the public are required to assist operators tackle the problems of cleanliness.

10. The bus industry and local authorities have both been proactive in the use of CCTV for passenger
security and this has led to rapid apprehension of culprits committing acts of violence and damage on buses.
Statistics show the most vulnerable part of a public transport journey is generally the walk to or from the
point of boarding or alighting the vehicle and this is a general problem in society not confined to public
transport.
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11. Many operators have increased service frequencies by concentrating resources on core networks of
routes. These are supported by good publicity provided by the operator or the authority or jointly. Market
research and monitoring shows that such services are appreciated by the public and generally show
patronage growth. There remains the problem of fringe areas where services cannot be provided viably and
in some cases it must be said that the political instinct to restore a bus service leads to considerable waste
of resource. In such areas, alternative solutions such as DRT (Demand Responsive Transport) or variants
such as taxibus may be more cost eVective and can draw on other suppliers and resources that may be locally
available.

(d) Can deregulation be made to work and if so, how?

12. In the Institute for Logistics and Transport’s evidence in 2002 it was suggested:

“A more radical approach would be to move to a more open system of network support, whereby
in each authority area a ‘conference’ of the authority and all the operators within its area would
jointly determine the overall requirement for bus services, following which operators would each
assess the level of support necessary, including concessionary travel, to maintain the parts of the
overall network provided by them. Negotiation between the authority and the operators would
finalise service and support levels”.

13. This approach is in eVect the Passenger Transport Area concept of the 1968 Transport Act fast
forwarded to the deregulated world. The 1968 Act provided for a multiplicity of stakeholders as well as
elected representatives in the Passenger Transport Authorities but this was removed too early by local
government reform in the 1970s and 1980s. The Bus Strategies required under the Local Transport Plan
system introduced by this Government in the Transport Act 2000 oVer a vehicle for developing this
approach. Ideally it would be accompanied by reforms to the payment of Bus Service Operator Grant,
Concessionary Travel Reimbursement and service subsidies to make a consolidated support payment
available through the authorities for each operator’s part of the network. This is not the same as Quality
Contracts or the Quality Networks concept advocated by the Association of Transport Co-ordinating
OYcers (ATCO).

14. This “Network Development Conference” approach would harness the commercial skills of the
operators to achieve the economic and social objectives of the authorities with the best possible networks
and service levels for the total resources available. It would maximise the eVectiveness of the combined
resources of the commercial network and public support payments. This is not too dissimilar to a number
of European countries where support is paid for networks of services rather than individual routes,
expecting that concessions for children, older people etc carried on regular services will be part of the general
fares structure. In Great Britain, excepting Greater London, tendering is on a route-by-route basis and
opportunities to plan jointly the commercial and publicly supported services do not arise. Potential network
synergies are lost. In the UK, changes would be required not only to tendering and concessionary travel
regulations but also to the role of the Competition Act 1998 in relation to the UK bus industry.

15. A working party of the CILT(UK)’s Local Transport Forum is starting a programme of work to
examine how this concept might be developed.

(e) Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

The powers of the TraYc Commissioners

16. The dead hand of the Competition Act 1998 as interpreted by the Director General of Fair Trading
has led to the termination—to the bemusement of the public aVected—of sensible voluntary integration such
as joint timetables and inter-available ticketing schemes. There is a strong case for treating the bus industry
as a utility and creating a Bus Regulator to judge public interest and promote the achievement of the
Government’s integrated transport policies.

17. CILT(UK) believes that modernisation of the TraYc Commissioners’ role should continue and that
consideration should be given to extending it to judging public interest in a “Bus Regulator” role and to
policing local authority delivery of programmes to assist buses in Local Transport Plans and Quality
Partnerships.

(f) Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

18. Buses share their “track” with general road traYc. Whilst this enables services to run close to where
peoples’ journeys start and finish, buses are caught up in traYc congestion, unless bus priorities are
provided. Statistics recently considered in a CILT(UK) Forum suggested that up at least 10% more buses
may be required to operate services to the TraYc Commissioners standards because of this and it is proposed
to do further work on this. Bus priorities are beneficial but a number of practical problems reduce their
impact.
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19. Provision of bus priorities requires political will from the local highway authorities. This may not be
forthcoming since bus priority measures are often interpreted as being “anti-car” rather than better use of
road space. Similarly, all too often the police see buses only as another commercial road user and not as an
eVective instrument for reducing congestion.

20. Four particular problems are often quoted as reducing the eVectiveness of bus lanes:

— Inconsistent periods of operation confuse car drivers and lead to lane abuse.

— Inconsistent surface treatment: separate colours—green, red, black—are now commonly used but
there is no standardisation—eg red for all day lanes, green for daytime only, etc. For example,
conventions diVer in London and Edinburgh!

— Enforcement—the police can give bus-lane enforcement little priority, which leads to widespread
abuse at all times. Limited waiting/loading times are frequently ignored by frontagers onto bus-
only lanes. The police work to priorities and plans set by the Home OYce and suVer their own
lack of resources. Many bus operators fit CCTV cameras to their vehicles for internal security and
external recording of traYc incidents. Subject to appropriate codes of practice, the recordings
should be available for enforcement purposes. Whilst detection of bus lane infringements by the
operators themselves is obviously helpful, only the police can deal with moving traYc oVences. As
the benefits of bus lanes can be quickly eroded by infringement, highways authorities and the police
should build police enforcement into the costing of proposed schemes as part of the ongoing
revenue costs.

— Maintenance—the ride quality of modern vehicles is dramatically reduced by the poor
maintenance not only of surfaces in bus lanes but also the inner lanes of roads generally.

(g) Are local community services suYciently funded and targeted?

21. By “local community services” we assume the Committee refers to initiatives using other than
conventional bus services. These can range from voluntary sector community transport schemes which often
depend on local authority or charitable funding, through innovative use of other resources such as NHS,
social services and schools transport vehicles to subsidised services such as those supported by the
Government’s Urban and Rural Challenge initiatives. CILT(UK) believes such services can play a valuable
role and that the conference approach advocated above can identify the areas of lower demand in which
they are most likely to be required.

22. If funding of the challenge type is provided the downstream consequences of success must be
recognised. For example, rural bus services that proved successful and comfortably met the relevant local
authority’s criteria for subsidy were cut back or discontinued when the authority had no headroom in its
subsidy budget when challenge funding expired. Expectations have been raised and on normal criteria the
new services should have continued. Exit strategies and sustainability must be important considerations
when using such forms of funding.

23. For both rural and urban challenges a number of common characteristics emerge:

— interchange between services and modes;

— use of new technology, particularly vehicle tracking and communications, which will also facilitate
better fleet management, real time passenger information and other worthwhile developments
capable of wide application;

— convergence (particularly in rural areas) of transport, health and parcel carriage requirements;

— demand responsive operation (eg DRT, dial-a-bus, “Wigglybus” etc) and or funds from other
agencies with complementary functions to supplement transport funding, for example community
health practices and the Countryside Agency);

— need for strong promotion and marketing;

— recognition of the traveller as an individual and adapting services to his/her needs; and

— the advent of travel plans or some types of higher quality service introduced with challenge funding
can create problems of abstraction of passengers from commercial service, for example when
“direct” works buses are introduced.

(h) Concessionary travel

24. A Byzantine set of regulations govern UK concessionary travel schemes and require that operators
should be “neither better nor worse oV” as a result of carrying concessionary passengers. The comparison
is with passengers carried at the full standard fare, but as concessionary travellers account for around 40%
of total UK bus patronage, supported by public funding of almost £500 million, eVectively many
commercial services are underpinned by public support payments. We propose above that these should be
rolled up into a single funding pot.
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25. Concessionary travel is expensive to administer: authorities and operators devote much eVort and
resource to calculating concessionary travel reimbursement. There is scope for simplification by revising the
regulations to allow the costs of concessionary travel schemes to be a matter for commercial negotiation
between authorities and operators in their areas reflecting the fact that these are contractual payments to
carry specific groups of passengers at reduced fares.

26. CILT(UK) notes the national initiatives for free bus travel in Scotland and Wales, for free local bus
travel in England from 1 April 2006 and free national travel in England from 1 April 2008. Although
concessionary travel schemes may not be the most economically eYcient way of helping elderly and disabled
people, the impact on bus industry finance is significant and will assist the introduction of better ticketing
methods to monitor the costs of this “free” travel.

(i) Quality Contracts

27. As noted in the Introduction, one of the Institute’s predecessors—the Chartered Institute of
Transport—developed the concept of Bus Quality Partnerships. In the Transport Act 2000 provision was
made to give such partnerships statutory protection but this has been little used.

28. The major weaknesses of Bus Quality Partnerships as presently operated are:

— they are not binding on participants. Instances of authorities and operators defaulting on their
initial commitments have been reported; and

— they are not able to include hours of operation of services or fares levels. In some cases, informal
concordats have been reached on these issues.

29. Bus Quality Contracts have been seen as an opportunity to extend a quasi-franchising system, similar
to that introduced with some success in London, to other parts of the UK. However, a number of problems
can be identified with this approach, including:

— few councils and PTEs now have staV skilled in the detailed processes of bus service planning
necessary to formulate the service specifications that will be the basis of the contracts. In London
the way in which privatisation was carried out ensured that appropriate skills were retained in TfL;

— when operators are contractors operating someone else’s service specification with no opportunity
for change in response to customer needs, tensions arise and job satisfaction suVers for managers
who take no substantial role in market development; and

— the tortuous approval procedures laid down in the Transport Act 2000, which introduce further
bureaucratic burdens for both authorities and operators.

30. Clear examples of the need for more eVective partnership can be seen especially in many small to
medium sized towns and their rural hinterlands, where the mismatch between commercial and subsidised
service requirements leads to networks that do not make best use of the available resources. CILT(UK) still
believes that partnerships to jointly determine the total bus network in each authority area oVer the way
forward, using conferences of authorities and operators as suggested above.

Summary and The Future

31. CILT(UK) recommend that in the reforms of regional and local government in England being
considered by the Government priority should be given to creating strategic transport authorities
responsible for both roads and public transport and with appropriate revenue raising powers including road
user charging.

32. CILT(UK) draws attention to the references in this brief discussion to two particular factors that are
essential for good bus services:

(i) Quality of management in companies and local authorities, together with political vision and
leadership.

(ii) Partnership between those responsible for the bus services themselves and those responsible for
managing the highways and associated services such as enforcement of traYc regulations and
parking.

33. Strong management skills resulting from good education, training and professional development,
appreciation of wider policy issues and eVective partnership between the various disciplines involved are key
to delivering good bus services. This applies whatever the regulatory framework.

34. Partnership rather than quality contracting is seen as a way forward, with the proposal of the
Network Development Conference oVering a model for debate. CILT(UK) believes primary legislation and
radical changes are not required. Using the wide range of powers to make regulations it should be possible
to use existing legislation to move towards the Conference proposal.

35. Support to the bus industry should be rationalised so that a single “pot” replaces current separate
arrangements for service subsidies, concessionary travel and Bus Service Operator Grant.
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36. The Competition Act 1998 sits uneasily with the objectives of integrated transport policy. One way
that this could be resolved is by the creation of a bus regulatory authority, as is the case for the railways and
other privatised utilities, perhaps through a modernised and expanded role for the TraYc Commissioners.

25 May 2006

APPENDIX 30

Memorandum submitted by The Yorkshire Dales Public Transport Users Group

The Yorkshire Dales Public Transport Users Group was established in 1996 in response to proposed
reductions in bus service provision in the Yorkshire Dales. We now have around 400 members and
undertake many activities in addition to campaigning, including the tendering and funding of bus services,
production of publicity materials and the organisation of a guided walk programme. Further details are
available on our website.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

In the Yorkshire area there are many examples both of improved services and of services which have
worsened or disappeared since deregulation.

Positive examples of improvements include:

— Commercial services on key corridors, where frequencies have remained the same or have
increased and new vehicles introduced—eg Harrogate & District Travel’s service 36 operating
between Leeds, Harrogate and Ripon operating to an increased frequency, with high-specification
double-decker buses. This service operates very reliably, despite significant traYc congestion, with
clean, safe, attractive vehicles.

— Key corridors in rural North Yorkshire where North Yorkshire County Council tenders have
specified improved, standardised daytime frequencies together with modern low-floor vehicles and
infrastructure improvements. Examples of this are in Wharfedale (Pride of the Dales services
72/74) and Wensleydale (Dales & District services 156/157), which both have made good use of
Rural Bus Subsidy Grant. However there are issues with evening and Sunday provision (see
below).

Other services have however not fared so well, examples include:

— Mainly commercial services operated by urban operators which extend into North Yorkshire
County from West Yorkshire—eg First in Leeds service X84 from Leeds to Skipton. This long-
established service is now operated by an assortment of second-hand vehicles, which are often in
poor and dirty condition. Reliability is poor, partly due to traYc congestion but also partly due
to factors within the control of the operator. A budget review by North Yorkshire County Council
of its tendered journeys will shortly result in the service being truncated at Ilkley on evenings and
Sundays, resulting in the loss of a key link.

— The high quality services in Wharfedale and Wensleydale referred to above are now having their
usefulness reduced by removal of evening services—partly due to local authority budget reviews
and partly due to staYng issues within the bus operator. In order to reduce social exclusion and
for public transport to provide a viable alternative to the private car it is essential that evening and
Sunday services are provided on all main corridors.

— Some key visitor destinations in the Yorkshire Dales now have very sparse services. For example,
the popular village of Malham has only three return bus journeys on Summer Sundays, and these
are provided by minibus. This poor level of provision is very unattractive to the vast numbers of
visitors arriving by car. It is impossible to reach the popular town of Ingleton by public transport
from the conurbations of West Yorkshire on Sundays.

Whilst bus operators can provide high quality services on key corridors, public sector support is clearly
essential in providing bus priorities and in funding socially-desirable services. Such services should provide
a viable and attractive alternative to the private car not only for essential travel purposes, but also for leisure
travel, thereby facilitating a sustainable lifestyle.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

Regulation is not generally an issue in compromising the provision of high-quality services, although
there is one area of concern. This is that rulings by the OYce of Fair Trading have strongly discouraged
operators from participating in joint and through ticketing schemes. Such schemes are usually beneficial to
passengers, and should therefore be encouraged not discouraged.
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Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

There are few priority measures in place within our area. This is not generally an issue within rural North
Yorkshire, but many of the surrounding towns and cities would benefit from increased measures. These
should be targeted at the real pinch-points, and it is important to ensure that once priority measures have
been put in place that suYcient resources are provided to ensure that they are policed to make them eVective
in practice as well as theory.

There is a good case for traYc regulation in some areas of the Yorkshire Dales, either banning parking
in particular areas or restricting access to certain areas for non-essential traYc. The picturesque villages of
Malham and Reeth are good examples of places blighted by a huge influx of motor traYc on Summer
Sundays, where traYc regulation of some sort is already desirable and will soon become a necessity.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Bus services for visitors and the local community should be integrated wherever possible, and there is
considerable scope for this in places like rural North Yorkshire. It is important however that suYcient
capacity is maintained in the local bus network when pursuing this goal. Small demand-responsive
minibuses are ideal for serving the most rural areas, but they should connect with larger more direct services
on all the main corridors.

The withdrawal of local bus service funding previously provided by the Countryside Agency is a major
issue. The Agency provided useful funding for a number of routes which were useful to both visitors and
residents in the Yorkshire Dales. The good work being done by the development of these services is now in
jeopardy following the withdrawal of this funding and consequent reduced service provision.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

West Yorkshire PTA has extended its concessionary fare policy to include cross-boundary journeys to
and from neighbouring North Yorkshire. It has however specifically excluded the DalesBus leisure services
from this scheme—which is a great disappointment to many West Yorkshire residents. We would suggest
that it would give far better value for public money if nationwide half-price travel were to be oVered to all
over-60’s—even many pensioners would like to pay something towards their travel costs.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

We are not really in a position to comment on this, but the obvious answer is that local authorities have
not seen these as the most cost-eVective way of providing public transport and social inclusion within their
areas. We would not dispute this view.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The powers of the TraYc Commissioners are relevant, and would generally seem to be well exercised,
although a number of buses continue to be operated in very poor condition. There may be scope for some
tightening of standards.

A small number of companies persist with somewhat dubious operating practices, for example a major
operator of contracted services in North Yorkshire does not use ticket machines on many routes. This sort
of practice should be within the remit of the TraYc Commissioners to control.

We are concerned also that the “five minute” rule strictly imposed by the TraYc Commissioners may
sometimes work against the interests of the passenger. Some bus companies are now so concerned about
failing to comply with this rule that they are building excessive running time into the schedules, so as to be
able to accommodate delays which happen only occasionally. This can lead to un-necessarily extended
journey times that are annoying to passengers, and provide a poor alternative to the private car. Whilst we
want to see reliable services, greater flexibility in the implementation of these rules would be beneficial for
customers.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

London is a very diVerent operating environment from the rest of the UK, so solutions which are
appropriate there may well not be appropriate elsewhere. The elements of the London model which would
probably be of most relevance elsewhere are the congestion charge, bus priorities and integrated ticketing.
The contractual mechanisms for operating bus services are likely to prove expensive in operation elsewhere,
and not the most cost-eVective way of providing services in line with customers’ needs.
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What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

The bus has a bright future, so long as it is given suYcient investment. It provides access to public
transport for far more people at far lower cost than the railways. In order to provide the best service it is
essential for a number of organisations to work in partnership together, including:

— bus operators, providing high quality services and meeting the needs of the market;

— local authorities, providing appropriate bus priority measures and funding for socially-
necessary services;

— central government, pursuing environmentally-sound transport policies—benefiting public
transport through appropriate taxation and investment decisions; and

— user groups, such as ourselves, providing vital feedback on how services can best meet public
needs.

In order to boost patronage a real commitment is needed from all these bodies to work together. Increased
regulation is not essential, or even desirable, to make this happen.

Bus services most definitely should not be in the business of carting fresh air round the country, but there
is great scope to improve and increase bus services so that many more people can regularly travel by bus.
However, it is important not to expect every single bus journey to be packed with passengers, but a well-
designed bus network will see each bus carry many people over its working day. It is also folly to restrict
the provision of bus services to the busiest times—this will merely provide a poor alternative to the use of
the private car and encourage, rather than discourage, increased car ownership.

Increased and improved bus services also need to be given time to develop—we have seen a number of
schemes which provided new services which were starting to increase usage towards viable levels, but were
then withdrawn due to insuYcient patronage. Similarly it has to be said that we have seen large sums of
money poured into services which clearly had no realistic chance of success, and should never have been
undertaken in the first place. This is partly due to schemes such as “Rural Bus Challenge” which in our view
placed too much emphasis on innovation, but didn’t support potentially far more useful schemes which
could have successfully developed existing services.

We hope that you find this feedback useful. In conclusion from our local perspective we believe that buses
are absolutely vital in providing sustainable access to the Yorkshire Dales National Park and surrounding
area. We would very much welcome the provision of some funding to the National Park to allow them to
develop bus services to facilitate sustainable tourism in the area, for the benefit of visitors, residents and the
local economy, to fill the void created by the withdrawal of Countryside Agency funding.

25 May 2006

APPENDIX 31

Memorandum submitted by Greater Manchester Transport Resource Unit

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport, are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

Bus deregulation has caused many problems and ideally complete re-regulation is all that is needed to
make buses work. London, which is still regulated, undoubtedly has better services than other places (the
contrast with areas just outside London is very marked). But re-regulation (which the Transport Act allows
through Quality Contracts) will not work without extra money (London is spending nearly £1 billion a year)
and without pro-bus transport policies.

In Greater Manchester deregulation has failed and led to decline in performance and passenger numbers
as well as a reduction of services across the subregion. Services to rural areas or less populated suburbs have
reduced dramatically and in many cases they have been withdrawn all together. Whilst the GMPTE provides
subsidised services on some commercially unsustainable routes, this is expensive and not feasible in every
case.

Deregulation has made it impossible for a comprehensive integrated public transport network to be
developed. Costs of bus fares have risen faster than the costs of motoring. The essential requirements for
an integrated system are connecting services; physical provision for connections; clear, up-to-date and easily
accessible information about timetables and fares; and through ticketing. It must also include provision for
disabled people and people who cannot access usual services.
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Deregulation has also led to a number of sub par operators flooding popular routes (in Manchester), using
inaccessible, environmentally unfriendly vehicles. The standard of vehicles varies greatly between operators.

I don’t think deregulation can be made to work, in terms of providing an eYcient, eVective, accessible
service to all. I do not regard public transport as an activity where it is appropriate to promote, and rely
upon, competition to ensure an eYcient and attractive service to customers.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

I would suggest that the lack of statutory regulation is compromising the provision of high quality bus
services.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Priority measures do have a beneficial eVect. Edinburgh is an example of best practice.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

There needs to be greater support and secure core funding of the Community Transport sector. The vital
role and unique position of Community Transport as part of a national network of not-for-profit Social
Enterprises needs to be better understood. Community Transport delivers services that tackle accessibility
problems such as disability and social exclusion, and fills gaps in service provision left by commercial
operators. Community Transport has huge potential to contribute further to many transport needs but the
sector needs to be seen as a partner rather than just another set of operators.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the Government’s proposal to
introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to scrutiny?
Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass—giving free or discounted travel on all forms
of public transport?

The current approach to concessionary fares in England is piecemeal with diVerent authorities providing
diVerent levels of service. A nationwide system would be more eVective and easier to administer. There
would need to be an impact assessment of free travel on all modes but anecdotal evidence suggests that the
impact would be minimal.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

There is no impetus for bus operators to engage in contracts, they are too bureaucratic and do not hold
enough appeal to the operators and authorities have little powers to deploy them.

Legislation needs to be introduced to give powers to local authorities, where it is in the public interest, to
enter into Quality Contracts for bus services. These would mark a real change from the present and would
involve operators bidding for exclusive rights to run bus services on a route or group of routes, on the basis
of a local authority service specification and performance targets.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

It is very diYcult to get TraYc Commissioners to respond to bus issues. This is due in part to resourcing
but also in regard to the powers they have. There is confusion in Local Authorities about how the powers
can be utilised.

Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

To some extent. London is a very specialised market and its transport services reflect that. Whilst some
of the model can be applied in other areas, it is not one size fits all.
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What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State has said that we “cannot be in the business of carting fresh
air around the country”; is the same true for buses?

Buses are the forgotten wing of public transport and in many places are not up to scratch. But although
they may lack the glamour of rail transport, they do matter. For many journeys they are the only form of
public transport available and for people without cars, they are often the main way of getting to shops,
employment, education, friends and family. They are a social lifeline and the Government should take the
lead in getting them into gear.

Buses are the main form of public transport for Greater Manchester. However patronage has been falling
steadily and this needs greater priority. In order to increase bus patronage, there needs to be an increase in
bus priority measures to reduce the eVects of congestion on bus journeys and generate greater certainty
around bus journey times. Deregulation of bus provision has reduced the powers that GMPTA has over
operators. There is a clear need for PTAs and Local Authorities to increase controls via Quality Bus
Contracts and other means. Demand responsive transport services would also boost bus patronage
numbers.

5 June 2006

APPENDIX 32

Memorandum submitted by the Equal Opportunities Commission

Introduction

The Equal Opportunities Commission (EOC) is the statutory body for sex equality in Great Britain. Our
specific statutory duties include “to promote equality of opportunity between women and men generally”
(Sex Discrimination Act, Section 53 (1) (b)).

Gender is a key determinant of the type of transport we use and when we use it. As well as being an
important service in its own right, transport has a significant impact on men’s and women’s abilities to access
employment and training as well as public services like education and health.

EOC welcomes the Committee’s Inquiry into bus services, which make up a significant area of transport
across the UK. We would urge you to put gender equality high on your agenda within the areas you consider.
Our submission will outline why gender equality issues are relevant to bus services and other types of
transport provision, and what the new statutory gender equality duty will mean for the bus sector.

Key Messages

1. EOC research shows that a person’s gender has a striking impact on the way in which they use
transport. We found that individuals in the lowest income group (a category which will contain many lone
parent households, which are predominantly headed by women) were twice as likely to make trips by public
transport (bus, coach or rail) as those in the highest real income group in 2002. Conversely, more than half
of all trips by those in the highest income group were made as car drivers, compared with less than a quarter
of those in the lowest income group. It is also true that a higher proportion of adult men than adult women
have full car driving licences in all age groups. In 2003, 81% of adult males, compared with only 61% of adult
females, had a licence.

2. Women and men also travel for diVerent purposes. Men are more likely to do so for commuting and
business reasons, whereas women are more likely to do so for shopping or taking children to school.

3. However, our research shows that these diVerences have not been taken into account and it seems
apparent that the present transport system has largely been constructed for men by men. The evidence for
this is provided by the nature of vehicle design; the extent of radial routing (ie routes that run from suburb
to centre) in public transport, which means that passengers have to travel to the centre and out again on a
radial leg to arrive at an area adjacent to their starting points; and the emphasis on the peak-time periods
in the provision of bus and rail services.

4. This gender-bias in transport has a huge impact on the delivery and uptake of other services. Women’s
poorer access to transport provision has aVected their access to training and employment opportunities, as
well as to a range of specific services, such as local hospitals.

5. This evidence demonstrates that transport policies which take account of gender diVerences in travel
patterns can play a role in reducing structural disadvantages, social exclusion and the income gap between
women and men.
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6. The gender equality duty, included in the Equality Act and due to come into force in April 2007, puts
a duty on public bodies (and private companies which are acting in a public capacity) to promote sex equality
and eliminate discrimination. Therefore, public authorities with responsibility for commissioning contracts
to transport service providers (herein referred to as commissioning bodies) will be required by law to to
assess and design services that meet the diVerent transport needs of men and women.

Evidence Base

7. The EOC recently published two reports into gender and transport and copies are included with this
submission. The first, “Promoting gender equality in transport” explores why commissioning bodies should
build gender equality into their services. The second report “Gender and Bus Travel in Wales” was published
by EOC Wales, it analyses the ways in which men’s and women’s lifestyles diVer and how service quality
can falter when planners take a “one-size-fits-all” approach. The reports illustrate why services should be
designed with the diVerent needs of men and women in mind. The following sections outlines some of their
key findings.

Transport Sector

8. Gender diVerences that impact on transport use:

— Social and economic factors, physical diVerences between women and men and gender diVerences
in power and vulnerability all have an impact on the diVerences in transport use between women
and men.

— Women often have the primary responsibility in the household for childcare, the care of older, sick
or disabled relatives and for domestic work. They have diVerent time use patterns and employment
characteristics to men and fewer financial resources. These factors influence the journeys they
make and the times at which they travel in diVerent ways to those of men. This means that the
routes, timing and vehicles provided often do not meet their needs.

— The design of buses still takes insuYcient account of the diYculties experienced by women who are
encumbered by accompanying children or shopping or both, or people who are mobility restricted.

— Women are more likely than men to feel insecure and vulnerable to attack, which can restrict their
travel at particular times, for example at night. Fear of crime and harassment on public transport
significantly limits women’s mobility.

9. Gender diVerences in transport use:

— Although women and men make a similar number of trips each year, men tend to travel further
than women; in 2002, adult males in Britain travelled over 9,000 miles on average, whereas adult
females traveled only 6,000 miles on average.

— Men are also much more likely than women to travel as car drivers, while women are more likely
to travel as car passengers, or on foot. In 2002, 49% of men’s trips were conducted as car drivers,
compared with only 35% of women’s trips. Also where households have a car, men are more likely
to have access.

— Women are slightly more likely than men to travel by public transport, especially to work, with
their greater use of buses outweighing men’s slightly greater use of trains.

— Average commuting time is slightly longer for men than for women, with by far the biggest gender
diVerence being for those who commute by rail. Women are more than twice as likely as men to
walk to work.

— Women’s lower income means they are less able to aVord both private and public transport.

— It is also important to note that the huge number of journeys that women cannot make due to poor
transport are not visible in transport statistics.

10. Limitations of data sources and research evidence:

— Published information on the travel patterns of women and men is much more extensive than in
the past. Nevertheless, data are often not disaggregated by gender and it is diYcult to examine
variations between diVerent groups of women. For example, it is hard to compare the travel
patterns and experiences of women with and without dependent children, or white and black and
ethnic minority women.

— Few qualitative studies have specifically examined men’s transport needs and experiences, while
studies of women’s needs have tended to be relatively small scale in nature.

11. Impact of transport on other sectors:

— Transport policy and provision has a significant impact on eVorts to improve service delivery in
the public sector. However, policy-makers have generally shown a lack of interest in the impact of
gender-bias in transport on the delivery and uptake of other services.
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— Government policies in employment, environment, health and social inclusion are undermined by
the transport problems many women face in accessing public services such as training, education,
health services and childcare. Women are greater users of public services than men and so poor
transport limits their involvement in economic, political and social life.This particularly aVects
lower income groups.

— Research shows that this failure of the transport system to serve the needs of women on low
incomes impedes their access to hospitals and therefore ante-natal care. This in turn may aVect the
health of their babies, and potentially has a significant impact on health inequalities.

— Poor public transport contributes to the cost to the NHS from missed appointments. OYcial
statistics show that, in England alone, the cost of missed appointments is between £250 million and
£400 million per annum. As each missed appointment is said to cost the NHS around £70, this sum
suggests a very large number of missed appointments in Britain. Even if a relatively small
proportion are due to women being particularly aZicted by poor transport access, the
development of a transport system that improved the ability of women to access hospital
appointments would save the NHS significant amounts of money.

— Women’s poorer access to transport provision than men has also aVected their access to training
and employment opportunities. Transport diYculties, such as high cost, poor reliability and a lack
of availability, act as a barrier to the transition to work and the gaining of skills. For example, the
National Adult Learning Survey conducted for the Department for Education and Skills (DfES)
in 2001 found that many adults experienced transport diYculties in getting to courses. Amongst
those who overcame such diYculties (and were actively learning), it was more likely to be perceived
as a problem by women (12%) than by men (6%). Unsurprisingly, it was perceived as a barrier to
learning by a larger number (15%) of non-learners. For those non-learners, however, transport
diYculties could be experienced by 22% of women.

— Transport problems impede the purchase of healthy food by poorer families because it is harder
for them to travel to supermarkets. In 2001, 13% of people without access to cars in England
reported that they found getting to supermarkets diYcult, compared with only 5% of those with
access to a car.

— Gender-sensitive transport policies could therefore contribute to the closing of the gender pay gap,
improving the health of low-income families and making public services such as the NHS more
available and eYcient.

12. Employment in the transport sector:

— The transport sector remains male-dominated; few women are employed in the sector except in
travel service occupations (eg as travel agents). The great majority of transport drivers and
operatives are male, as are those employed in vehicle trades (eg as car mechanics).

— Women are also under-represented in professional and managerial positions within the sector, or
in transport-related public bodies; hence their influence over the decision-making process is very
limited.

— The most recent National Employers Skills Survey found that hard-to-fill vacancies and skill-
shortage vacancies as a percentage of all vacancies were above average in both the transport
equipment and transport sectors. Employers in the sector who wish to address skills shortages
could usefully place greater focus on targeting women in their recruitment, education and training
strategies.

13. Consultation of users:

— A review of key policy documents shows that the involvement of users is still an under-developed
area of transport thinking. Consideration of the gender diVerences connected with such
involvement is even less developed. Without improved consultation and greater eVorts to rectify
gender-bias in consultation, there is little scope for an increased understanding of how gender
influences the transport needs of users in transport policy and practice.

Bus Travel in Wales

14. Bus safety:

— Female bus users are nearly twice as likely as male bus users to say they feel unsafe travelling by
bus at night. In 2000, our survey found that 27% of women bus users and 15% of men bus users
felt unsafe on buses at night.

— There is not a great deal of data available on bus-related crime, as it is not a crime type for police
recording purposes. However, a recent Home OYce study found that incidents of public transport-
related crime was between three and four times higher in 2002 than it had been in 1999. Other
research has found that men are, on average, slightly more likely than women to be victims of
violent crime on public transport (although women are more likely than men to be victims of sexual
crime, and both are equally likely to be victims of theft or pickpocketing).
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— Crime on buses is not easy for police to engage with—buses are not technically public places, and
they move between districts, making it diYcult to register where a crime took place. But the issue
of passenger security is being addressed at local and national level, including through Community
Safety Partnerships around Wales, and these initiatives are helping to compensate for the fact that
bus crime is not as high a policing priority as railway crime, without a dedicated police force such
as the British Transport Police.

15. Access:

— Women are more likely than men to have a physical condition which makes it diYcult to use the
bus. This is particularly the case among older people. In 1990, 10% of men aged 45 and over and
14% of women aged 45 and over said they had a physical problem or disability that made using
the bus diYcult.

— In 1993 the Welsh Consumer Council carried out a qualitative study looking at facilities for people
travelling with luggage on public transport. The study concluded that many of the identified
problems aVected women more than men.

— Provision of storage space is limited by regulations on size, construction and use.

— A balance has to be sought between providing enough storage space for shopping bags,
pushchairs, wheelchairs and mobility scooters, and providing adequate seating capacity.

— The problem of limited storage space is exacerbated when people in wheelchairs and people with
pushchairs have to compete for room. Many bus operators do not have clear policies on the
number of buggies that can be allowed on each bus.

— In 1997 the Welsh Consumer Council carried out a research study where respondents gave their
views on the comfort of buses. In general, men were a little more likely than women to say that the
bus was “fine”, although men and women brought up a number of comfort issues, including the
hardness of the seats, overcrowding and poor suspension. In addition, a significant proportion of
female respondents talked about the lack of storage space for prams, pushchairs and shopping,
and the discomfort when buses are overcrowded and overheated in summertime.

Recommendations

The following recommendations have come out of the two EOC research reports.

16. Employment:

— Linkages should be made with initiatives such as Women in Science, Engineering and Technology
(SET) to consider transport planning as a potential sector for encouragement of women recruits.

— The Department for Transport could make progress by implementing a strategy for improving
women’s representation in senior positions and on decision-making boards in the transport sector
is required.

17. Policy

— Guidance on consultation and participation should be strengthened with clear examples of how
to undertake participation exercises in a gender-balanced manner.

— Monitoring for LTPs should be gender disaggregated as a matter of course. Many local authorities
are doing this for cycling. Guidance needs to be strengthened to make sure this happens in other
areas of monitoring.

— Guidance around the implementation of Accessibility Planning should encourage the involvement
of a wide range of user groups including women users in description of problems, the interpretation
of technical analysis and development of solutions.

— Encouragement needs to be given to the equality dimensions of local authorities’ Community
Strategies to address equality issues in local transport policy.

— Encouragement needs to be given to Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) to consider access of patients
and visitors to healthcare and particularly women.

18. Best practice:

— A report of international case studies and best practice examples of implementing gender equality
in the development of transport policy could be provided to local authorities to promote
innovative practice in this area.

— A network of local authorities and operators should be developed to facilitate and encourage best
practice amongst local authorities in the area of gender equality. Developing a Beacon Council
theme on gender equality in transport could be one such approach.
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19. Safety:

— Police, transport commissioning bodies and central and local government should work together,
through Crime and Disorder partnerships and other mechanisms, to ensure that people travelling
on buses and using bus stations and bus stops not only feel safe but are safe: by (1) ensuring that
crime on buses is a high priority for policing and targets set for reduction of bus-related crime,
(2) by remodelling bus stations as secure environments, (3) by ensuring bus stops are well lit and
monitored by CCTV, with emergency phones and (4) by installing CCTV on all buses, with guards
on main urban and night routes.

20. Planning:

— Rethinking finance around public transport. For example, the SEU report states that 11% of the
10 year transport plan goes to buses whilst 40% goes to passenger rail. More women compared to
men use buses whilst the reverse is the case for rail. A case could be made to address the gender
bias inherent in this financing arrangement.

21. Access:

— Bus companies should continue to seek better bus interior design, with maximum flexibility for the
transport of pushchairs, wheelchairs, luggage and shopping trolleys. Guidance should be issued
to crews on these areas.

The Way Ahead

22. The experience of Dublin buses demonstrates how building gender equality into transport design can
lead to improved take up and design of services. In response to the Irish National Development Plan
commitment to mainstream gender equality in all programmes and projects, Dublin Buses surveyed non-
users as well as users in order to identify unmet needs. The results were used to develop a number of pilots.
Women make multiple trips on public transport facilities, bringing children to school or care, shopping,
visiting older or sick relatives, as well as travelling to work. For men, the main journey is commuting to the
workplace. There are specific factors (such as income and caring responsibilities) that limit women’s
transport choices and therefore entry into the labour market, education and training opportunities as well
as leisure opportunities. The pilots focused on the afternoon period of 2.00 pm to 6.00 pm when Dublin
Buses had spare capacity. The pilots:

— extended existing bus routes;

— provided cheaper multi-trip fares; and

— targeted women and older people.

There was excellent take up of the new routes (35% increase in usage) particularly by older women. There
was also an increase in city centre economic activity (13% in 2002) that was believed to be directly linked to
the increasing numbers of people coming into the city centre during the day.

23. Unfortunately, the Department for Transport missed an opportunity to reap similar benefits when it
produced revised guidance on full Local Transport Plans (LTPs) in December 2004 (DfT, 2004f) There was
virtually no reference to gender issues. Any future guidance thus needs to give clear and strong emphasis to
the inclusion of gender and transport in their development. It should include information on how to meet
the identified needs of diVerent groups, including addressing issues of route, frequency and reliability.

24. In EOC research, interviewees from the transport policy sector suggested that progress could be
helped by a lead from Central government—by disseminating good practice, through enforcement of the
gender duty and monitoring of gender analysis in transport. There is a need for a central government
function to drive forward gender analysis in transport and Ministers must be made more aware of the issues.

25. Also, government policies in other areas need to recognize the fact that employment, environment,
health and social exclusion policies are undermined by the transport barriers that many women face when
accessing public services.

26. Transport planners and providers also have a role to play. They must ensure that any market research
they undertake takes full account of gender diVerences. In the area of policy development, commissioning
bodies must recognise the necessity of consulting men and women about their diVering transport needs.

27. Gender issues should not only be considered in the planning of services, but also in the employment
practices of transport providers. Many hard-to-fill vacancies exist in the transport sector but employers fail
to make use of the potential skills of women to tackle these shortages. For example, women make up only 4%
of those employed as transport drivers and operatives and just 11% of transport and distribution managers.
Employers could address this by targeting women in their recruitment, education and training strategies.

28. Interviewees from the transport sector outlined a number of ways by which gender equality can be
more eVectively promoted. These included changing ministerial attitudes, improving women’s
representation in senior positions and sharing and disseminating good practice, integrating transport and
social policy. Suggestions which require action from both government and transport providers, as well as
the recognition of the far reaching consequences of gender-biased transport provision.
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The Gender Equality Duty

29. Although some good practice can be found in terms of bus services which meet the diVerent needs of
men and women, this is not common practice. The forthcoming gender equality duty means that
commissioning bodies will have to take gender equality seriously. The Equality Act of 2006 amends the Sex
Discrimination Act 1975 to place a statutory duty on all public authorities, when carrying out their
functions, to have due regard to the need:

— to eliminate unlawful discrimination and harassment; and

— to promote equality of opportunity between men and women.

This is known as “the general duty” and will come into eVect on 6 April 2007. As public bodies, the
Department for Transport and transport authorities will be bound by the duty. This will mean they will have
to develop a gender equality action plan which sets out a number of gender equality objectives that they will
need to deliver. Gender impact assessments of key services will need to be undertaken and action will need
to be taken on equal pay.

30. Private bus companies will also be captured by the duty as it is the responsibility of the commissioning
agency to ensure that the duty is met by services that are procured or contracted out. So this could mean in
terms of employment, that an authority could exclude from consideration any company that cannot
demonstrate how it is complying with the 1970 Equal Pay Act. In terms of services it could mean that an
authority could ask for service providers to demonstrate how they are meeting the diVerent transport needs
of men and women, eg in terms of safety, access, timings, routes and costs.

Conclusion

31. The gender equality duty provides a new compulsion for commissioning bodies and transport
providers to take gender equality seriously in their policies, services and employment. Despite the
overwhelming evidence that men and women have diVering transport needs, they have been overlooked by
the majority of transport providers. As well as the obvious impact on individual users (and non-users) this
has wide-ranging consequences for the economy and on the eVectiveness of public policy.

26 May 2006

APPENDIX 33

Memorandum submitted by the Association of North East Councils

1. The Association of North East Councils is the political voice for local government in the North East.
It represents all 25 local authorities in the region, throughout Northumberland, Tyne and Wear, Durham
and the Tees Valley on issues of concern to them and the communities they serve. It is a cross-Party
organisation, with all of its Members democratically elected and accountable politicians.

2. The Association welcomes this opportunity to respond to the Transport Committee’s Inquiry on the
specific issue of the impact of concessionary bus travel for people with disabilities and those over the age of
60 years. The scheme will undoubtedly bring significant benefits for elderly people in the region who choose
to take it up, both in terms of improved travel opportunities and increased disposable income as a result of
savings in fares. This is particularly important for the North East where the highest proportion of bus use
is among the 60! age group24.

3. The introduction of concessionary travel for the elderly has, however, resulted in unintended
consequences for the North East in relation to funding, with a detrimental eVect on young people’s travel
in the North East which impacts on their access to skills, employment and leisure opportunities.

4. Although it was estimated that the £350 million made available for England was suYcient to cover the
additional costs of these specific concessions, the funding was allocated using a formula which did not
recognise the higher use and cost of concessionary fares in many parts of the North East.

5. A number of factors contribute to the higher cost of operating the scheme within the North East
including high public transport usage. Public Transport Networks have been developed, particularly in the
urban centres in the region to meet demand created in part by lower car ownership and other factors such
as deprivation. Journeys tend to be above the average length for the country, increasing the average cost per
journey. The combination of higher usage and higher cost per journey results in a higher cost of providing
concessionary fares.

6. This resulted in a funding shortfall which has therefore required local authorities to revisit other travel
schemes to make savings, such as the travel concessions available to young people and students in Tyne and
Wear through the Teen Travel scheme. Tyne and Wear faces a shortfall of £5.4 million in funding for
concessionary fares and as a result the Teen Travel scheme currently faces abolition from 1 July 2006. The

24 Nexus (2006) Age Profile by Mode.
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Teen Travel scheme oVers discounted travel to students aged 16–18 in further education on bus, Metro and
local rail services. The scheme is currently widely used by students attending further education courses at
local colleges, many of whom travel further than the local sixth form college and require a multi-modal
journey to reach their destination.

7. Teen Travel is an example of support given by local authorities where there is no statutory duty to
subsidise travel fares. Many local authorities in the region recognise the economic and social benefits of
young people’s travel schemes, and have continued support for them in the face of rising cost pressures
facing local authorities in delivery of key services. The Association is of the view that young people’s travel
schemes are equally important as concessionary fares for the elderly, which has implications for funding in
the longer term.

8. Preliminary discussions are underway between Nexus (the regional transport operator), the regional
Passenger Transport Authority, regional stakeholders and bus and rail operators regarding the possibility
of introducing a regional Teen Travel Scheme encompassing the whole of the North East. The Association
is participating in such discussions at this very early stage to explore options for the future which assist in
promoting public transport and bus usage amongst the elderly, without detrimental consequences for
young people.

9. Any reduction in travel concessions for the 16–18 age group could act as a significant disincentive to
participation in further education which is of great concern in the North East which already experiences the
lowest rates of full time post-compulsory education participation in the country25.

10. The importance of providing young people with accessible and aVordable transport for young people
cannot be overstated. The impact of this particular policy can, therefore, be demonstrated to extend beyond
the Tyne and Wear sub-region to the whole of the North East.

11. Young people (aged 11–19 years old) constitute one of the core groups of “enforced users” of public
transport as a result of age limits for learning to drive, and financial characteristics, principally lower relative
levels of disposable income to spend on transport. This limits the number of alternative travelling options
available to them. This position is particularly acute for young people in the North East where nearly 26%
of 0–16 year olds live in income deprived households26, and are therefore proportionately more likely to rely
on public transport, particularly buses (buses, including school buses, are the second most popular mode of
transport for student journeys to and from school in the region).

12. Given this position, availability of eVective public transport aVects access to many of the region’s
opportunities for young people. Poor public transport access, defined in both availability and cost terms,
can create both short-term and long-term eVects on the individual and the economy.

13. Investing in Children, Durham County Council’s initiative to improve civic engagement among
young people and increase their contribution to local authority service delivery, has conducted a range of
work in the field of young people and public transport use. It has identified a variety of ways in which the
availability, aVordability, accessibility and acceptability of public transport can aVect young people.

14. For most individuals public transport provides their only means to vital educational, social and
health-related opportunities. This is particularly important in a region such as the North East where the
larger cities and urban hubs encompass schools, colleges and universities which attract students from across
local and sub-regional boundaries. Similarly, the region’s uneven spread of leisure resources places young
people in more isolated areas at a double disadvantage, incurring additional travel costs which can prove
prohibitive.

15. The issue of lack of cross-boundary services and pricing systems in a region which has a range of
independent transport providers is also an issue to be addressed. Partners and wider stakeholders are
working together to address this issue, based on the recognition that coherent and eVective integration of
transport provision is fundamental to both the region’s, and any one individual provider’s, success.

16. However the current discrepancies in cross boundary transport access have an important wider eVect.
Whilst physical access to participation opportunities is important, the psychological impact of perceived
barriers can be equally detrimental. An important element of the region’s economic development agenda is
support for the growth of sector hubs in a variety of areas. For example Teesside University is currently
developing DigitalCity which will be a digital technology and enterprise super-cluster for the North East.
The region therefore needs to ensure that young people from across the North East have equal access to the
opportunities provided by this project. There is consequently an important link between broadening spatial
horizons and aspirational horizons. Lack of eVective transport access therefore reinforces negative cultural
attitudes which equate geographical boundaries with barriers to wider social and occupational
opportunities. This clearly has a significant impact on young people’s aspirations and ambitions.

17. The negative results of limited educational, leisure and health opportunities in early life will
contribute to development of a cohort of young people suVering from poor educational attainment, poor
health and lower aspirations. Such diYculties have been demonstrated to have a long-term impact on the
region’s economic development and future productivity.

25 NERIP (2006) State of the Region www.nerip.com
26 ODPM (2004) The English Indices of Deprivation 2004 (Revised) www.odpm.gov.uk
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18. The Department for Transport’s report on “Social Exclusion and the Provision of Public Transport”
states that “the logic behind why older people, rather than young people and/or those on low incomes, are
the main beneficiaries of concessions, seems to be historic. Young people need to be able to travel and cannot
always aVord it, especially over the age of 16 when they should be independent, but concessionary tickets
are often unavailable27.” However, the Department’s analysis indicates that lowering of ticket prices is more
likely to lead to a revenue decrease. Conversely concessionary fares for targeted user groups increase
ridership, which in turn increases service demand. Such fares are therefore less likely to have a detrimental
impact on revenue, and may even increase income levels by generating greater overall demand for
particular services.

19. Investing in Children’s research has shown that one of the major barriers for teenagers living in
geographically isolated areas is accessing personal health care from public services such as pharmacies.
Respondents have suggested that a perceived lack of privacy in dealing with confidential matters of personal
health means that they prefer to go to larger urban centres where they feel less visible and their actions are
less likely to be subject to scrutiny by close community members. Such barriers clearly have a greater impact
on groups and individuals living in areas suVering from poor connectivity and are therefore likely to
compound other features of social exclusion and deprivation to result in multiple disadvantages.

20. In the North East, transport and connectivity is a central and increasingly prominent element in
ensuring that the region is able to make the step-change required to improve its economic performance and
productivity.

21. The Association welcomes the Committee’s Inquiry, which is timely given the unintended
consequences on concessionary travel schemes for other age groups within the North East.

22. The Association looks to the Committee to recognise the transport needs of young people and the
economic and social implications of any reduction in concessionary travel for this social group. The
Association would be keen to work with the Committee and use the evidence base available within the North
East to inform future thinking in addressing this issue.

26 May 2006

APPENDIX 34

Memorandum submitted by Transport 2000, South West Network

Why has the decline in services not halted?

The reasons are complex but the following have contributed:

(a) Congestion on the roads. Whereas trains run unimpeded, buses get stuck in traYc. Buses are thus
perceived as too slow, with nothing to be gained over the car. Most authorities in the South West
quote congestion on local urban roads as a major problem for buses—this is evident from a survey
of LTPs for the period 2006–11.

(b) Lack of delivery of bus priority measures. Nearly all authorities in the South West would like to
implement bus lanes and junction improvements that favour bus traYc. This is evident from the
LTP2s being submitted. However, the LTP integrated transport allocations are far too low to
deliver improvements aspired to, and the regional funding allocation (RFA) is still gravitating
towards road schemes, although we are delighted to see that at least some urban areas could
potentially receive funds for bus infrastructure. There is a feeling that delivery of bus infrastructure
is diYcult because of cross-authority working, planning problems and the establishment of
complex partnerships. We note that even where RFA money is to be potentially spent on
improving buses (for example in the Bristol and Bath areas) that the rural shires are convinced that
such schemes will slip and that money not spent will become available instead for bypasses and
other road schemes. We feel that there is a real lack of resources in local authorities when it comes
to delivering good public transport initiatives. We have often said that a PTE is needed for the
Greater Bristol area. We think it essential.

(c) Frequency is too low: buses that have a “turn up and go” frequency do well, but waits of even 30
minutes are not acceptable by many people in modern day life.

(d) New development is not on the whole being designed for service by the bus. Buses should stop
actually inside the development and not on distributor roads on the edge, be frequent and subject
to special status once they are on the road outside the development, by means of bus priority
measures.

27 Department for Transport (October 2000) Social Exclusion and the Provision of Public Transport www.dft.gov.uk
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(e) In the South West, there is little joined up thinking when it comes to linking bus and train services
together. There is a lack of investment in interchanges, and there is too little thought given to the
logistics of cross-ticketing and time-tabling.

(f) Fares are perceived by many—especially students and others on low income—to be far too
expensive.

(g) The lack of evening and weekend services on many routes.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passenger need? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport; are buses clean, safe, eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work? How?

We are not convinced that deregulation has worked. The result of deregulation has been a decrease in
service quality on the less commercial routes with evening services and weekend services often not running
at all. Deregulation allows local authorities may to withdraw services in an attempt to save money. This
aVects communities where many people do not have a car and have no other means than the bus for getting
to hospitals, shops and so on. In Bristol alone, 15 services have been recently withdrawn.

Fares are frequently too high for passengers to pay, even on buses serving large urban areas. The age and
type of vehicle is often inadequate, this being so particularly in the shire counties.

Deregulation can also lead to situations where there are too many buses from diVerent companies
compete for road space, with the result that town centres get choked with queues of buses, and air quality
goes down, for example as has happened in Oxford.

Many Transport 2000 campaigners in the South West feel that statutory regulation based on the London
model would be more useful than the present system.

Since deregulation there has been under-investment in bus stations in the South West and we can think
of examples where bus station buildings remain decrepit and minimal—hardly matching the new modern
fleets of buses which use them. Some interchanges have been built or improved during past years—for
example, Bristol bus station, and, in Wales, interchanges at Bridgend and Caerphilly—and there have been
improvements at Bridgewater, Barnstaple, Newquay, Wells, Bournemouth and other locations. However,
there is still very much to be done.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

Bus priority measures have a beneficial eVect in that buses can then drive past queues of traYc. This
motivates people to use the bus instead of the car, because the bus becomes faster and better way of
travelling: is that simple. The problem is that congestion is everywhere and bus priority measures are
therefore absolutely and critically essential. We have already touched on this point and explained about
problems of delivery of bus priority measures in the first section in point (b).

The few bus priority measures in place in the South West have worked well. Where there have been
problems these are as follows:

(a) they don’t last long enough—the priority measures are not continuous;

(b) parked cars in bus lanes;

(c) congested junctions without bus priority measures; and

(d) bus lanes are only applicable for short periods of time (for example 7.00 am to 10.00 am and
4.00 pm to 6.30 pm as in Bristol).

The problem of parked cars needs dedicated police units as in London with a tow-away scheme. Bus lanes
need to be operational much of the day—congestion in our urban areas is no longer restricted to peak hours.
Junctions and roundabouts need to oVer bus priority to add value to the whole bus network.

The LTP2 transport plans in the South West nearly all point to the essential importance of delivering bus
priority measures in the strategically important cities and towns, particularly with the demands of the
emerging RSS. However, without the funds to deliver either bus lanes or junction improvements with bus
priority over other traYc, we are in trouble.

We see an urgent need for a PTE or similar to manage the implementation of bus priority measures in
conjunction with funds allocated by the RFA process. Without a PTE or other statutory body to co-ordinate
and push forward the delivery of bus priority, we worry that planning delays and the complexities of cross-
authority working will mean that good intentions may come to nothing. The public transport function need
to taken over by dedicated sub-regional or regional boards. We also suggest that fuel duty should be targeted
by local authorities as part and parcel of the service as a whole, rather than associated with whether or not
a particular bus runs.
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Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant; are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from Government and local authorities?

The role of the TraYc Commissioner needs to be improved to protect services from being withdrawn with:

(a) powers to carry out more monitoring and inspections of both maintenance and operating to the
registered time table;

(b) powers to regulate between the local authorities; and

(c) ability to recommend extra resources for better running of buses.

Why are there so few quality bus partnerships?

We suggest that the public procurement stages are too severe and require too many approvals from the
DfT bus and taxi division and Ministers for bus quality partnerships to finally go forward. The local
authority procuring arrangements and the setting up of partnerships is too diYcult in the South West.
Contrast this situation with the use of the Welsh Assembly Government Transport Act does which takes
the power away from local authorities and transfers the powers and duties to an eVective body. This
procurement body can do the job easily and ensures that quality bus partnerships do indeed get oV the
ground.

An arrangement with what amounts to a Board to deliver quality partnerships will definitely be required
once congestion charging or road charging in brought into eVect. Franchising and public procurement is
the way that bus and tram services are run across the whole of Europe—we feel that this is the way to deliver
high quality public services to the UK. Bus services need to be publicly specified and privately and publicly
delivered. The 1985 transport model does not work because it does not balance the views of the community
eVectively against the duties under the Companies Act on private shareholders.

The need for public transport user forums

Public transport forums are needed across the country with adequate funding. The Regional Transport
Forums were set up following the abolition of the RPC, but they are not yet established in all regions. We
recommend that they should all be put in place, to give public transport users a voice in all regions.

Concessionary fares

We would like to see concessionary fares oVered right across the South West, as a regional wide scheme.

27 May 2006

APPENDIX 35

Memorandum submitted by the Commission for Rural Communities

The Commission for Rural Communities (CRC) was established in April 2005, initially as an operating
division of the Countryside Agency. From October 2006, the CRC becomes an independent Non-
Departmental Public Body.

The CRC works to be widely recognised and accepted as:

— An eVective national voice and advocate for rural communities.

— A source of authoritative and expert adviser on rural issues and concerns.

— A respected and fair rural watchdog.

Introduction—The Rural Context

1. DiYculties with transport can be a significant factor in contributing to disadvantage in rural areas.
Lack of suitable transport can restrict access to everyday activities that may be taken for granted in urban
areas. This includes access to employment, education and training opportunities, health facilities, choice of
food shopping plus social and leisure activities. The closure of many facilities in rural areas, such as shops,
post oYces, banks, coupled with the concentration of other services (notably health) at fewer and larger
sites, has meant a greater need for travel. Lack of transport can, therefore, be a cause of social exclusion in
rural areas.

2. The Social Exclusion Unit’s report “Making the Connections” (2003) recognised that rural residents
without their own transport face particular problems with mobility. This includes younger people, older
people, disabled people and those on low incomes. Those with the greatest transport-related disadvantage
live in non-car owning households in small settlements where there are few local facilities and poor public
transport.
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3. Car ownership is higher in rural areas with 11% of rural households not owning a car as against 26%
nationally (2004). Nevertheless, an appreciable number of households do not own a car and, for example,
in hamlets and isolated dwellings almost 8% of households have no car and 42% just one car (2001 census).

4. Whilst recognising the importance of the private car to rural life, it follows that buses are a significant
means of getting about for those people who do not own or have access to their own means of transport. It
is true that there has been a growth of more flexible transport provision in rural areas (including dial-a-ride,
community buses), which can respond more closely to need, such schemes do have drawbacks. Their cost
of provision can be relatively high, they may be partly dependent (in some cases entirely) on volunteer help
and funding may not be assured.

5. An evaluation of a selection of provisional Local Transport Plans issued by local authorities in July
2005, carried out by the CRC, found an absence of objectives specific to rural areas. Despite a generally good
evidence base, there is a need for a clearer vision on how transport in rural areas might be delivered.

Deregulation

6. The main plank of deregulation was to encourage competition between operators leading to a greater
supply of services with perhaps lower fares. With a few exceptions, this has not taken place in rural areas
and any competition has been short-lived. This was the likely outcome, given the increasing diYculties that
operators face in continuing existing services in a rural context and the limited opportunities for
commercial services.

7. Operators are often unable or unwilling to operate commercially in a rural area, given the generally
poor rate of return. Typically, the only services provided without subsidy are those linking towns and which
travel through rural areas in order to do so. Deregulation encouraged this tendency as operators were
discouraged from using profits earned elsewhere on their network to support less profitable or marginal
services in areas with lower demand. As a consequence, more services in rural areas became subject to local
authority support without which they would have disappeared.

Statutory Quality Bus Partnerships/Quality Bus Contracts

8. There has been little interest in Statutory Quality Bus Partnerships or Quality Bus Contracts in rural
areas and none have been implemented. This suggests that local authorities can see little benefit in either of
these for rural routes. The concept seems more applicable to urban locations where local authority initiatives
to help buses combat traYc congestion are designed to encourage operators to improve the quality of their
services (eg new buses, greater frequencies). However, many services from rural areas eventually end their
journey in an urban area and so could benefit from measures applied in the urban location. Under these
circumstances, there may be a way that rural services could participate in a QBP or QBC.

Rural Bus Subsidy Grant

9. The introduction of the Rural Bus Subsidy Grant (RBSG) in 1998 has led to a growth in rural bus
services and helped to arrest the gradual decline in patronage. This has been an important means of
improving accessibility for rural areas. The additional money enabled local authorities to test the demand
for new services which otherwise would not have been provided. This has helped to reduce social exclusion
and assisted local authorities to meet targets for walking distances to bus stops. Initially, the RBSG was
applied solely to new services or extensions to existing services, but the rules were subsequently relaxed so
that a proportion of the grant could be used for existing services. This change removed the potential anomaly
where a local authority may be faced with having to reduce existing supported services because of rising
costs and pressures on its own budget, whereas untried RBSG services would be maintained through the
government grant.

10. A further development allowed the RBSG to be used for services not registered as local bus services
but operating flexible routes. This is particularly pertinent for rural areas where forms of public transport
other than the bus, including demand responsive services, are of more significance and in some cases may
be the only option.

11. More recently, the RBSG has ceased to be ring-fenced for bus services. There is no evidence yet to
say whether this will result in a diversion of funds to other budgets but should this occur, this could
jeopardise the continuation of some rural bus services. This would cause hardship for those dependent on
public transport in rural areas and reduce confidence in public transport. Experience has shown that it takes
some time for services to become established and for passenger numbers to grow, particularly where people
are relying on these to reach places of employment. In addition, there is no long-term commitment by
Government to maintain RBSG and this makes it diYcult for local authorities to plan with confidence.
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Funding for Rural Bus Services

12. Importantly, the RBSG is currently the only source of revenue funding specifically for rural transport.
Whilst in recent years, grants were available through the Rural Bus Challenge and schemes administered by
the Countryside Agency (Parish Transport Grant and Rural Transport Partnerships) their emphasis was on
innovation and they were time-limited. Although it is inevitable that there will be a limit on funding for
services that are essentially experimental, in cases where these prove to be successful, and have a longer term
validity, there is a need for a robust funding strategy. Where longer-term sustainability is required, it is
necessary to identify continuation funding otherwise the service may collapse. Because this has not always
happened, the public’s confidence in services is eroded and they look for alternative means of travel. Under
these uncertain circumstances, it is diYcult to bring about a real change in travel behaviour.

13. Rural bus services also receive their share of the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG). BSOG is
currently being reviewed by DfT, together with other bus subsidies, When previously subject to scrutiny,
there was a concern that any changes to the present arrangements could endanger the future of many rural
bus services. There is a fear that if the BSOG is removed or reduced, this could make the diVerence between
a service being commercial or not. This would place added pressure on local authority revenue support
budgets and their ability to sustain the present network of services. Any changes to the criteria for
distributing BSOG would need to take account of the possible specific eVects on rural services. For example,
a qualification based on patronage might have merit in an urban situation but could be detrimental in a rural
context where passenger numbers are inherently lower. Care would therefore need to be taken to ensure that
any revisions to the present arrangements did not have a disproportionately adverse eVect upon rural
services.

14. A welcome change to the rules governing BSOG was made in 2002 when a range of demand
responsive and flexibly routed services became eligible because of the importance of these services in rural
areas. Community transport organisations, in particular, have benefited from this additional income. Again
the eVect of any change to the eligibility criteria would need to take this into account.

Concessionary Fares

15. The introduction of the half-fare and, from April 2006, free bus pass for the over 60s and disabled
people is to be welcomed but there are some issues specific to rural areas that require attention. The need
for new legislation in connection with the all-England scheme to be introduced in 2008 presents an
opportunity to consider some of these concerns.

16. Because services are less frequent in rural areas, and distances are often greater to reach essential
services such as hospitals and supermarkets, there may be a need to travel before the 0930 morning start
under the statutory scheme. It would be beneficial if the 0930 demarcation could be removed, at least in rural
areas, to provide greater accessibility for rural residents.

17. The current restriction of the scheme to issuing authority boundaries can be a particular problem for
rural communities. Essential services that people need to reach may be in another authority’s area and,
unless other local arrangements apply, passengers will be required to pay full fare once they reach the
boundary. The all-England scheme will remove this present barrier to access and the diVerences that
currently exist between areas, due to the range of local agreements, and is therefore to be welcomed.

18. The statutory scheme is restricted to registered Local Bus Services. However, as noted above, demand
responsive services are an important form of public transport in rural areas. Whilst there is discretion for
local authorities to include certain of these community transport operations, a more formal recognition of
such services in the statutory concessionary fares legislation would be a helpful development. This would
create a more equitable coverage of concessionary fares throughout the country giving more assistance to
elderly and disabled people for whom the scheme is intended and so reduce social exclusion.

Accessibility Planning

19. Local authorities are now required to carry out Accessibility Planning as part of their Local transport
Plan process. This will produce a considerable amount of information on the needs in rural areas about
access to a range of essential services (eg employment, education, training, shopping, medical). Local
authorities will then be expected to present their proposals for improving access through its accessibility
action plan and in partnership with other service providers. It is likely that, in rural areas, any new transport
links would require financial support and so this raises the question of how these initiatives are to be funded.

20. The Rural Bus Subsidy Grant would be an appropriate means of funding the improvements identified
as it was established to try and solve access problems in rural areas. At present, RBSG is fully committed
by local authorities and the scope for using this for new services is very limited in the short term. In theory
local authorities would be able to gradually re-allocate money to the meet the needs identified through the
accessibility planning process. However, there would be a limit as to how much could be achieved this way.
Realistically, it is only by providing additional money, say through the RBSG, for both bus services and
community transport, that real progress would be possible.
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Summary

— Buses continue to provide an important means of access for rural communities, in particular for
residents who do not own or have access to their own transport.

— Rural areas are best served by a core network of scheduled bus services, supplemented and
integrated with demand responsive and community transport.

— Deregulation has brought little benefit to bus service provision in rural areas and has added to the
funding pressures for local authorities.

— The Rural Bus Subsidy Grant has brought an improvement in the quantity and quality of bus
services for rural communities.

— Improvements to rural access identified through the local authority accessibility planning process
should be funded by awarding enhanced Rural Bus Subsidy Grant payments and ring-fenced for
this purpose.

— Any changes to the Bus Service Operators Grant should ensure that services in rural areas are not
adversely aVected.

— Changes to the statutory concessionary fares legislation should be made to benefit rural residents
including removal of the 0930 start time and incorporation of demand responsive services.

May 2006

APPENDIX 36

Memorandum submitted by the Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders Limited

SMMT’s Bus and Coach Section includes most manufacturing businesses active in the UK bus market.
Our members supply chassis and bodywork to the operators of bus services across the UK.

SMMT welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the inquiry, on behalf of its bus and coach members.
As bus services in the UK are overwhelmingly based on buses weighing more than 8.5 tonnes, in our
submission, “bus” refers to a vehicle of this type.

The UK Market for New Buses

The regulatory framework, financial aid available to operators, the structure of ownership, and technical
legislation are key influences on the UK market for new buses. Changes to any of these factors can have
long-lasting aVects. Experience shows that purchases of new buses are often deferred until the process
driving such change is clear and complete.

Chart 1 (below) shows the pattern of UK registrations of new buses from 1975 to 2005. Some of the factors
causing these trends are covered further in this submission.

Chart 1

NEW BUS REGISTRATIONS: UK 1975–2005
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New bus registrations, so far in 2006, show a healthy start. There has been modest year-on-year growth
in new bus registrations. However, there has been no real change in the underlying trends; it is regulatory
changes that are aVecting the timing of buying patterns. The mandatory introduction of digital tachographs
from 1 May, at short notice, meant that operators registered bus and coaches not fitted with digital
tachographs earlier than they would otherwise have done, hence causing market distortion. Looking
forward to October 2006, the introduction of Euro 4 emission standards for new buses will distort
manufacturing schedules to some extent, as some operators order Euro 3-standard vehicles to avoid what
they anticipate may be higher operating and maintenance costs of the Euro 4 vehicles.

The UK bus operating sector has five major groups and a “second tier” of another 20–30 smaller
operators. In this market changes in buying behaviour by just a few decision makers can cause large shifts
in potential demand. This can be counteracted to some extent by the work in progress and orders at the
bodybuilders. The vast majority of buses supplied in the UK are body-on-chassis and most of the
bodybuilders are based in the UK. This can help to spread out peaks in demand, but cannot protect from
sudden and sustained collapses. The operating industry recognises this process and nature of the supply-
chain. Operators tend to plan orders for delivery over periods of up to two years. The operating and
commercial pressures on the supply chain are understood by both the chassis and component suppliers and
bus service operators.

Deregulation—Approach with Caution

SMMT does not have a firm view on the merits of the degree of regulation or deregulation in providing
commercial bus services or lessons learnt in service provision over recent years. Our members are more
concerned that the regulatory framework is competitive, stable, durable, while fostering innovation in
vehicle quality and use. SMMT’s experience is that caution is needed when major regulatory change is
considered and implemented as investment can suVer. Chart 1 shows that major regulatory changes in
operating structures have resulted in big reductions in orders for new buses, introducing significant
uncertainty and causing instability in the new bus market.

The chart clearly illustrates the peaks and troughs in the UK new bus market over the last 30 years. The
1970s were a period of relative stability, where the policy of the day was to accelerate the uptake of one-
person-operated buses through a New Bus Grant. The regulated regime of the day was mainly operated by
a total of around 60 operators, all in state or municipal ownership, who purchased almost 3,000 buses a year
for a total fleet of around 40,000 units. The market fell sharply between 1980 and 1984 as this New Bus Grant
was run out (having served its purpose in fleet renewal).

Before the market could stabilise, and adjust to the change in policy, deregulation and privatisation was
another new policy in early 1985. The operating industry reacted to this uncertainty by postponing and
minimising their investment. This caused demand to collapse. The first priority for bus operating companies
was business survival. Vehicle replacement was postponed especially in newly-privatised companies.
However, in London, bus operations remained regulated and in state ownership. The prolonged market
recovery in demand for larger buses (single and double deck) was partly due to the fact that competitive
tendering and then privatisation in London were delayed until the 1990s. The unstable economic climate in
the late 1980s and early 1990s also contributed to a sudden reverse in demand.

Deregulation did not prove to be a barrier to innovation in bus design and technology. It accelerated the
development of smaller buses that could be used where larger buses might be able to go. Smaller buses, which
operate more frequently, were seen as a valuable tool in competition rival operators. Starting with van-
derived buses with 16–20 seats, operators progressed to larger midibuses (25 to 40 seats). This growth trend
in midibuses is also shown in chart 1.

The most significant post-deregulation innovation in the industry was the response to the development
of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (DDA). Due to active participation with the Department for
Transport (DfT) in the development of bus accessibility standards, the Accessible Bus was widely adopted
for new vehicle purchases before the Act came into force. The Act required buses to be fully accessible to
disabled people, including wheelchair users, with all single deck buses having to comply with the
requirements by 2015 and all double deck vehicles by 2017. An important consideration in the success of
the Accessible Bus, despite the higher price of the new low floor technology, was the commercial advantage
for the bus operator. The improved accessibility has benefited all types of users such as those with small
children through to people with very restricted mobility. The potential market was therefore much wider
than might have been thought.

Alongside the influence of the DDA and the development of new emissions legislation, the whole
“quality” of bus design made great advances with regard to the quality of materials used, the installation of
air-conditioning systems, the passenger comfort and appearance of vehicles. A competitive environment
gave potential rewards to innovative operators, who could expand their customer base with a higher
quality vehicle.
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Other innovations such as the use of natural-gas fuelled buses, experiments with electric buses, hybrid
drivelines, and infrastructure developments such as Guided Busways, have all occurred in the deregulated
operating environment. The recent introduction of the Streetcar project in York also underlines the new
thinking that results when operators and local authorities can work together on transport plans.

London—Local, not National

Chart 2

FULL SIZE BUS REGISTRATIONS: UK 1975–2005
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There is much to be said in favour of the London “model”—namely, one of competitive tendering for bus
routes in a planned network. Most European cities that have applied “deregulation” have followed the same
route as London and, indeed, there was a great deal of lobbying in favour of the tendering model at the time
of the 1985 Transport Act. It was seen as a means of promoting high vehicle standards and of rewarding
operators who invested in new vehicles, although the reality in the rest of the country as it turned out was
not as negative as was initially feared.

London has achieved the significant goal of all buses being wheelchair accessible, and to a minimum of
Euro 2 emissions standards, at a much faster rate than the rest of the country. Chart 2 reflects this in the
way that demand for double deck buses surged in the late 1990s, then more recently fell back. Though
double-deckers are not confined to London by any means, the accelerated demand from London certainly
boosted registration volumes nationally (demand has now fallen back towards basic replacement levels, or
slightly below, looking across the country as a whole). The Congestion Charge certainly contributed to the
recent peak as the absolute number of buses in London increased alongside the introduction of the charge.

This development was positive news for bus manufacturers and bodybuilders. On the other hand, high
demand for double-deckers coincided with a slow down in demand for single-deckers—for two main
reasons, limited bodybuilding capacity and limited capital spend by bus operators. The supply chain has
also become more cautious in its investments so capacity is now more concentrated and carefully managed.
We believe that the bus operators also have competing demands and limits on their capital expenditure. New
deliveries in one part of the country may entail the postponement or delay of other plans and deliveries.

The London bus market cannot be viewed in isolation because it interacts with the rest of the country in
important ways. First, most of the operating companies belong to national undertakings that operate buses,
trams and even trains—so there is competition for capital. Second, vehicle designs must be spread over as
many applications as possible and it is noticeable that unique bus designs for London have not been
promoted by the cautious manufacturers. Even so, London buses have some features in their layout that
are unique to London, which can aVect later use of the vehicles in other locations. Third, the rapid
displacement of the London fleet with new vehicles was very much assisted by the cascading of relatively
new buses into other parts of the country (which were still suVering from older fleets as the result of the
collapse in demand in the 1980s).

The current London model oVers five year contracts with the expectation that a vehicle might be used for
two contracts before leaving London. However, there is growing pressure to replace vehicles after only five
years, which cannot occur indefinitely. The rest of the fleet in the country is now much newer and the
potential for used London buses in other UK towns and cities is much diminished. To scrap vehicles at five
years old, when they are designed with an operating life of at least 15 years, is a very diYcult commercial
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decision to justify. According to size a bus is an asset intended to be depreciated over a 12–15 years’ life.
Capital and financing costs would jump significantly if the accepted depreciation method suddenly changed
so dramatically.

There is much speculation at the moment about the potential for new bus technology for the 2012 Olympic
Games under the objective of a “carbon-neutral” Games. A sudden surge in demand for hybrid drivelines
or even fuel cell buses would be a very challenging goal to meet, especially if there was no long-term plan
for their use post-Games. However, London’s bus thinking has certainly been innovative. It has accelerated
the development of new ideas, from hybrids to fuel cells in buses, and much valuable work has been done
on measuring emissions and finding ways of reducing tailpipe emissions.

Future of the Bus

Three key urban issues are congestion, air quality and social inclusion/economic mobility. The bus oVers
a major contribution to addressing these issues with relatively little investment and much flexibility. Bus
routes can be varied quickly as city environments change; the example of the 2012 Olympic Games is a good
application. At the same time, the bus system can be used in inter-modal networks to feed travellers into
other modes such as rail and the car, for example, with park and ride schemes. Moreover, developing the
bus system does not foreclose the option of moving to light rail in the future where such systems are needed
and commercially viable.

Buses as a means of mass transport in urban areas are also eVective in addressing climate change and local
air quality concerns. As the average bus in the London rush hour carries the same number of passengers as
over 30 cars, the all-round potential benefits of buses are clear28.

The scope for innovation in bus use is independent of deregulation or re-regulation. The real issue is how
to manage and blend the various modes of transport so that buses can play a full integrated part in meeting
urban environmental challenges. The Transport Act 1985, and the subsequent mindset of the OYce of Fair
Trading, which both see co-operation between bus operators as anti-competitive, are serious hindrances to
achieving this. Revisiting and redefining the scope for collaboration could be an eVective spur to more
innovation in bus use.

Bus manufacturing, in the UK and elsewhere, is innovative and competitive. Manufacturers and suppliers
with business interests in the sector are addressing environmental pressures and changing transport patterns.
Technological advances, such as alternative fuels, and hybrid drivelines are making real contributions to
fuel eYciency and emissions. Modern bus designs and passenger information systems are also making
journeys more comfortable. The upheaval of a change of regulatory framework could threaten this progress
as investment plans may be unsettled with the risk of demand collapsing.

Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG)

Although it is not mentioned in your Committee’s questions, we would like to comment on the recent
announcement that the DfT is to review the BSOG. While it is recognised that BSOG does not necessarily
encourage the use of, for instance, hybrid vehicles, its availability is important to the continuation of many
bus services outside London. It also has the merit of being administratively easy to administer in its present
form. We believe that any fundamental change to BSOG would have an adverse eVect on the smaller
operators, whose purchases of used buses are an essential part of the overall market.

SMMT once again stresses the importance of the bus and the sensitivity of the bus market; and welcomes
this opportunity to comment. If you have any specific questions we would be happy to discuss the points
raised in more detail and if you require further information or clarification please do not hesitate to
contact us.

5 June 2006

APPENDIX 37

Memorandum submitted by CTC

The CTC has since 1878 provided a voice for cyclists in shaping transport policy and provision, and today
represents some 70,000 members and aYliates mostly based in the UK.

The use of the bicycle as transport, and its value as a complementary mode to public transport are key
areas in which CTC and its members press for recognition and implementation of policy and projects. In
years past it was common for bicycles to be carried on rural bus services, and the SMT Conditions of

28 Transport for London, London Travel Report 2005, www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/pdfdocs/ltr/london-travel-report-2005.pdf Table 1.4.2
(page 8).
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Carriage (Clause 7(d)) specifically identified the carriage of cycles, even as late as the mid 1980s. The publicly
owned and regulated operators were, through the nature of running to a specification of levels of service
rather than profit, also more likely to consider peripheral markets such as bike carriage.

Regulation and Delivery of a Public Transport Service

However the irony has been that with the “regulation” of the Disability Discrimination Act to specify the
design and in some respects the operation of vehicles has lead to the introduction of “easy access” low floor
buses, but despite this arrangement making it easier to board a bus with a bicycle, the ability to use a
combination of bicycle and bus to travel around has with a number of exceptions been severely curtailed.
Some redress is now happening as the appearance of compact and light folding bicycles has made it easier
to take a bicycle on to a bus, and coach, and a few examples are appearing where a service bus or coach
(rather than a special seasonal or chartered service) is carrying conventional bicycles presented in as-ridden
condition.

A further very recent development has been the development of specific Uplift services for mountain bike
downhill centres, where, just as downhill skiers cannot ski back uphill these bicycles are too heavy and high-
geared to ride back to the top. Several MTB centres have now registered as PSV operators and run buses
or coaches with up to 30 seats, hauling the bikes behind on trailers, on public roads or internal forest tracks.
Several of these centres pose a major traYc problem both internally and on the public road as the lack of
capacity to carry bikes on bus services means that the clients all travel by private car (few are located near
rail stations and as noted the downhill bikes are not really suitable for riding on roads. In one example the
330,000 visitors now all arrive by car (660,000 potential bus trips which could be won for a single rural bus
route), and 20 years ago we could take at least four bikes per bus (8% of seated capacity) to this location.

Whilst the leisure market may demand high capacity on each vehicle, the general utility transport demand,
indicated by experience of overseas and a few UK examples, is likely to be between one and three bikes per
bus or up to 4% of full seated capacity. A recent audit of a bike carrying rural bus network in SheYeld
indicated that 30 bikes per month were travelling on the two bus allocation. The rapid growth of folding
bicycle ownership driven by rail operator restrictions for commuters has delivered a knock-on eVect of more
bus passengers presenting with these machines, and the occasional spat being reported where a cyclist is
refused carriage by the bus driver. Generally the major operators are recognising this issue, briefing staV
accordingly, and adjusting their conditions of carriage where there might be ambiguity (eg National Express
Clause 7.1, Scottish Citylink Clause 11(e) etc).

As an element of an integrated transport system, the bicycle delivers a number of key benefits in moving
people to and from diverse destinations, and it has great use in this respect for bringing passengers to bus
stops from a catchment covering around 16 times the area which would be served by an equivalent “walk
to stop” time. The bicycle delivers at the level of individual trips, and especially when linked to bus services,
can fill in the gaps where the user cannot fit their business to a limited bus timetable—for example when the
Denbigh-Ruthin cycle carrying service was introduced, there were several regular users who caught the bus
one-way and cycled the other because they did not want to wait for the two hourly bus service. If the option
is extended to a 100% provision for cycle carriage on bus routes in an area, then the further opportunity to
travel out on one route and back on another, and cycling the diVerence keeps the distances and type of
cycling attractive to the general population rather than being limited to fit enthusiasts.

Pernsioners especially, who are using the bicycle as an aid to mobility, where they cannot walk far without
pain, and may well have had to give up driving on medical or other grounds, are now able to get to the bus
stop and use bus services, which they now get free. Several have reported their experiences, mostly fraught,
in travelling with their bikes, and we have a clear question about why cycles used as mobility aids fail to get
proper recognition for this.

Further, a flaw in the Free OAP buys travel highlighted by those who live just beyond a boundary for
example those in Glenfield (Leicester) do not get free travel on the buses going in to the city, but just two
infrequent services to villages in the opposite direction. Maybe a bicycle and bus combination will help to
solve this if a National “Golden Years” pass is not deliverable immediately.

The University services, which are showing double figure percentage growth, show that where a service
can be specified by the user (and paid for by them) regulation delivers growth. CTC experiences this with
the bus services to their HQ—these run to a specification set by the University, Queen Elizabeth Park, and
the Surrey Hospital. The service has grown to the extent that Arriva are reported to want to take it on
commercially—but the clients know that they will lose the ability to set the standards—hence we get
regulation by contract, and the contract set by the Travel Plan.

It is useful here to look at how cycle carriage on buses has developed over a 30 year period in the US, to
the extent that over half the US local bus fleet has bike racks, and over one million bike on bus trips are
estimated to take place every month. Several operators have increased the capacity of their bike racks from
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two to three bikes to cater for the demand. Initially cycle carriage was introduced on long estuarial bridges,
as a pragmatic solution to the demand by cyclists to use a short route across water in preference to a shoreline
route up to 18 times longer (Seattle), but the short route was either illegal (Freeway), or with high
disincentive to all but the most hardened cyclists, used to riding with fast moving motorised traYc unsafe.
The programme accelerated in 1990, when the first fast loading front mounted racks were introduced, and
now roughly 1.5% of all local bus trips are made with a bicycle accompanying the passenger. The ultimate
bike bus service is where a physical barrier to cycling exists, and one example of this is in Havana, where
cyclists roll-up a ramp to board old buses with all seats removed. These buses than provide a shuttle service
through the harbour tunnel, between the city and the recreational beaches. The writer had suggested a
similar shuttle operation for cycles and foot passengers to shuttle up and down Park Hill in Bristol, as a
lower cost alternative to a cycle-specific “ski-tow” open to a wider population of users (eg wheelchairs,
prams and all who found the long hill a tiring slog).

In mainland Europe this figure is we believe lower, and the introduction of low floor vehicles well before
these were considered by most US operators, has resulted in several European operators accepting bicycles
inside the bus, especially in Germany and Switzerland.

Bus Driver/Cyclist Relations

We have noted regular comment and occasional intervention by the TraYc Commissioners, relating to
over-zealous competitive activity where the non regulated regime has drifted into dangerous waters. Whilst
not delivering a direct conflict between cyclists and bus drivers, the shared road space and common speed
through an urban area, places the cyclists at risk from buses being driven to block or run-ahead of competing
vehicles. BTEC and other training has taken the bus-driver cyclist relationship. Too little may be done by
way of recording and taking action over deliberately bad driving, at driver level. Lassitude on compliance
with “conduct” regulations sees drivers carrying out other actions whilst driving, to the detriment of their
performance, and possible fatal outcomes, as considered by the Cowley Road inquest.

In Conclusion

The integration between bus operations and cycling has had mixed fortunes since the deregulation of bus
services. There is a potential market which straight commercial decisions are failing to develop, and a
significant gain in integrating cycling with bus and coach services. When comparing the walk to rail station,
with cycle to rail station, the number of households within 10 minutes of the train is tripled to around 60%
from 19%. The potential to deliver a regular daily bus to over 90% of UK households is immense, if
regulation of bus and coach operations extends beyond guaranteed access for wheelchairs to those with
bicycles and other luggage. Even locations supposedly served by bus in place of a rail service (service 95
Scottish Borders) do not deliver the same level of service (bikes for example are not carried at all (oYcially)
making it almost impossible to get to a Borders destination other than by cycling (a major eVort and time
consuming) or using a private car.

The expanded market includes older cyclists making regular optional journeys who will have flexible
enough arrangements to fill oV-peak services, and the disabled who use bicycles as mobility aids (embracing
not only those who prefer a bicycle to a wheelchair, but the registered blind, and those with motor/skeletal
problems. Many have moved over from rail to road, and air/ferry (to spend money and time abroad instead)
taking substantial annual spending on travelling to leisure tours or sporting events, away. TRL research
shows the cycling community to be well connected to the internet, and with money to spend, where they
recognise a service is being delivered. Many are equally geographically literate and seasoned travellers, who
know what is available but are unable to get the services they want—evidence is that where services are
specified by the user, and operators regulated by contract (Arriva in Guildford, Unilink, Derby
Universitybus) patronage goes up.

Unfortunately the only figures available for use of buses with bikes are those for seasonal special services,
and the SheYeld Rural Links, on an intermittent basis.

There is wide variation in how priority measures accommodate cycles with buses, and how conflicts can
be reduced. Generally however priority measures have benefit when bus frequencies are not intense.

There is a future for the bus but we have to consider using it in diVerent ways—changing bus or changing
mode where the connections are seamless, using buses to overcome obstacles—climbing hills on short
worked roll-on roll-oV, standing passenger services, going one way or part way by bus and cycling or
walking as a transport element of the trip. The canvas is wide and our current focus is narrow.

26 May 2006
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APPENDIX 38

Memorandum submitted by the Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted

Background

JCMBPS is an independent body consisting of representatives of the principle organisations of and for
blind, deafblind and partially sighted people with a specific interest in mobility. The JCMBPS believes that
blind, deafblind and partially sighted people should be able to move around safely and independently. This
is currently not the case and barriers may be physical, operational or attitudinal.

General Comments

JCMBPS welcomes this inquiry on buses, and the opportunity to put forward our comments.

Research conducted for DPTAC29, the government’s advisory committee on transport for disabled
people, found that while disabled people travel a third less often than the general public, disabled people
use buses more often than the general public. Visually impaired people use buses significantly more than
other disabled people, with 57% taking the bus at least once a month compared to 43% of disabled people
as a whole.

Recent RNIB research (Baker, 1999) found that a third of all blind people surveyed, and almost half those
surveyed who were over 60 years old, felt that using the bus was either “very diYcult” or “quite diYcult”.
Almost half of those questioned reported diYculties getting information about buses and in using bus
vehicles (46%).

In order to improve the experience of visually impaired users, we believe that there is a need for the
provision of audio-visual announcements on buses, better driver training and free travel under the
concessionary fare scheme at all times. We believe that our experience suggests that this would be more
achievable under the regulated system which exists in London.

Has Deregulation Worked?

JCMBPS does not believe that bus deregulation has worked. Services are infrequent, unreliable, provided
by old vehicles with minimum adaptations for meeting the needs of visually impaired people, and the bus
stop infrastructure is not accessible. Below we examine the particular issues which cause blind and partially
sighted people diYculty in using buses. We believe that the examples which we outline below suggest that
if a system of bus regulation similar to that which exists in London were to be introduced then blind and
partially sighted people would enjoy much more accessible bus travel.

Bus Stops

Visually impaired uses have identified a number of issues including buses not pulling into the bus stop/
kerb and therefore not being able to identify the bus when it arrives. The design of bus stops is also
inconsistent making it harder for visually impaired people. In London a consistent bus stop design has been
adopted with very clear lettering making it easier for visually impaired people. Request stops are almost
impossible for visually impaired people because they can’t see the bus stop.

However, some bus drivers don’t even bother to use bus stops as the following quote from RNIB’s
“Travellers Tales” Report illustrates:

“The bus did not stop at its final stop; it stopped somewhere else. The doors opened and the driver
said something I could not understand. I asked the driver where I was. The driver did not answer
me. I told him that I was blind, showed him my white stick, and asked him to help me out of
wherever I was back to the bus stop. He made a gesture and said it was ‘over there’. He would not
help. I got oV—it was more scary than driving an ambulance in the Blitz. It was only when I had
to put out my hand to stop an oncoming car that I found that I was in a car park. Only then did
the driver get oV the bus and take me to ‘safety’. I was very shaken.”

Bus Design

Visually impaired people struggle with bus layout because of inconsistent design. The PSV Accessibility
Regulations say that new buses have to meet new design standard from 2000. These standards include
specifications for tactile markings colour contrast, clear route displays. However, buses brought into service
before 2000 have until 2017 to comply and many are not of a very good design and the variety of designs

29 Attitudes of disabled people to public transport, DPTAC, 2002.
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make the situation even more diYcult. DiYculties identified include lack of space under seats for JCMBPS
and the provision of an upright pole at the entrance, which can be helpful for those with physical
impairments but visually impaired people can bump into them if they are not properly colour contrasted.

Information

One of the biggest barriers to blind and partially sighted people using buses is the lack of audio-visual
information. While we welcome the fact that all buses in London will comply with the Bus and Coach
Regulations introduced under the Disability Discrimination Act prior to both the 2017 deadline and the
2012 Olympics, we are disappointed that these regulations do not include a requirement for visual and
audible announcements which would be very useful for both deaf people and people with sight loss.

We therefore welcome the recommendation in your Committee’s recent report “Going for Gold:
Transport for London’s 2012 Olympic Games”, that all buses should have visual and audible information,
and are delighted that Transport for London has now made it clear that all London buses will have visual
and audible announcements by 2009. JCMBPS have been involved in the trials and have been very impressed
with the results. We hope that other places will follow suit and the Government will amend the Regulations
soon so that all buses will have to include visual and audible announcements.

Passenger Needs

Between May and September 2005 focus groups and one to one interviews were conducted with a total
of 60 people by The Guide Dogs for the Blind Association. Those interviewed included those using guide
dogs and other mobility aids, deafblind people and those over 65. The vast majority of people interviewed
felt very strongly that their ability to determine where to get oV with minimal or no reliance on fellow
passengers or the bus driver was a fundamental right. Once on the bus, travel strategies included “asking
the driver and hoping he remembers”, or “positioning myself behind the driver” or “walking up and down
the bus to remain visible to the driver”, or “asking the person next to me” or, on more frequent routes,
“learning the modulations in the road . . . bends in the road.” The evidence clearly suggests a significant level
of stress and dependency on fellow passengers and drivers, associated with the overall travel experience for
many of these passengers.

Visually impaired people using buses rely on bus drivers to tell them when they have arrived at their stop
and some drivers are more helpful than others. A visually impaired passenger who gets oV at the wrong stop
is left in a very vulnerable position that can lead them to be misled or preyed upon. Mr Mainwaring was
attacked after becoming lost in Manchester after getting on the wrong bus. The gang had oVered to help
him but instead kicked and punched him and robbed him of his mobile phone, cash and credit card. If there
had been audible announcements on buses Mr Mainwairing would have realised that he was on the wrong
bus a lot earlier and avoided being attacked.

Visual and audible announcements can also benefit other bus users, for example those who are unfamiliar
with an area or those for whom English is a second language. Provision of information before and during
a bus journey is one of the ingredients which will reverse the long term decline in bus usage. The provision
of visual and audible announcements is a requirement in all new trains, so why not buses?

Service and Training

During the interviews for the Guide Dogs for the Blind study highlighted above, the need for an awareness
of disability issues among drivers and transport operators was unanimously voiced by the group.

Issues included the diYculties in being required to get tickets before boarding, lack of publicity of bus
service changes, particularly in formats accessible for visually impaired people. However, in Coventry
service changes are now emailed to a list supplied by the local society. When a bus breaks down there is a
need for information, otherwise visually impaired people are left stranded in an unfamiliar area. However,
some bus drivers will not even give a visually impaired passenger a minute to sit-down as the following
example from RNIB’s “Travellers Tales” illustrates:

“I had an awful experience with a bus driver which caused me to lose my new guide dog. The bus
driver firstly pulled away before we had found our seats so we were thrown into them. Then he
drove so recklessly that it frightened my dog to the point where she was trembling, panting and
sweating and couldn’t sit still. The bus driver was abusive too when asked to slow down. After that
experience she was unable to work because she had such a fear of buses and all other transport
including trains, taxis and cars. The dog had a nervous breakdown and had to be retired. All
because of one bus journey. Guide Dogs sued the company for loss of a dog.”

In some parts of the country, participants had nothing but praise for the sensitivity and helpfulness of bus
drivers. CardiV (one bus company), Ashton and Ipswich were cases in point. In all three areas there was
evidence of repeated driver awareness training and management (ie of the bus company) involvement,
usually in the form of periodic surveys of passenger needs. This translated into very specific activities evident
to passengers, including:
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— Bus drivers clearly and politely announcing the bus number when asked on arrival at the stop.

— Bus drivers waiting for passengers to be seated before pulling oV, thereby minimising the risk of
injury.

— Bus drivers announcing that they have not stopped at the usual bay (due in most cases to cars
parked in the designated areas) and urging care in alighting and crossing the road.

JCMBPS welcome the fact that new bus drivers in London are now required by Transport for London
to take a BTEC which includes Disability Equality Training. However, bus companies need to make sure
that as a result of the driver training that the drivers know the rules. On two recent occasions, on Arriva in
Scotland and the route 163 in London, drivers refused to allow more than on dog on the bus with is contrary
to the Conduct of Drivers Regulations.

Concessionary Fares

In 2001 a minimum half price fare on buses was introduced, and then in April 2006 a minimum of free
oV-peak travel on buses within local authority boundaries was introduced. From 2008 this will be extended
to free local oV-peak bus travel across authority boundaries providing the bus stops every 15 miles.

While we welcome these introductions, we still feel that there is a need to improve the Government’s
minimum concessionary fares scheme further by adding the following:

— A requirement for free travel in the morning peak.

— A requirement to provide free travel on other modes of transport.

— A requirement to provide free travel for a companion and on dial a ride or taxies where the person’s
impairment means that they can’t access mainstream transport on their own.

We set out our reasons below.

The need for concessionary fares

We believe that concessionary fares are necessary for visually impaired people for several reasons. Firstly
it is often necessary, even on short routes which are unsafe or unfamiliar, for blind, deafblind and partially
sighted people to use public transport as this option is often the only means for safe and independent travel
to the required destination. A bus journey may be necessary simply to cross the road rather than tackle a
diYcult junction.

Blind, deafblind and partially sighted people are likely to have diYculty finding the correct change and
obtaining the ticket particularly where this is automated. Free travel not only avoids this diYculty but
reduces the time taken for the bus journey through avoiding such delays.

The diYculties in obtaining accessible information on bus destinations, as the bus display cannot be read,
has led blind, deafblind and partially sighted people to get on the wrong bus. Not only is this distressing in
itself but if fare money has been put into the automated ticket machine this cannot be reclaimed.

Blind, deafblind and partially sighted people typically have lower incomes due to their lack of
employment opportunities and social exclusion from the opportunities and choices available to sighted
people. According to the Government’s Disability in Great Britain report the incomes of disabled adults
were 20 to 30% lower than those of non-disabled people (these figures included disability benefits).

Unintended eVects of the 2006 policy

The restriction of concessionary travel during morning peak periods has a severely detrimental eVect on
blind and partially sighted people travelling to work or looking for work. Research by RNIB suggests that
only 27% of blind and partially sighted people of working are in employment and were people are employed
they are more likely to be in lower paid jobs.

In addition to the eVect on employment, restricting concessions to oV peak times aVects blind and
partially sighted people travelling to an early medical appointment, appointments for benefit and other
interviews, or leisure activity with an early start time.

As the Government have improved the minimum concessionary fare scheme for older and disabled people
there has been pressure put on a number of schemes that provided free morning peak travel for blind people
and not other older and disabled people. When this issue came up in London the Association of London
Government suggested levelling down but following a big campaign by disabled people free travel was
extended to all disabled people in the morning peak. Guide Dogs are currently working with RNIB and the
Warwickshire Association for the Blind to reverse a decision by Stratford-on-Avon District Council to
remove free peak-time travel for visually impaired people in the morning peak following the introduction
of free oV-peak travel for all disabled people in April 2006. This was brought to our attention by a local
councillor following a complaint from a visually impaired constituent who now has to pay to get to work
to do his job as a teaching assistant.
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Encouraging local authorities to provide more than the statutory minimum

Allowing morning peak-time travel would be consistent with the Government’s desire to get more
disabled people into work which they are currently promoting through their programme of reform of
Incapacity Benefit. There has been a reduction in time restrictions on schemes in England since 1998. 115
schemes still restrict travel in the morning peak (down from 137 in 1998). No time restrictions are placed on
use by 200 schemes30. There are no time restrictions in Wales and in Scotland time restrictions will be
removed in the national Scotland scheme from April 2006. There have been no time restrictions on using
the Freedom Bas in the morning peak in London on buses, Underground and the DLR since April 2003
and this has not caused diYculties despite the huge pressure on public transport in the morning peak in the
capital city. However, if local authorities are to be encouraged to go on providing more than the statutory
minimum the Government must make sure that they are fully funded for increases in the statutory minimum
concessionary fare scheme.

Concessions on other modes of transport

In some areas concessionary fare passes can be used in taxis, community transport and other door to door
transport. This is particularly important in rural areas and the Joint Committee urges that this be extended.
In Scotland some ferry journeys will be entitled to concessionary fares. In urban areas the buses are often
supplemented by local rail and light rail services.

Concessions for those not able to access mainstream public transport on their own

Not all visually impaired people are able to access mainstream public transport on their own. Therefore
concessions should be available to allow a companion to travel free of charge where this is necessary to
access mainstream public transport. Alternatively concessionary fares should be available on door to door
transport. In some cases visually impaired people will not be able to access mainstream public transport even
with sighted assistance. Equity would suggest that they have as much right to free public transport as other
disabled people.

May 2006

APPENDIX 39

Memorandum submitted by Andrew Davies, AM, the Welsh Assembly Government’s Minister for
Enterprise, Innovation and Networks

Context

From December 2004 the Welsh Assembly Government will invest £8 billion over 15 years in road, rail,
bus and air schemes to improve connectivity within Wales and internationally. We will shortly consult on
our Wales Transport Strategy, “Connecting Wales”. This is an essential element of our corporate agenda.
It will assist with the planning and delivery of a wide range of policies aimed at improving the quality of life
of people in Wales.

The Transport (Wales) Act 2006 received Royal Assent on 16 February 2006. It provides the Assembly
Government with additional transport powers to develop and implement, in partnership with local
authorities and other bodies, a safe, integrated, sustainable, eYcient and economic transport system serving
Wales. The Act requires us to prepare and publish a Wales Transport Strategy setting out how we propose
delivering our transport duty. The strategy focuses on the role that transport can play in delivering our wider
policy objectives in areas such as spatial planning, economic development, education, health, social services,
the environment and tourism.

Has deregulation worked? Are services better, more frequent, meeting passengers’ needs? Are bus services
suYciently co-ordinated with other forms of public transport? Are buses clean, safe and eYcient? If not, can
deregulation be made to work, and if so how?

Deregulation of bus services gave private companies the opportunity to test new ways to meet our travel
needs. As elsewhere in Great Britain some have risen to this challenge, for example by investing in new, more
accessible and environmentally cleaner vehicles. Companies are improving the training of staV in customer
care. Although more remains to be done, buses in Wales are generally newer and more accessible than
previously, and in many areas of Wales oVer a realistic alternative to travel by car for more journeys.

30 TAS 2003 as above.
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We have many specific examples of good practice and innovation. CardiV Bus has gained IiP accreditation
and has introduced new, articulated buses. A partnership of the Assembly Government, Stagecoach Bus
and Caerphilly Council has facilitated a Kickstart scheme in south Wales that has achieved a more than 20%
increase in patronage after a year.

On the Gower peninsula in south-west Wales, Swansea Council and Pullman Coaches have developed a
thoughtful and well-marketed network of tendered services. It has been tendered as a complete network with
connecting services linking remote communities. The buses have a unique livery and there is full inter-
availability between tickets on this tendered network and on nearby commercial services.

In north-west Wales, the Snowdonia Green Key project provides several gateway villages and towns in
the area of the National Park with high, shoulder and low season arrangements for parking accompanied
by curtailed roadside parking in a core area. The gateways provide long-term parking facilities with regular
free bus services between the gateways and the core area, paid for from parking charges.

In rural Ceredigion we have funded an innovative “free bus week” allowing people who might not
otherwise have used the bus to experience how it can meet their travel needs.

Ceredigion Council will be evaluating the impact the initiative has had.

In north-east Wales, we are funding innovative Demand Responsive Transport schemes in Flintshire and
Wrexham linking residential areas with industrial and commercial centres of employment.

In Pembrokeshire, the Coastal Bus network is addressing congestion and air quality through the provision
of a network of environmentally friendly coastal bus services powered by a mix of biodiesel, LPG and petrol/
electric engines.

We attach the highest importance to reducing public transport’s impact on the environment, and another
example of best practice is the testing of electric hybrid buses by First Cymru in Swansea.

We continue to fund the development and implementation of the TrawsCambria network of longer-
distance bus services throughout Wales. The network is designed to complement the railways and is a
mixture of improved existing and new services.

We have many examples of good practice and innovation, albeit these have often required pump priming
by public money.

Deregulation has not achieved the intended increase in the number of companies running bus services and
the forecast increased competition. The larger groups have consolidated their position through acquisition
with the result that local authorities inviting tenders for subsidised services have sometimes received only
one submission. This undermines eVorts to achieve best value for public money. The perception remains
that some companies are reluctant to innovate, and that delivering a satisfactory return on their investment
is the overriding objective rather than growing the market. There are exceptions, but if achieving a
satisfactory financial return means cutting back on or even withdrawing some services, then that appears
acceptable to some companies.

The local authority views is that despite often quoted examples of growth, outside London the overall
picture is one of continued passenger decline, wasteful competition on the road and service withdrawals
resulting from operators’ consolidation of their more profitable core routes. Local authorities fill the
resulting gaps through subsidy. Services, frequencies and fares remain liable to change at short notice,
harming passengers’ confidence. The benefits of competing services are often negated by the refusal of one
operator to accept another’s return ticket. There are few examples of true integration of bus and train
ticketing with tickets bought on buses and few convenient interchanges. Generally, co-ordination is poor
between diVerent local bus services, and between train and bus services where buses are provided
commercially.

Local authorities and Regional Transport Consortia have a crucial role to play. Cross-boundary impacts
must be taken into account when local authorities consider their bus subsidy plans. In some circumstances
they may have to make diYcult decisions about where finite resources can be used to best eVect.

Our funding of local authorities through the local government revenue settlement includes an element for
bus subsidy. In addition, we allocated to the 22 local authorities in 2006–07 £9.4 million under the Local
Transport Services Grant (LTSG) scheme to help them boost the number and range of subsidised buses,
and to support alternatives in the form of community transport.

Despite real growth in LTSG over the years (it began as £2.5 million in 1998–99), local authorities are
increasingly required to make diYcult decisions when contracts are renewed or terminated. The Assembly
Government is developing a toolkit to enable local authorities to assess the value for money that they achieve
from their funding of bus subsidies.

The number of bus kilometres operated in Wales has declined from 126 million in 2001–02 to a provisional
116 million in 2004–05. The number of bus passenger journeys undertaken on buses in Wales increased from
104 million in 2001–02 to a provisional 113 million in 2004–05. This growth in journeys is attributable to a
large extent to the Assembly Government’s scheme introduced in April 2002 guaranteeing free travel by
elderly and disabled people on local bus services. All major and many secondary bus operators have
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responded positively, bringing forward investment in newer, cleaner and more accessible buses. Some
services that would have been lost have been retained and others extended. The overwhelming majority of
operators are keen to engage in constructive partnerships with us to the benefit of passengers.

The Assembly Government funds the activities of Bus Users UK in Wales. It employs one full-time and
two part-time oYcers as well as a team of local area representatives. Since its establishment the organisation
has held more than 60 surgeries throughout Wales to enable bus passengers to meet and discuss their
concerns with local operators and local authorities. Recurring themes include inadequate information about
service changes, unreliable services, poor driver attitudes, infrequent or a lack of services, vehicle condition,
infrastructure and ticketing. Most operators are considered to be reasonably good in investigating
complaints and responding to them.

A report by the Welsh Consumer Council in 2005 suggested that around 24% of people in Wales over 16
years of age use buses at least once a week. A further 25% use buses occasionally. The remaining 51%
apparently never use buses. Based on a population of approximately three million, this implies that more
than 700,000 people use buses at least once a week and that a further 750,000 use them occasionally. This
demonstrates the significance of travel by bus for a great many people in Wales.

Is statutory regulation compromising the provision of high quality bus services?

The existing opportunities provided to local authorities and the bus industry to grow the bus market are
probably suYcient. We would like to see local authorities in Wales develop and implement Quality Bus
Partnerships in collaboration with the industry and for the Quality Contract approach to be tested. The
Assembly Government welcomes the additional legislative powers it secured recently through the Transport
(Wales) Act 2006. We will be considering with our partners in local government, the industry and Bus Users
UK opportunities for making best use of these additional powers for the benefit of bus passengers in Wales.

Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect? What is best practice?

TraYc management measures including altering junction layouts, weight restrictions and banning turning
movements have a key role to play in maximising the capacity and reliability of existing infrastructure.
Rising traYc levels have led to increased congestion and more unreliable journey times. Significant problems
exist at certain times of the day, especially in the main urban centres such as CardiV and Newport. We will
seek more eYcient and reliable use of the available infrastructure. In some cases, it is expected that new
infrastructure will be required.

The Assembly Government is providing substantial funding in support of First Bus’s introduction of its
ftr concept in Swansea, in partnership with Swansea Council.

Local authorities will be pivotal in identifying where those circumstances exist, and in demonstrating a
convincing case. Transport provision must be considered at the earliest stages of planning developments.
The Wales Spatial Plan sets out a strategic framework to guide future development and policy interventions.
Road pricing will have a part to play in our future transport policies, especially in helping to address the
serious and growing congestion that exists in south-east and north-east Wales.

Authorities also need to reflect the key importance of accessibility in its widest sense when considering
proposals for new developments or the redevelopment of areas within their boundaries. Often, those cases
would benefit from being considered at a regional level. Examples include the redevelopment of town-centre
bus stations resulting from very welcome new investment. Maintaining or even increasing the space
available for buses and to act as local interchanges is an important part of such considerations. There are
several excellent examples in Wales where local authorities have renewed their principal bus stations and
made them fresh, attractive, easy to use, open and safe environments, most particularly Wrexham and
Bridgend.

Is financing and funding for local community services suYcient and targeted in the right way?

Local authorities are often best placed to assess the transport requirements of their residents. While local
authorities are able to make best judgements about local transport needs based on local circumstances and
priorities, they must not overlook the potential for service reductions or enhancements to have impacts
outside the boundaries of individual local authorities. Increasingly, we expect to see travel planning to be
considered at a regional level through Wales’s Regional Transport Consortia. This will promote greater
eYciency in the use of resources and encourages best practice in transport planning and delivery.

Bus companies have long-established links with local authorities, and authorities have great expertise and
experience from their dealings with private transport companies.

The Transport (Wales) Act 2006 provides the Assembly Government with the power to establish a Public
Transport Users’ Committee for Wales. The Committee will be pivotal in identifying gaps in services and
where improvements are needed. For example, establishing more seamless public transport interchanges,
more ticket inter-availability, more detailed and more accessible public transport information,
implementing new technology that is user-friendly, and improving reliability.
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There continues to be a perception amongst some that travelling by bus is likely to expose passengers to
antisocial behaviour or—in the worst cases—assault. While no journey by public or private transport can
be guaranteed to be without incident, the reality is that the risk of experiencing such incidents is very low.
As elsewhere in Great Britain, there are examples of bus services having to be withdrawn because, for
example, a driver has been assaulted or a vehicle has been damaged by a thrown missile. Such regrettable
outcomes often aVect the most needy and vulnerable members of society. However, there can be no
justification for placing drivers and passengers at risk of injury, and we completely support bus operators
forced into making those decisions.

It is essential that everyone interested in promoting accessibility throughout our society helps to tackle
such antisocial behaviour. Bus Users UK in Wales has facilitated the introduction of the “Bobbies on Buses”
scheme under which uniformed police oYcers and police community support oYcers travel free on almost
all buses in Wales.

We are working with others to develop a new system of reporting incidents in Wales, enabling the police
to target resources on particular locations or services, at specific times of day.

Concessionary fares—what are the problems with the current approach? Does the (UK) Government’s proposal
to introduce free local bus travel across the UK for disabled people and the over 60s from 2008 stand up to
scrutiny? Should there be a nationwide version of London’s Freedom Pass giving free or discounted travel on
all forms of public transport?

The Assembly Government’s scheme guaranteeing free travel for elderly and disabled people on local bus
services was introduced in April 2002 and is hugely popular. Local authorities have issued more than 530,000
free bus passes and the scheme has undoubtedly helped to turn around a long-term decline in bus passenger
journeys in Wales.

Smartcards on buses have been operating in many parts of Wales for several years, but there is no uniform
ITSO-compliant scheme. The Assembly Government is funding local authorities and consortia to achieve
a fully ITSO-compliant scheme within the next three years.

In addition to free travel for elderly and disabled people on local bus services, the Assembly Government
is funding pilot schemes in two areas testing the practicality and aVordability of a half-fare scheme for 16
to 18 year olds. We are also funding 15 demonstration projects throughout Wales testing a range of
mechanisms for providing limited free travel by severely disabled people on community transport. This is
aimed in particular at helping people who are unable to use even the most modern low-floor accessible buses.

Why are there no Quality Contracts?

Quality Contracts have yet to be tested in Wales. The Assembly Government continues to encourage local
authorities to explore the scope for implementing Quality Contracts. Local authorities and others will be
watching with interest the proposed implementation of Quality Contracts in England.

Local authorities and operators in Wales appear to prefer to achieve their objectives for improved bus
services through partnerships. This reflects the strong partnership approach that exists in the vast majority
of Wales resulting from local regional arms of larger groups, and long-established small local bus
companies. It is also the case that there are quite significant legal and administrative hurdles that would have
to be overcome to achieve a Quality Contract. Local authorities appear reluctant to take on this perceived
burden when a less onerous but still potentially beneficial option exists.

Are the powers of the TraYc Commissioners relevant? Are they adequately deploying the powers and resources
that they currently have? Do they have enough support from (Central) Government and local authorities?

The Assembly Government has regular but relatively infrequent contact with the TraYc Commissioner
for Wales and his staV. This reflects the fact that the Commissioner is not responsible to us for his duties
undertaken in Wales. We do fund the posts of two full-time Bus Compliance OYcers in Wales employed by
the Vehicle and Operator Services Agency. Local authorities and Bus Users UK in Wales are encouraged
to work closely with those OYcers.

The Assembly Government fully supports the Commissioner in his role monitoring bus operators and
their services. Where required, the Commissioner should continue to fine the very small proportion of
operators that fail to match the typically extremely high standards that most operators now display. There
have been some calls from some quarters for Wales to have its own TraYc Commissioner and the Assembly
Government has considered these.
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Is London a sound model for the rest of the UK?

There are some valuable lessons to be learned from experience in London, though London rarely reflects
the circumstances and problems faced by the rest of the UK. For example, implementation of initiatives to
tackle congestion and restrain car use. Making through ticketing and inter-available ticketing part of an
easier and more convenient public transport experience are pivotal.

The wider use of Smartcards will help to make bus travel more attractive. The adoption of Smartcards
that allow pre-paid seamless travel on all public transport modes and access to retail and even car parking
facilities is another essential development.

What is the future for the bus? Should metropolitan areas outside London be able to develop their own form of
regulated competition? Would this boost passenger numbers? If not, what would? Does the bus have a future?
In addressing rural railways, the Secretary of State (for Transport) has said that we “cannot be in the business
of carting fresh air around the country”—is the same true for buses?

Buses have a very significant role to play in future transport provision in Wales. The partnerships that
the Assembly Government and local authorities have established with the industry through the
Confederation of Passenger Transport in Wales and with individual operators demonstrate that shared
objectives can be established and success achieved.

Quality Contracts remain an option for local authorities to test a franchise approach to the provision of
local bus services. It seems clear that passengers would welcome a clearer fare structure and more inter-
availability of tickets. The Tocyn Taith scheme oVers zonal tickets that are available on all trains and most
buses in north Wales, and even permits travel to and from limited destinations in England. PlusBus operates
across Wales.

It is not economically, socially or environmentally sustainable for buses to run if there is no demand.
Buses will continue to meet a huge social and economic need in Wales, especially in rural areas, and those
services will continue to require greater subsidy per passenger journey or kilometre than in more densely
populated communities.

The public and private sectors have a responsibility to ensure that the most appropriate and cost-eVective
systems are used to meet that need. More direct or express services—such as the TrawsCambria—along core
routes are an option in many instances provided there are frequent connecting feeder services. Those feeder
services can often be provided by smaller conventional buses or by a range of community transport services.
Community transport and taxis are often under-utilised elements of an integrated public transport system.

May 2006

APPENDIX 40

Memorandum submitted by Oxfordshire County Council

Evidence presented by Dick Helling, County Council Public Transport OYcer. Dick has headed the
County Council’s Public Transport Team since 1986.

General Strategy

Oxfordshire County Council has over a period of many years pursued a policy of seeking to create the
conditions in which commercial bus services can thrive. This has been achieved both through the stick of
discouraging car use, through restricting car parking in quantity and price and restrictions on the movement
of general traYc in key locations, and the carrot of bus priorities to provide, as far as possible, reliable and
reasonably fast bus services, plus ensuring good bus access to key destinations. Within this framework we
have experienced sustained competition between two major bus companies on principal corridors since the
late 1980s. This has increasingly been waged on the basis of oVering customers the best quality, rather than
the cheapest service. During the period there has been a sustained growth in bus patronage; the share of
person-journeys entering central Oxford (excluding rail and walking) has risen from 27% bus/54% car in
1991 to 48% bus/35% car in 2004, and there are, on average, 54 bus journeys per year by each person in
Oxfordshire. Whilst growth has levelled oV since 2001, it remains higher than national trends outside
London.

Informal partnership agreements have played a major role in past successes in encouraging bus use in
Oxfordshire. Unwritten, but clearly understood, agreements which have existed since the early 1970s, led to
a written (albeit not legally binding) agreement covering services to, from and within, central Oxford being
introduced in 1998. There are regular Director-level meetings with the county’s two principal operators.
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Over the last two years, detailed discussion and consultation has been held with bus operators on
development beyond the existing limited agreements to a formal structure of Quality Partnerships covering
all principal routes, and potentially certain other services. A Core Partnership Agreement was signed in
April 2006 and this is expected to be followed by detailed route-based Quality Partnerships.

To meet the objective of encouraging bus use in the future, it is Oxfordshire County Council’s view that
the main priority is to further encourage development of attractive bus services, in partnership with
commercial operators, on the busiest movement corridors—these being the ones where the bus is best placed
to provide an attractive alternative as well as being the ones where traYc congestion is likely to be greatest.

Ensuring Free Movement of Buses

The key challenge is to ensure fast and consistent journey times for buses. This can provide faster and
more attractive journeys for passengers on the bus; reduced waiting times for passengers at bus stops; the
ability to plan interconnecting journeys with confidence; the ability to provide a more frequent service and
carry more passengers for any given number of buses and drivers; and reduced waiting time for buses at
termini if journey times are more predictable. The obstacles to bus priority are often as much political as
financial; there is frequently public opposition from other road users to reserving sections of the highway
for buses. Whilst we have developed successful partnerships with bus operators locally, there are some
obstacles to progress largely at national level:

— Objectors frequently say that they are unwilling to give up road space “just to swell bus companies’
profits”; to overcome such resistance there is a need to be able to demonstrate that benefits to buses
will be ploughed back into a guarantee of improved service for the public. The ability to include
undertakings to provide a minimum frequency of service within Quality Partnerships (presently
explicitly outlawed) is the most important element in this.

— Giving priority access to buses often includes permitting them in areas where pedestrian and cycle
traYc is heavy; there is a need for a greater routine training for bus drivers in pedestrian and cycle
awareness and appropriate speed in such areas, also for 20 mile an hour zones which can be
enforced by the police or by camera without the need for physical traYc calming.

— Giving priority to buses often includes giving them privileged access to environmentally sensitive
areas; the “Euro” standards for improving emissions of diesel engines have greatly reduced
concern about providing bus priority in these circumstances, but there remains a need for a
properly funded national programme of development of other low emission alternatives; to make
their commercial development attractive these need to apply to goods vehicles as well as buses.

— Around 25% of the journey time of buses on high density urban routes is spent standing at stops
loading passengers and taking fares. As well as slowing passengers’ journeys this raises concerns
about congestion by and emissions from stationary buses. Greater incentives are needed for faster
ticketing and boarding arrangements; the introduction of free fares for elderly and disabled people
represents a major opportunity which must not be squandered through requiring a destination to
be stated and a ticket to be issued for fares-free journeys.

— Enforcement of bus priority has been a major problem. The Council has been concerned that it has
taken five years for the Transport Act 2000 powers permitting camera enforcement by Councils to
be brought into eVect; we welcome the availability of these powers now but would wish to see them
extended also to cover camera enforcement of parking oVences.

— EVective provision of bus priority often depends upon selective detection of buses by electronic
means—a common standard for the necessary on-bus equipment for all buses throughout the
country would greatly facilitate this.

— There are a limited number of cases where several relatively low frequency services could potential
combine to provide an attractive common headway; however transport authorities have no power
to make this happen and indeed competition legislation currently outlaws it.

— There may be a case for a greater presumption in favour of priority for buses in guidance issued
to highway authority staV on traYc management, traYc signal design etc; for example, where
traYc lights are set to turn red when a gap in traYc is detected, routine inclusion of an “inhibit”
if a bus is detected at the end of the gap would be valuable.

Provision of Services to Meet Social Need on Lower Density Corridors

The paragraph above has concentrated on steps that can be taken to increase the attractiveness of buses
on the main corridors; in the view of Oxfordshire County Council these are the most important services to
encourage bus use as an alternative to the private car and make the biggest impact on total bus patronage.
However, there will remain many journeys for which commercial bus services cannot be expected to be
provided because of the low volume of movement. The incidence of these can be minimised through
planning policies, as well as policies for development of health and other facilities, which focus new
developments in places which can readily be served by trunk bus services. Interchange between trunk
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services (and rail) can help deal with some of the remaining low volume journeys, and there may be a case
for limited powers for transport authorities to intervene to amend commercial services slightly where this
might improve interchange opportunities.

There will, however, remain many services which require subsidy. Subsidy costs have risen very steeply
since 2000, and despite a threefold increase in this Council’s bus subsidy budget it has barely been possible
to maintain existing service levels. There is no doubt some limited scope for improving the performance of
some services through better information, better bus stop facilities at key points plus, in places, use of bus
priority primarily provided for more frequent services. The Council has strong, longstanding arrangements
in place to encourage and assist provision of community transport, but the scope for this is limited by the
availability of volunteers. Our experience has been that alternatives such as flexibly routed buses and
bespoke feeder buses are less cost eVective in most circumstances than conventional services.

There thus appears to be little alternative to long term sustained bus subsidy to maintain services in less
densely populated areas. The Council’s experience has been that time limited funding, such as that
previously provided through the Rural Transport Partnership, and Challenge Funds, is often positively
unhelpful in that it creates an expectation of improved services which cannot be sustained in the long term.
The Council’s policy now is only to seek such short term funding where there is a genuine prospect of a
service becoming commercial in the long term.

Another type of time limited funding, which has also given rise to longer term problems has been funding
to provide bus services to new developments. The lump sums which the law presently allows run out after
a few years. Ideally, the development will have been designed and located such that a commercial service is
possible after that. However, in many cases this is not achieved and if the service is to continue funding is
needed from the Council’s own budget. The ability to require a developer to ensure provision of a service
(either through direct funding or through themselves creating the conditions in which commercial services
can thrive) in perpetuity would provide a valuable incentive to ensure that development is designed and
located with bus use in mind.

Whilst there are a number of detailed changes—such as the ability to have longer subsidy contracts than
five years—which might secure better value for money in certain cases, this Council does not believe that
there are any potential changes which would avoid the need for a long-term funding commitment to
maintain services in lower density areas.

Conclusion

In Oxfordshire County Council’s experience, the essential element in providing attractive bus services,
which can encourage people to use buses rather than the private car, is ensuring that the appropriate
transport planning framework is in place. This needs to consist both of measures to ensure that buses are
given priority in traYc and protected as far as possible from the adverse eVects of traYc congestion, plus
policies which make car use a less attractive option for these journeys. Whilst there is scope for some detailed
improvements in related legislation, if this essential transport framework is in place, our experience
demonstrates that partnership with the private sector, within a deregulated bus environment, can ensure
provision of very attractive services on principal corridors of movement. Even in a relatively rural county
such as Oxfordshire, these commercial corridors can cater for the majority of bus journeys; in Oxfordshire
around 90% of passenger journeys are on commercial services, whilst 88% of population live in settlements
served by bus services running hourly or better.

Outside these principal areas of population, bus services are already almost entirely run under subsidy
contracts. Bus operating costs have risen rapidly in recent years, and maintaining services has put increasing
pressure on the council’s revenue budgets. In the council’s view, there are no alternative means of provision,
or changes to the bus operating framework, which would have a significant impact upon this situation;
maintaining good levels of rural bus services requires a commitment to continuing revenue funding.

20 June 2006

APPENDIX 41

Memorandum submitted by Cambridgeshire County Council

1. Introduction

1.1 Brian Smith has been involved in bus issues in Cambridgeshire since he was appointed Director of
Environment and Transport in 1996. In 2005, he took on the wider responsibility of Deputy Chief Executive,
Environment and Community Services.

1.2 He chairs the Transport and Environment Committee of CSS (the Society representing local
authorities, including most chief oYcers with responsibility for Strategic Planning, Transportation, The
Environment, Waste Management and Economic Development). He was recently appointed Vice-President
of CSS.
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2. Context

2.1 Cambridgeshire has long recognised the vital role of public transport as part of an integrated
transport approach—both in policy and delivery.

2.2 The population and housing growth of recent years, and the economic prosperity of the southern half
of the county have added to the pressure on the Cambridge area in particular. Measures have been taken
to restrict vehicle access to the central area of Cambridge, so reinforcing the key role of public transport (in
addition to walking and cycling—the latter is vital in Cambridge where 26% of residents cycle to work).

2.3 Cambridgeshire, and the Cambridge area in particular, are set to see sustainable population and
housing growth of over 20% over the next 15 years. Much of this will be in areas suited to public transport,
and local planners are keen to explore this.

2.4 The Cambridge area—which is a centre for work, shopping, leisure and education—is therefore well
positioned to see further growth in the use of public transport.

2.5 There is also an opportunity for bus operators to capture new patronage from the growth agenda.

3. Has deregulation worked?

3.1 Across the county passenger numbers have grown by 21% between 2001–02 and 2005–06.

3.2 This success has been achieved through close partnership working between the County Council,
District Councils, the Bus Companies and the private sector. Innovative schemes include:

— A network of five quality park and ride sites around Cambridge that are consistently rated among
the best in the country.

— A new bus station at Addenbrooke’s Hospital built on hospital land in partnership with the health
service, the County Council and the bus companies—around 50 buses per hour now serve the site.
Joint promotion philosophy.

3.3 Successful schemes provide a stimulus and a catalyst for other initiatives.

3.4 Partnership with Stagecoach led to biggest single Kickstart award of £2.487 million to pump prime
a new network of routes.

3.5 Growth also allows funding to be secured from section 106 agreements, which can be used to pump
prime services until developments reach a size where bus services can be sustained.

3.6 A large proportion of the overall growth, however, has taken place within and around Cambridge.
In this area growth has been around 45% over the same period. (Well in excess of the Local Public Service
Agreement of 20% over four years.)

3.7 This means that the rural areas of Cambridgeshire are not producing the same level of growth and
in some areas may be in a small decline.

3.8 The lack of ability to cross subsidies services means that operators are concentrating on profitable
routes.

3.9 Marginal routes that operators may have considered running if they could be cross-subsidised fall on
the local authority to provide.

3.10 The accessibility agenda is restricted as a result of the current deregulated environment.

3.11 There is a lack of openness from operators. Although there is a good relationship in Cambridgeshire
between the County Council and operators this does not extend to information that operators view as being
commercially sensitive.

3.12 The lack of integration on ticketing has an adverse eVect on passengers, but it is interesting to note
we have secured agreement to cross ticketing from DfT on our planned Guided Busway.

4. Are priority measures having a beneficial eVect?

4.1 These are an integral part of CCC thinking in the strategic development of the authorities transport
infrastructure. Examples include the introduction of corridor measures at the same time as opening park
and ride sites and the emphasis on these measures in the LTP and Long Term Transport Strategy.

4.2 Joint discussions are held with operators and District Councils about strategic direction allowing us
to focus on areas where investment would be “good value”.

4.3 Cambridgeshire has a good record of delivery in this area, which increases confidence for bus
operators in terms of partnership with the authority and the operators’ ability to run a reliable service. In
particular the use of evidence, such as time savings on specific routes assists in encouraging a joint approach.

4.4 The next phase of priority measure due to be implemented in Cambridge later this year include
infrastructure improvements, revised one way system and more traYc restriction measures to free up road
space for buses.
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4.5 Despite the historic nature of Cambridge and the clear space limitations car drivers appear to
recognise the benefits of promoting passenger transport and cycle schemes and do not focus on these
measures as a major concern. However, there are tensions with cyclists where buses and cyclists need to
share space.

5. Community Services

5.1 Community Transport seen as a valuable and practical solution to rural transport issues and
accessibility where conventional public transport would be unviable or expensive to provide. It is therefore
a vital component of the overall strategy to ensure accessibility for rural areas and links to main corridors
of service.

5.2 98% of Cambridgeshire parishes have access to a community transport scheme but there are a number
of concerns with respect to ongoing funding.

5.3 A number of schemes were set up through Rural Transport Partnership, but this has now been
disbanded due to lack of resources to allocate to schemes.

5.4 Transfer of funding from the Countryside Agency to Regional Development Agencies has meant that
direct funding has now stopped, placing a number of schemes at risk.

5.5 There is great concern and uncertainty amongst the volunteers in community transport schemes
about where their future funding will come from, which has led to consolidation and possible retraction
rather than previous expansion of schemes.

6. Concessionary Fares

6.1 Distribution of new resources to districts, through the funding formula has meant that in
Cambridgeshire, with its configuration of district boundaries, has not been able to provide an enhanced
scheme to match the previous scheme across the county.

6.2 Funding allocations have been diYcult to identify on a district by district basis and do not appear to
have reflected usage or take up in previous schemes.

6.3 Neighbouring authorities have been able to provide enhanced schemes, which makes it diYcult to
justify Cambridgeshire’s more restricted scheme to residents.

6.4 Actual minimum scheme is considerably diVerent to what concession holders were expecting based
on the original budget announcement. Expectation that this would be free for all and build on the
countywide half fare scheme that was previously run in the county.

7. Traffic Commissioners

7.1 The resources available to TraYc Commissioners to investigate complaints against operators are
severely restricted with only eight bus monitors to cover the whole of England, Scotland and Wales.

7.2 This restricts the impact that TCs could have since without the realistic threat of being caught or
investigated operators are more likely to perform below required standards.

7.3 TCs and local authorities could work much closer together but this is diYcult without suYcient
resources. However, my personal view is that this could usefully be incorporated with a stronger
“OFBUS” regime.

8. General Comments

8.1 Cambridgeshire has realised significant benefits from working with operators in a model which is
closer to a partnership than a Quality Contract.

8.2 Fare levels are key to encouraging bus usage and the use of discount tickets has been an important
element of the overall approach in Cambridgeshire.

8.3 Any move towards a “London” model would mean a change in emphasis for local authorities but
could lead to a more coordinated approach where this is not achieved by partnership working.

8.4 The benefits of competition in encouraging operators to provide a high quality service need to be
balanced against the challenge this presents in terms of providing information to the public or partners on
usage and the sharing of other development opportunities.

20 June 2006
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APPENDIX 42

Memorandum submitted by Graham Stringer MP for Manchester Blackley

Local Transport Planning and Funding

Bus Services Across the United Kingdom

I am submitting this paper as evidence to the Transport Committee for both of the above inquiries as I
am concerned that during the oral evidence sessions, resonances of Mr Rowlands’ (Permanent Secretary,
Department for Transport) extraordinary performance before the Public Accounts Committee on 23
January 2006 have been apparent. I have therefore used the Greater Manchester Passenger and Transport
Authority as an example to test Mr Rowlands’ assertions.

Transport Funding Allocation in London and PTA Areas

In an oral evidence session to the House of Commons Public Accounts Committee on 23 January 2006
(HC851-i), Mr Rowlands suggested that the reason why London gets 31p in bus subsidy per passenger when
the rest of the UK gets 11p is because out of the monies available “London has chosen to pay more per
passenger, and others have made a diVerent choice”. To say the various transport authorities and Transport
for London (TfL) choose to allocate diVerent levels of subsidy to bus services is misleading if not
disingenuous. Rather, it is a product of the direct grant available to Transport for London and the way
public transport is funded in the rest of England.

The Greater Manchester Passenger and Transport Authority (GMPTA) is funded by a levy on the ten
District Councils of Greater Manchester. District councils are under pressure from central government to
keep council tax rises below government targets. If any of the 10 Greater Manchester Authorities exceed
Government limits they risk capping. District Councils’ budgets are under pressure particularly in terms of
education, social services and other essential local provision. At the same time, district councils have to
balance the competing precept and levy demands from organisations such as GMPTA, the Fire and Civil
Defence Authority, the Police, the Waste Authority and so on. If District Councils chose to divert funds
away from other services to bus subsidy it is likely that this could severely compromise other Government
targets outside the transport field. It is not therefore the straightforward choice Mr Rowlands suggests. The
implications of above inflation levy increases would necessitate punitive and damaging cuts to other
essential services, and as a result, district councils’ hands are tied. Consequently last year, GMPTA agreed
in principle to limit annual levy increases to 4% for three years. GMPTA say this allocation is only enough
to maintain services at current levels.

The other important point that Mr Rowlands either fails to understand or convey is that choice plays little
part in the allocation of funds for Transport for London. Unlike PTAs, TfL has a protected revenue stream,
which is issued without competition from other services—the direct transport grant from government—as
well as the locally administered funds via the Greater London Authority (GLA). According to TfL’s
Statement of Accounts for the year ending 31 March 2005, the direct transport grant amounted to £2,260
million (in the same year total revenue from fares and other services totalled some £2,555 million). The
stability of this budget is protected because these funds are ring-fenced specifically for TfL. Clearly, the total
revenue budget dwarfs that of GMPTA’s total revenue spend which totalled £119 million (excluding Special
Rail Grant) in the same year.

Transport grant funding is unique to TfL. This grant, because it is administered centrally is not subject
to the same pressures experienced by PTAs outside London. This is why it is wrong to describe the diVering
subsidy allocations as a choice.

TfL is also in a much stronger position to borrow funds. Recently, TfL agreed a funding settlement, which
enables £10 billion investment over the next five years. The grant funding certainty provided by this and the
introduction of new prudential borrowing legislation has enabled TfL to establish a £3.3 billion borrowing
programme on top of a municipal Eurobond worth £200 million. This investment was made much easier
due to the security guaranteed by TfL as a result of the transport grant funding. In PTA areas the same level
of revenue funding to support capital investment does not exist and as such PTAs can only dream of similar
investment.

Moving on, Mr Rowlands said that over the last five years, whilst RSG has gone up in real terms in PTA
areas bus subsidy has remained the same. Whilst this might be true as an average across England, in Greater
Manchester it is not the case. In 2001 GMPTA paid 70.54p per mile in subsidy but by 2005 this had jumped
to 112.61p. Similarly support for the general network (excluding schools) in 2001 stood at £7.5 million
accounting for 9.8 million miles. In 2005 this figure has risen to £12 million for just over 10 million miles
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raising serious questions on value for money. In 2001, the total tendered bus network, including schools
services cost GMPTA £12.74 million. By 2005, this figure has risen to £22.4 million. Despite the increasing
subsidy, the subsidised bus network has continued to contract, largely because GMPTA has not been able
to aVord to replace all withdrawn services. The net result is that the people of Greater Manchester are
increasingly paying more money for fewer bus services. Between January 2003 and January 2006 alone, of
208 commercial withdrawals GMPTA was only able to replace 91. Clearly as a result, some local
communities in Greater Manchester are now without a bus service.

In addition to the cost of the tendered bus network the PTA also devoted some £33 million towards paying
the cost of supporting concessionary travel for bus passengers in 2005–06. The Authority has always oVered
a concessionary fares scheme, which is more generous than the national minimum and continues to do so
by oVering reduced rate travel to pensioners and disabled people before 9.30 am and to children throughout
the day. Despite this considerable input of public resources however the Authority has very little control
over the standard of the 85% of bus service provision in Greater Manchester that is operated commercially.
This lack of accountability to the Authority and the public for the standard of service oVered provides a
disincentive to the public sector to invest public resources in support of local bus services. The position is
very diVerent in London where local operators are answerable to TfL for the quality of service operated
across the capital. Mr Rowlands’ response therefore over-simplifies a complex situation and doesn’t
acknowledge the very diVerent circumstances that prevail inside and outside the capital.

Mr Rowlands was then questioned on three key factors at play in the London delivery chain that explain
rising bus use in the capital. When asked to prioritise these dynamics the Permanent Secretary refused,
suggesting that it would not be possible to rate them in order of importance as they may well vary between
local authorities. Each issue is commented on below.

Restraint on Car Use

Bus patronage was increasing well in advance of the introduction of the congestion-charging zone in
central London. This upward trend has continued throughout the lifetime of the charge and clearly the zone
acts as a deterrent to drivers. However, the extent to which these drivers have switched specifically to buses
is not clear. On top of this, the zone covers less than 1.5% of the GLA surface area and patronage is
increasing across the whole of Greater London, where the deterrent is not in operation. While there is
significant restraint on car use in central and inner London both through parking controls and in a small
area, through the congestion charge, the position in outer London is diVerent with less car restraint. My
understanding is that bus patronage has also increased here. One can therefore surmise that other factors
are also important. One should also remember that the London rail system is operating at full capacity for
much of the day. It is also worthy of note that cycling has increased by 30% since the 7 July 2005 bombs.

The System is Better Run and Well Managed in London

The delivery chain for the procurement of bus services is far less complex in London.

Clearly, the benefits of a franchised arrangement in London, the complicated reimbursement formula
elsewhere and the fact that TfL takes fares risk means that complicated relations with individual operators
are removed. However this is only part of the issue. The fact that funds are allocated directly from central
Government to London provides revenue security for TfL to which PTAs are not entitled. This means
monies are not under attack from competing sources and, crucially, provides a borrowing platform upon
which PTAs are unable to stand.

TfL Simply has More Cash

As suggested above TfL’s annual revenue budget massively exceeds that of any metropolitan transport
authority and clearly this imbalance should be addressed. However, the way funds are allocated is also
important. Irrespective of the monies available, TfL is at a significant advantage purely through its ability
to control funds in isolation of other competing services. Direct grants are allocated specifically for transport
in London and metropolitan transport authorities should be treated the same.

Funding Gap: London and the Rest

PTEG have provided interesting figures on the significant and growing gap between public spending
(combined Central Government, Local Government and public corporation spending) on transport per
capita as a whole in London compared with the regions.
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TOTAL PUBLIC EXPENDITURE—£ PER CAPITA ON TRANSPORT31

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05 2005–06

North East 143 161 154 176 182 184 201
North West 154 143 165 199 249 267 278
Yorkshire & Humberside 103 117 142 163 186 184 197
East Midlands 113 113 132 154 190 207 221
West Midlands 147 132 155 182 211 231 248
Eastern 157 144 158 166 209 204 221
London 227 233 327 462 586 537 631
South East 131 133 151 160 186 192 222
South West 134 137 139 153 180 189 208
England 149 149 177 213 259 259 288
United Kingdom 150 152 178 212 262 262 296

The transport funding outlined in the above table, has been graphed below to show the diVerence between
per capita funding for London and the North of England & the West Midlands.

FUNDING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE NORTH OF ENGLAND/WEST MIDLANDS32

AND LONDON

Public expenditure on transport 1999 to 2005
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Cost Benefit on Capital Spending

It is my understanding that capital schemes in London are approved with cost benefit ratios of
considerably less than two.

June 2006

31 HM Treasury, Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses 2006, May 2006 & Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses 2005, http://
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk. pteg spreadsheet has data summary for PTE areas.

32 “North & West Midlands” defined as the North East, the North West, Yorkshire & Humberside and the West Midlands
(region) taken together.
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APPENDIX 43

Memorandum submitted by Lancaster City Council

Policy Background

The Local Transport Plan 2001–2006 endorsed the establishment of Quality Partnerships to take forward
major improvements to commercial bus services.

Quality Partnerships are a joint approach by local authorities and bus operators, in cooperation with the
enforcement agencies, with the aim of making significant improvements to a specific bus route or a group
of routes, including, where appropriate, bus priority measures. There are two types of quality partnership:

— Voluntary Quality Partnership: where there is an agreement between the County Council, relevant
bus operator(s) and possibly others (for example, district council, enforcement agencies) to
enhance bus services in a defined area or corridor.

— Statutory Quality Partnership: the Transport Act 2000 allowed for these to be implemented by
local transport authorities as part of their Bus Strategy. Essentially, they are similar to Voluntary
Partnerships in terms of the partners involved and the objectives. However, where the County
Council provides facilities such as new shelters or bus lanes, under a Statutory Partnership it also
sets the standard of vehicle allowed to make use of such facilities. Operators may not access those
facilities unless they give an undertaking to the TraYc Commissioner that they will meet the
requirements. This approach eVectively excludes sub-standard services in terms of vehicle quality.
A Statutory Quality Partnership must be in operation for a minimum of five years.

Since 1999, the County Council has established 17 Voluntary Quality Partnerships with bus operators.
Eight schemes are now in full operation with a further nine at the planning stage or in the course of
implementation. Our experience to date has shown that, where there is a true commitment from all partners
to improve the bus product, significant increases in use can be achieved. On some quality bus routes,
patronage increases of over 20% have been achieved. There are no Statutory Quality Partnerships at present
within Lancashire.

The standard improvements on these services include:

— Introduction of low-floor vehicles.

— New replacement and additional bus shelters.

— Improved bus shelter maintenance.

— Raised kerbs.

— Bus Stop Clearways and enforcement.

— Stop-specific timetable information at every stop.

— Bus Priority at TraYc Signalled junctions (either via real-time equipment or by detection loops).

In addition, on some routes, there are:

— Shelters fitted with CCTV to assist in preventing vandalism and/or nuisance behaviour.

— Bus Lane Priority.

— New interchanges/bus stations.

Lancaster/Morecambe Improvements

1. Quality Bus Routes

Improvements have been implemented on the following routes:

— Services 3 and 4 (complete) Heysham to Lancaster University (via Morecambe. Bare, Torrisholme
and Lancaster City Centre). Launched December 2001.

— Services 2 and 2A (ongoing) Middleton to Lancaster University (via Heysham, Morecambe,
Lancaster City Centre). Phases 1, 2 and 3 complete 2005–06. Phase 4 to be progressed during 2006.

Local Government Investment on services 3 and 4 exceeded £1 million and to date the investment on the
2/2A services have exceeded £0.5 million. These schemes have been funded via the Local Transport Plan.
This primarily funded the new or replacement bus stop infrastructure and the bus priority measures.

The other improvements have been funded by the Quality Bus Partners and their contribution is as
follows:

— Stagecoach Lancaster has invested in vehicles and improved frequencies.

— Lancaster City Council has maintained the shelters to a high standard.

— ParkWise (LCC’s enforcement agency) has ensured that Bus Stop Clearways are enforced,
allowing the bus to gain level access to the raised kerb.
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— The police enforce bus lanes and moving traYc oVences. They are also involved by helping to
reduce antisocial behaviour at bus stops and on buses.

— Lancaster University has worked on its Travel Plan and has invested in new bus shelters around
the campus. They are also working with Lancashire County Council on improving the information
available to the students. They are also working to dramatically reduce the number of available
car park spaces within the campus. The university recently surveyed its students regarding travel
requirements and are pursuing some of the suggestions received with Stagecoach Lancaster.

The outcome from this investment is a growth in patronage on quality bus service 3 and 4 (year on year).
The latest information provided by the partner operator in this area was data indicating an increase in the
region of 21% over and above the base-line data (2001). Services 2 and 2A have yet to be compared, as the
work is not complete. Similar monitoring will take place with these services.

The success of these two routes is the result of a co-ordinated policy approach and is an example of what
can be achieved when combined policies and willing partnerships are established.

2. Information and Marketing

Each bus stop upgraded to Quality Bus Standard has a timetable case and individual stop specific
information of higher quality than had previously been achieved.

In addition, there have high profile marketing initiatives to try and encourage modal shift. One example
was the IT Campaign, a 10-week campaign held during 2004. “IT” stands for “Integrating Transport”. By
using all of the methods of transport available, in a sensible manner, it can help to reduce the congestion on
our roads. The concept of “IT” was developed by Lancashire County Council to reinforce the TravelWise
message. Stagecoach were a major partner in this promotion and the oVer of discounted travel tickets over
the period encouraged the increased use of public transport in the area and gave potential users the
opportunity to try “the bus”. TravelWise is a national campaign that encourages people to make better use
of cars and promotes the use of public transport, cycling and walking.

3. Lancaster Bus Station

The new Lancaster Bus Station was opened in March 2001 and the Local Transport Plan funding was in
the region of £0.4 million. The Capital Challenge Fund was the major funding stream for the overall scheme.
The bus station has contributed to the increase ridership in that it replaced a very run-down waiting
environment with a modern, well-maintained building where passengers feel more secure.

4. Non-Quality Bus Improvements

(a) Tackling congestion and parking policies

By oVering an attractive alternative to the private car, buses have the ability to help reduce peak time road
congestion. The introduction of bus only lanes has assisted in making the bus a more viable alternative.

The introduction of on-street car parking charges has also contributed to changes in travel behaviour.

(b) Parish Council Bus Shelter Grant

Lancashire County council recently took the decision to assist Parish and Town Councils to improve their
bus shelter stock by formulating a Bus Shelter Grant. The County Council procures and installs the shelter
for the Parish Council. The Parish must agree to fully maintain the shelter for five years. To date 12 Parishes
in the Lancaster area have applied for the grant and these are being processed.

5. The Future

Lancashire County Council will continue to work in partnership with the bus operators and will also
monitor and review the improvements already achieved.

In addition, work is progressing on a large Personalised Travel Planning programme in the Lancaster
area, targeting 25,000 households over 2006–07 to encourage the use of alternative transport modes.

Although there are no more Quality Bus Routes identified for this area at the moment, Quality Bus will
still be pursued elsewhere in the county.

Within Lancaster and Morecambe focus will be on congestion hotspots and these could be addressed via
Bus Punctuality Improvement Partnerships.

Lancashire County Council has recently submitted its second Local Transport Plan to The Department
for Transport and The Lancashire Bus Strategy was also presented as an annex document. The Bus Strategy
is designed to draw together, in one place, all of the County Council’s policies and proposals for bus services.
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The County Council’s overall vision for Lancashire’s public transport network is that major progress will
have been made by 2012 to ensure that the county has a transport system that:

— People want to use rather than a means of last resort.

— Can be used conveniently and aVordably by all.

— Is reliable.

— Can be used without any fear of crime or intimidation for both passengers and staV.

— Makes a positive contribution to achieving an improving environment and air quality.

— Can adapt readily to the public’s changing needs and expectations.

27 June 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by First Group plc

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE

1. What is your level of profitability in each PTE area and in London?

The profitability for each PTE area and London is set out in the table below:

Ebit Level of Profitability Profit per Bus
Area (£k) (After Group and Interest Costs & Tax)

London £19,052 £7,255
West Yorkshire £17,330 £8,807
Glasgow £13,984 £7,233
Manchester £7,006 £4,297
South Yorkshire £4,891 £3,244

Note (1) These numbers are for 2004–05 as individual operating company numbers for 2005–06 have not
been published yet.

2. By UK region and as a national average, what percentage of your bus fleet is accessible to disabled persons?

Government Region In Service Accessible Accessible

Scotland 1,651 1,027 62%
North West 1,034 595 58%
West Midlands 344 216 63%
East Midlands 194 149 77%
East of England 654 314 48%
Yorkshire & Humberside 1,758 963 55%
South West 1,292 568 44%
South East 458 234 51%
London 1,216 1,165 96%
Wales 355 164 46%

Total 8,956 5,395 60%

Note: (1) Accessible: low floor or lift equipped.

3. By UK region and as a national average what is the age of your bus fleet?

Government Region Average Age

Scotland 7.57
North West 7.88
West Midlands 7.45
East Midlands 6.17
East of England 8.71
Yorkshire & Humberside 8.36
South West 8.87
South East 8.14
London 4.83
Wales 7.85

Note: (1) London has a higher proportion of accessible vehicles because it has a younger than average fleet.
The cost of providing bus services in London is also significantly higher (per passenger) than it is outside
the capital.
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4. By UK region and as a national average what percentage of your buses carry CCTV? Are they monitored
or recorded?

Operating Company Service Fleet CCTV’s Fitted Percentage of Fleet

Aberdeen 200 32 16.00%
Bradford 214 154 71.96%
Bristol 328 39 11.89%
Bristol Coaching 59 19 32.20%
Cymru 356 69 19.38%
Devon & Cornwall 374 28 7.49%
Eastern Counties 322 20 6.21%
Edinburgh 431 90 20.88%
Essex 336 85 25.30%
Glasgow 984 198 20.12%
Hampshire & Dorset 412 35 8.50%
Leeds 588 230 39.12%
Leicester 126 97 76.98%
London & Berkshire 1,340 1,176 87.76%
Manchester 899 263 29.25%
Northampton 80 8 10.00%
Potteries 320 12 3.75%
Somerset & Avon 435 12 2.76%
South Yorkshire 606 113 18.65%
West Yorkshire 250 164 65.60%
Wyvern 190 37 19.47%
York 110 20 18.18%
Total 8,960 2,901 32.38%

Note: (1) As in note to Question 4 bus age and CCTV fitment are related—since we have a policy of
equipping all new vehicles in urban areas with CCTV equipment and retrofitting where crime rates warrant.

(2) We cannot separate this data into government regions.

5. How many passenger complaints do you receive per annum about drivers? Where possible, please
diVerentiate where complaints apply to bad driving, rudeness, poor training etc

Passengers Complaints/per
Year Complaints ’000s 100,000 Passengers

2002–03 76,885 794,313 9.68
2003–04 83,813 816,386 10.27
2004–05 84,589 856,284 9.88
2005–06 87,205 1,026,116 8.50
2006–07 YTD 16,130 257,044 6.28

We do not retain national information in the categories requested.

17 October 2006
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