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Oral evidence

Taken before the Transport Committee

on Wednesday 13 June 2007

Members present

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr David Clelland Mr John Leech
Clive EVord Mr Lee Scott
Mrs Louise Ellman Graham Stringer
Mr Philip Hollobone

Witnesses: Mr Roy Wicks, Chair of PTEG, Director General South Yorkshire PTE and Mr Neil Scales,
Chief Executive, Merseytravel, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good afternoon, gentlemen. As a matter
of housekeeping, I ask those members having an
interest to declare that.
Mr Clelland: I am a member of Amicus. I am a
member of the Passenger Transport Executive
Group of Members of Parliament.
Clive EVord: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union—Unite—and I am also
Chair of the All-Party Passenger Transport Group.
I will know some of the witnesses.
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Amicus and
Chair of the PTEG.
Chairman: I am Chair of the Transport Committee
and a member of Aslef.
Mrs Ellman: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union, Unite.

Q1 Chairman: Gentlemen, may I welcome you here
this afternoon. We are very grateful to you. Could
you introduce yourselves, please?
Mr Wicks: I am Roy Wicks, Director General of
South Yorkshire PTE and Chair of PTEG.
Mr Scales: I am Neil Scales, Chief Executive of
Merseytravel and the Lead Director General on
Bus Policy.

Q2 Chairman: Do either of you have any brief
comments you would like to make?
Mr Wicks: No. We are happy to go straight into
questions.

Q3 Chairman: You will realise that this is in fact a
very important Bill and it will follow, of course,
many of the recommendations that we had already
made in this committee. Can I ask you if you think
it strikes the right level of flexibility between
consistency and transparency?
Mr Wicks: Yes, we welcome the Bill as it is drafted
in many of its provisions. We think it will go a long
way towards addressing some of the weaknesses in
the Transport Act 2000, which have prevented us
from bringing forward some of the measures we
would have wanted. I think you are right to
concentrate on the balance within the Bill because
the balance has to recognise the needs of passengers,
the ability of promoting authorities to bring forward

policy delivery, and the rightful interests of the bus
operators, who are the key provider of a lot of the
services. We think the proposals as they have been
developed in Putting the Passengers First in many
respects achieves that. I am sure we will come on to
discuss some of our reservations about the actual
process of quality contracts.

Q4 Chairman: Are the changes proposed by the Bill
going far enough, because in your report on
metropolitan governance you said there were lots of
barriers to the creation of eVective transport
governance structures?
Mr Wicks: On governance structures particularly,
we welcome the proposals as they are drafted in the
White Paper because I think they achieve the
flexibility for each area to come forward with a
proposal that is the best to suit that area and to
recognise that there is a need for change as well.

Q5 Chairman: Is it appropriate for the Secretary of
State to be directly involved in this process of
changing the Government’s arrangements or the
geographical coverage of an area?
Mr Wicks: I am sure we will want to look carefully
at what role the Secretary of State takes because I
think it is right that this should be a flexible process.
We would not want a prescription within the
legislation of what happens in each metropolitan
area, and that therefore requires a process that
allows the Secretary of State to come forward and
direct and make proposals for each of those
individual areas. Clearly, the Bill does give a lot of
power to the Secretary of State to decide. It could go
as far even as what the make-up of PTAs and those
sorts of things are. There may be some issues around
ensuring that there is proper local accountability.

Q6 Chairman: We want to know how eYcient you
think the process of councils submitting reviews to
the Secretary of State is going to be.
Mr Wicks: I think that provided that is done in a
timely way, it will be a very eYcient process because
that process is underway in many areas where
authorities are responding to the city region agenda.
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Q7 Chairman: It will have the ability to abolish
PTAs, of course, and it can also make fundamental
changes to your governance through secondary
legislation. Is that appropriate?
Mr Wicks: We would expect that the review, if it did
conclude that it was in an area necessary to abolish
a PTA or indeed even a PTE, would do that because
that was in the interests of that area. We think our
record and our performance to date would indicate
that the thrust of the Bill, which is actually building
on the work of PTAs and PTEs have done, would be
reflected in the outcome of any inquiry.
Chairman: When you are talking about things like a
White Paper or a consultation, could you indicate
clearly whether you are talking about the Local
Government White Paper or Putting Passengers
First. That is important, as a note is being taken.

Q8 Mrs Ellman: Do you support the plans to give
powers to set up new PTAs?
Mr Wicks: I think that is very welcome, yes.

Q9 Mrs Ellman: Will you support new PTAs in non-
urban areas?
Mr Wicks: I would be happy to support PTAs in
areas. The central issue is making sure that they are
the right governance arrangements and the right set
of powers for the area that they represent. I think
they will have strengths in urban areas, which will
make it less easy for them to do well in very non-
urban areas. I would have to know what the area
was. There is an issue and that is much more relevant
to the area that concerns itself.
Mr Scales: Areas such as Leicester and Bristol have
been crying out for passenger transport authorities
for years now. This Bill gives that opportunity to
provide that in those areas where appropriate. It also
makes sure that the framework is there for local
accountability, local determination and a lot of
consultation to make sure we get it right.

Q10 Mrs Ellman: If the draft Bill is carried out in
full, how would the power of PTAs compare with the
power of Transport for London?
Mr Scales: It would depend, for example, how the
highways powers were determined going forward.
There is a power of direction within the draft Bill
which we find quite useful, whereas Transport for
London have a lot of roads under their control
directly, but not all the subsidiary roads. We are
willing to explore that with Government and the
Department for Transport as to how that pans out
in the metropolitan areas. As Mr Wicks has said,
there is no generic metropolitan area. Of the six
English metropolitan areas, they are all slightly
diVerent. We have used the example in our evidence
of Manchester having 10 districts and South
Yorkshire being polycentric. It has to be horses for
courses but we welcome the fact that there is enough
flexibility and framework there to get local
determination and make sure that we get the right
governance arrangement for each of the
metropolitan areas.

Q11 Mrs Ellman: So there is no other area, apart
from the highways issue, that would separate the
PTAs from Transport for London. Is that what you
are saying?
Mr Scales: I think there will be powers and that is
something to be welcomed as well. Mayor
Livingstone now has the power, for example, to give
concessionary fares to diVerent groups of people
where we are constrained. If we have well-being
powers, then we could give—

Q12 Chairman: Is that how it is defined, Mr Scales?
Is that what it is called?
Mr Scales: Yes, they are called well-being powers. I
was just using that as one example where we could
give, say, concessionary fares, say, to job seekers or
14-16 year olds if that was encouraging them to do
what we wanted them to do in our metropolitan area
for the benefit of our area. The well-being powers
would be very welcome as well.

Q13 Mrs Ellman: Are you saying that you are
satisfied that the well-being powers as they are
drafted would be suYciently wide for you to be able
to use them to the benefit of the area?
Mr Scales: The way the Bill is framed, it states that
we cannot use them specifically for revenue-raising.
It is something we would like to explore with the
Department because that is one area where, if you
have a mechanism whereby you can raise revenue on
a local basis for, say, local schemes, then we would
like to see how that might develop. Certainly,
making sure that that bus lanes, for example, are
implemented across district boundaries, because
transport does not recognise district boundaries,
would be very welcome indeed. We are not saying, as
the Passenger Transport Executive Group, that we
want the highways powers from all our district
colleagues; we do not. All we want to do is to make
sure that what happens in the metropolitan area it is
best for a single integrated public transport network
that is accessible to everyone.

Q14 Mrs Ellman: Would the revenue powers of the
PTAs as proposed make you equivalent with the
powers of Transport for London in relation to
revenue raising?
Mr Scales: I think Mayor Livingston has much more
revenue-raising powers than we have because
London is obviously a special case.

Q15 Graham Stringer: Your concern is that the time
period to introduce quality contracts is too long.
Could you expand on that and give an alternative?
Mr Wicks: Yes. If you look at the process that has
now been put in place for quality contracts by the
new legislation in the Bill in front of us, it broadly
comprises three stages. The first is a process of
consultation and formulation of a case for doing
quality contracts. I do not think we have any
diYculty with that stage. The amount of work that
we would do in that stage to meet the criteria that the
paper also sets out—and again we have no problem
with those criteria—is what I think any reasonable,
responsible authority would want to do to satisfy
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itself that pursuing the quality contract is the right
solution. The only caveat I would put on that is that
we will have to see what guidance we get from the
DfT and we also have to take into account the
Secretary of State’s guidance in formulating those
proposals. We would hope they are not made any
more onerous than is necessary for what I think is a
proper local decision. We think that process could
take 12 to 18 months, depending where an authority
is in terms of its development. The middle stage is the
critical stage because that is the point which is a
significant change from the current Transport Act
legislation, in which, as I am sure Members are
aware, currently the Secretary of State would make
a determination on an application for a quality
contract. The Bill proposes that that should be
submitted to a panel comprising a senior traYc
commissioner and two experts. That panel would
then make a judgment on the merits of the quality
contract application. In the event that any party is
not satisfied with this decision, then there is
eVectively an appeal mechanism through the
Transport Tribunal. We are very concerned at two
aspects of that process: first of all, the time it might
take and the uncertainty over the timescales and the
ability therefore of a promoting authority to see the
end from when they started and actually make a
change on the ground. All the time this is going on,
it is likely that bus use maybe declining because that
is the reason why you want to bring the quality
contract in in the first place. Then we have the
second worry, which is the nature of the people
making that decision themselves. I do find it
interesting that elsewhere in the Bill the ability for a
local authority to introduce road user charging now
rests entirely with their local authority. The
Secretary of State no longer has to make that
decision, yet a decision for a local authority to
pursue a quality contract still has to be made by an
independent body. Both of those decisions are
integral to the transport strategy for that area, and
probably have a high degree of dependency in many
instances, yet one of them is able to be made by a
responsible local authority; the other is being made
by a body which is non-accountable in eVect. It is an
unelected body. These are people who do not
necessarily have any local knowledge of the local
circumstances. There are two issues in this: the
timescale it takes and the accountability. The
solution we would prefer to see goes back to the
discussion we have just been having. If there are
proposals in the Bill that allow the governance of an
area to be looked at, then authorities that are coming
forward with proposals for quality contracts are
likely also to be looking at the governance in their
area. It seems to me that there should be no reason
why out of that process you cannot have a
competent local authority making the decision
about the application of the quality contract. We
think that would speed up the timescales. It would
still in the process be open to judicial review if
anyone was dissatisfied as to the nature of that
decision and wanted recourse to that, but I think
that could significantly shorten that period. It is
diYcult to put a time on it. We have had consultants

looking at it. We think that middle stage could be
anything between one and three years, depending on
the complexity of the case and the likelihood of
appeal.

Q16 Graham Stringer: Can I be clear what you are
saying? Are you saying that if South Yorkshire is
going through the process of having quality
contracts, Leeds would be the independent local
authority or that one of the authorities within South
Yorkshire would be the competent authority? I use
Leeds as an example, obviously.
Mr Wicks: I would be advocating, and I think
certainly the PTA groups and many of the
politicians we have spoken to would be advocating,
that the promoting authority ought to be able to
make that decision for itself because that authority
is accountable back to the people in that area.

Q17 Graham Stringer: I understand the democratic
argument. You know better than most people that
there are some very voracious bus companies out
there that would be likely to go to the courts on this
matter. How would you get over the point of being
judge and jury in your own interest?
Mr Wicks: That is because there is a due process to
follow. The Bill as it is currently drafted sets five very
clear criteria that you have to meet in order make a
case for a quality contract. You have to demonstrate
it is actually meeting your policies; it has to grow the
market or reverse decline; it has to meet quite stiV
competition requirements. If an authority did that
on a whim or did not properly pursue all of those and
came to a decision to do it, it would know that that
decision would be challenged. Therefore, I think it
puts much greater responsibility on the promoting
authority to make sure it does follow due process,
which is what the local authority does in many other
aspects of service delivery. It cannot do lots of other
things just because it thinks it would be a good thing
to do, even though it ends up being both judge and
jury on those matters because there are other checks
and balances in the process.

Q18 Graham Stringer: Have PTEG or any of your
constituent bodies taken legal advice which would
say that you would not be vulnerable to a challenge
under the Human Rights Act or any other legislation
if you were indeed both the applicant and the
determining authority?
Mr Wicks: We certainly have taken counsel’s
opinion. I know it is a matter that has been raised
quite a few times previously. That advice is unclear.
It depends on the specific circumstances on which
you go forward. There is a risk is the best way of
interpreting it. We think there are strong grounds for
believing compensation would not necessarily by
payable, but the arguments are quite finely balanced
and would depend on the way in which you did it
and the circumstances.

Q19 Graham Stringer: I guess when the bus
companies come in next, and it is what they have said
in the past, they will say that quality contracts are
unnecessary, that we are all mates now and
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voluntary contracts are the way forward; look at
South Yorkshire, they are going down the voluntary
contract route. What would your answer to that
point be?
Mr Wicks: There are several strands to my answer to
that. It is correct that we have recently signed quite
a far-reaching agreement with First Group in
SheYeld, which builds on many of the aspects of the
voluntary partnership that the legislation will allow
us to do; in eVect, it is a precursor to that. That is one
of the many tools that is open to us to use. As you
move on, you have to look at a number of diVerent
scenarios that might emerge, particularly scenarios
such as where you want to achieve better integration,
like with the rail system in our case or bus systems.

Q20 Graham Stringer: Can you not do that on a
voluntary basis as well?
Mr Wicks: Not easily, and I will come back to that.
There are scenarios, such as if you were to come
forward with demand management or road user
charging, where you want to have greater control
over the network. You may not be able to achieve
that in circumstances where you have more than one
operator serving the area. For example, in SheYeld
we have two operators. We have some parts of the
city where they compete. We can do individual
bilateral agreements with each of the operators, but
what we would not get out of that was a completely
integrated network doing all of the integration with
the land use and the other systems that we would not
necessarily want. So you would want to see who far
you could get down the voluntary route, but it may
be at points further downstream when you get to
that level of issue that you would want to do it. Other
authorities may feel that because they have very
active competition in their local authority area, then
they are not getting value for money because they are
not getting the optimum network; they get
competition on the busy routes. When they want to
use their existing powers to buy in more tendered
services, they are paying a very high price for those
tendered services because there is not the real
competition for that that you could demonstrate.
Some of the work that we did in South Yorkshire did
demonstrate that you could get the same service for
broadly the same costs by franchising the whole
network because you remove the suboptimal use of
resources on the concentrated routes and you can
buy in the additional services you need at a much
more competitive price because you have good
competition early on when you have the competition
for the franchise. I think there is a number of
diVerent scenarios in which you would still want to
have the opportunity for good quality contracts. It
does not preclude any of us continuing to work in
partnership. The ability to have quality of contracts
also focuses the minds of the partners in coming
forward and making the partnership work.

Q21 Mr Scott: The consultation document states
that the Bill provides greater local flexibility in
relation to local road pricing schemes. Did you call
for that flexibility?

Mr Scales: On the road pricing side, we have various
stages of developing in the metropolitan area. Our
colleagues in Greater Manchester have launched a
full-blown transport innovation fund bid. Our
colleagues in West Midlands are working on such a
bid. If you take Merseyside, for example, where we
have very low car use, we have a transportation
network that is built in the inner city for one million
people and there are 440,000 people living there. We
have very little in the way of congestion at the
moment. We welcome the proposals to make sure
that the Passenger Transport Authority, if it
wishes—it is a matter for local determination—can
now become involved in the road pricing debate. We
welcome that.

Q22 Mr Scott: Do you think that clauses 64 to 70
give Passenger Transport Authorities the flexibility
they need to design local charging schemes in the
most eVective way?
Mr Scales: It is certainly a step forward and we are
now a full partner in any scheme that would come
forward, but the important thing is that it is a matter
for local determination. We can get our local
politicians to make up their mind as to what they will
want for their own particular area. One of the key
points is to make sure that any money from any local
charging scheme is pumped back into the public
transport network for the benefit of the people in the
area which it serves. We are quite encouraged by the
way that has been framed and for the signal that the
Secretary of State is now out of that altogether and
it has gone down to local determination. It reflects
what it says in the front of the Bill: empowering
transport delivery at a local level. We see it very
much in the spirit of what the Bill is trying to do on
an overall basis.

Q23 Mr Scott: Do you think that more than one
PTA should be able to co-operate in a larger,
regional-scale charging scheme?
Mr Scales: Under the 1968 Transport Act now, each
passenger transport executive can operate 25 miles
outside its boundary. If we do that, we cover quite a
lot of the UK in any event. Who would be the horse
and who would be the jockey if Manchester
expanded 25 miles and we expanded 25 miles is a
matter for debate? I think the powers are there now
that we could use. We also welcome the fact that it
has been recognised in Putting Passengers First as
well as in the Bill that the travel-to-work area has
changed since the PTAs were set up. The travel-to-
work area is something that we really are interested
in. Again, we welcome that as part of the ongoing
debate in firming this up before it becomes an Act.

Q24 Clive EVord: In your view, will this Bill improve
bus serves or make them worse?
Mr Scales: I think it gives us a marvellous
opportunity to improve bus services, building on
some of the points that Mr Wicks made. The
voluntary partnerships that we have tend to be
bilaterals, one or two bus companies and the
authority; they tend to be corridor-specific. The
opportunity to put a quality contract in and
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franchise across the whole network really interests
us, because then we have a bigger opportunity to
integrate with our rail networks, our tram networks,
our ferry networks where we have them, and to make
sure we get this single integrated network that is
accessible to everyone. If you take our colleagues
here in Transport for London, they have total
control over the bus network; they have been able to
grow it massively. That is in our evidence. I think we
have the opportunity here to make sure that we can,
through local determination, grow the bus network,
which is what we and our colleague operators want
to do.

Q25 Clive EVord: Do you think there is anything
missing from the Bill that you would like to see in it?
Mr Scales: On the quality contracts, to take on
immediate example, I think the Bill says they can
increase that to a maximum of 10 years. We would
like to see that go to 15 years. From the advice that
we have been given, that is the Draft European
Transport Regulation. If it would help the
committee, we can send you a note on where we
think the diVerence is. If you can get stability there
so that you have a long contract, then you can start
to grow the marketplace.

Q26 Clive EVord: One of the problems that we have
had described to us in several sessions when we have
dealt with the bus industry is that outside London
you get heavy concentration on the main routes and
heavy competition and it is very diYcult to
encourage a diverse bus service that meets some of
the parts of the community that other bus services do
not meet. Do you feel that there is enough in the
actual delivery of this Bill to bring bus companies to
the table and engage in those negotiations?
Mr Wicks: I do think there is. What will be needed
is strong leadership locally to make that happen. The
Bill, as it is currently drafted, contains virtually all of
the provisions that we have been seeking over those
many sessions that we have sat in this room
discussing those things. Bar one or two points that
we have made in our submission here about details
of how a quality contract works, I think local
authorities will have all the tools that they need to
improve bus services. That is why I say that then it
really does come back to us to pick up the
opportunity that that presents to make a diVerence.
Mr Scales: On the local authorities, Mr Wicks is
using a very narrow definition of local authorities.
By “local authorities” we also mean passenger
transport authorities as well.

Q27 Clive EVord: For clarification, what do you
mean by “strong leadership”?
Mr Wicks: The issues that you are raising, which are
about the levels of investment in public transport,
alongside the issues of how you manage the highway
network and road user charges potentially but
certainly demand management, are quite
controversial issues. They do require strong
leadership at a local level to have an engagement
with constituents, passengers, a whole range of
people and businesses.

Q28 Chairman: There is no point in giving them the
weapons if they then run away. Is that what you are
saying, Mr Wicks?
Mr Wicks: Yes.

Q29 Clive EVord: Do you have any comments on the
consultation document that was produced by the
Department? Do you think it gave a fair reflection of
the bus measures that were in the Bill?
Mr Wicks: I thought the whole package of all four
documents was very helpful, the Bill, plus the
consultation document and the explanatory
memorandum, I found the consultation document
the most easy to read and the one that gave the
clearest statement of what the Government is trying
to achieve.

Q30 Clive EVord: Do you think the regulatory
impact assessment gave a fair reflection?
Mr Wicks: I though that was good. It showed that
there was a cost benefit case for franchising and
other things in there, which I think was very helpful.

Q31 Chairman: Do you think that the meeting
competition test in clause 7 was adequate?
Mr Wicks: I think so. Again, there are one or two
things which we have touched on in our evidence.
We can provide supplementary papers about the
detail of that. I think we are getting to a sensible level
of managing the competition, but we must not lose
sight of the fact that, at the end of the day, the
competition is the car and not what goes on within
the bus market a lot of the time. I think there is some
sensible movement now.

Q32 Mr Clelland: When the Tyne and Wear metro
system was brought in 26 years ago now, it was part
of a fully integrated public transport system with
buses and metro co-operating and complementing
each other rather than competing. Of course that
was all broken up with privatisation. Do you think
that the measures in this Bill would allow a transport
authority to get back to that level of transport
integration?
Mr Wicks: I think they will. It will take some time
but the measures are there that would enable that
to happen.

Q33 Mr Clelland: Mr Scales said that he thought
that the maximum period for a contract should be 15
rather than 10 years. Do you think the provisions to
extend the scheme to a second period come with an
adequate scrutiny process?
Mr Scales: Yes, as long as the local authority, the
local politicians and the local stakeholder groups
have adequate and suYcient scrutiny over that. On
long contracts like 15 years, you can get lots of
investment. We have seen, in examples like
Merseyrail Electrics, which is a 25-year contract
managed by Merseytravel, that the private sector is
willing to make investments but they are
conservative. The longer you can push it out, the
better. The longer the contract that our private
sector operators have, the better, and then you can
manage it.
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Q34 Mr Clelland: Do you think that the Bill gives
suYcient powers to passenger transport authorities
that cover more than one local authority area to deal
with things like bus lanes and cross-boundary issue?
Mr Scales: I do think there are enough powers,
particularly with the power of direction that is
indicated in the Bill, which gives an imperative,
particularly on cross-district bus lanes and also
other traYc measures, to improve the flow of buses.
It would also improve the flow of traYc across that
metropolitan area. I think that is good. Another
thing in the Bill that is good is looking at extending
the travel-to-work areas. People will commute
further and further out to, say Manchester,
Liverpool, Leeds or SheYeld. The Bill has a
framework to get to a single integrated public
transport network that is accessible to everyone in
the UK. You are quite right; that is what we had
built at Tyne and Wear before it was dismantled by
deregulation.

Q35 Mr Leech: Clauses 78 and 79 relate to the
provision of information from local authorities to
government and vice versa, with local authorities
and PTAs being expected to pay for that access to
information. Is that reasonable?
Mr Scales: We are providing a lot of information to
many stakeholders groups in any event with the
advent of the Internet, intranet and all the electronic
communication devices. In fact, with our colleagues
in the Department for Transport and elsewhere, we
are looking at smartcards for the whole of the UK
for the use the English national concessionary fares
scheme and GPS enables global positioning systems
on to ticketing machines. I think that information is
going to be readily available in a format they can use.
As long as you have one single repository of
information to capture information and you are not
doubling or trebling your eVort to pay the cost of
that, then I think that is reasonable. It is one of the
issues that we see in the Bill for example with our
colleague traYc commissioners. If we can collect all
the data and make sure that they have that data
available on bus punctuality, bus reliability and
what is happening on the ground, that will be
adequate and suYcient for them,

Q36 Mr Leech: If it is reasonable for you to charge
to get the information from Government, would
then not be reasonable for you to charge the DfT for
the information that you are providing to them?
Mr Scales: It would only get us play time, Madam
Chairman. We are going to get it back in another
way. The Department has been very good to us in
the Local Transport Plan with settlements, for
example. We have had massive injections of capital
over the last 10 years.

Q37 Mr Leech: Why do you think it is necessary for
local authorities and PTAs to provide information
to Government within a particular timeframe?
Mr Scales: That is so that government ministers and
oYcials can make decisions in good time. It is
something we have to do.

Q38 Mr Leech: Would you as PTEs or PTAs prefer
to receive funding direct from Government or to be
able to raise your own revenue locally through local
charging schemes?
Mr Scales: That is a very interesting question. On
the capital side that works very well and the Local
Transport Plan process, as I have just said, has been
very eYcient and very good. If you take the special
rail grant that we get, which is a direct grant from
Government to operate the local rail services, that
works very well. A direct grant for concessionary
fares direct to the transport authorities would work
well. That is problematic because the authorities are
not bodies that raise taxes. The concessionary fare
support, for example, has to go to our colleague
district councils. We would like the ability to raise
money locally.

Q39 Mr Leech: And still get money from
Government?
Mr Scales: Of course, and still get money from
Government.
Chairman: That is a very usual attitude, Mr Scales,
and one that nobody would recognise!

Q40 Mrs Ellman: Mr Wicks, you referred earlier to
non-accountability of decision-making. If we look
specifically at the new board proposed, chaired by
the TraYc Commissioner and taking decisions on
policy contracts and other issues, are there any
particular concerns you have about the proposed
composition of that group?
Mr Wicks: The particular issue I was referring to is
that that particular body will be making a decision
about a quality contract scheme which will have
come through a process of local planning and will be
reflecting local needs of the community. I can see
why some people might argue, as I think Mr Stringer
has said, that there is an issue about if a transport
authority makes a decision, it is judge and jury. You
could argue that there may be a case for somebody
independent checking that you had followed the due
process, but this is not what is being proposed as the
role for the TraYc Commissioner. The TraYc
Commissioner is actually going to look at the
evidence and make a judgement on the merits of
what it is you are doing. At one stage it was the
Secretary of State, of course, who was accountable.
It is now being put to same body that I do not think
would be recognised locally as accountable for the
decisions they are making.

Q41 Mrs Ellman: If the proposals to have this
independent body go ahead, how do you think that
body should be constituted?
Mr Wicks: You have to decide on its role.

Q42 Mrs Ellman: Let us take specifically approving
quality contracts. How do you think it should be set
up? Are you saying you would rather have the
Secretary of State doing it?
Mr Wicks: No, I am saying that I would rather have
the local authority making that decision. If you want
an independent body, then I would change its role to
being one to check that the authority had followed
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the due process, not taking a judgment on the merits
of the scheme itself. At the moment, I think that
independent body is taking judgments on the scheme
and it should be an accountable body that is doing
that. Rather than make that body more accountable,
which I think you can do through the existing
government arrangements, I would rather change its
role to say that you have to have something like that.
I do not want to diverge too much but there is a
similar situation with the Rail Regulator who has a
role in station closures. His role in station closures is
not to look at the merits of the case but to scrutinise
that the due process has been followed and that all of
the factors that should have been taken into account
have been taken into account.

Q43 Mrs Ellman: What about the proposed appeal
to the tribunal? Do you find that adequate?
Mr Wicks: No. The problem is that there will
inevitably be appeals; it just protracts the process. Of
course the Transport Tribunal again would have to
look at its expertise because it is currently
constituted to deal with very diVerent issues to the
advantages and disadvantages of the franchising
regime.

Q44 Mrs Ellman: The current proposal also is that
the information that is given to that body in the
course of the inquiry does not have to be disclosed.
Does that concern you?
Mr Wicks: Again, that comes back to the
transparency of the process. I think the authority
itself will have gone through a very transparent
process in bringing such a measure forward. It seems
odd that further down the process you get some un-
transparent parts of it.

Q45 Mrs Ellman: Would this proposal be an
improvement on the Secretary of State’s side?
Mr Wicks: That is a hard one to call.

Q46 Graham Stringer: It depends who the Secretary
of State is.
Mr Wicks: We have to go back to what we are trying
to do.

Q47 Chairman: I do not think even this committee
can discuss Secretaries of State.
Mr Wicks: I was going to say is that if we go back to
the beginning, both ourselves and the Government
want to get more people on buses quickly. We want
to get on and do things. The idea of the process is
that if you want to do franchising, you should be
able to do it in the way that is as quick as possible
and as transparent as possible and is fair to the
passengers, the people who are funding the scheme
and the operators that operate in that area. That
process in the middle is the bit that you need to focus
on. I do not think going back to the Secretary of
State would help because the diYculty with the
Secretary of State making the decision, whoever that
is, that his or her oYcers need to be involved in the
process of doing a quality contract. The hurdle we
hit was that the Department for Transport could not
talk to us in preparing a quality contract application

because that would prejudice their longer decisions.
I think it is right that it is not the Secretary of State’s
decision. I think it should be made by a local
accountable body, which I think is the PTA or some
wider authority that eventually is constituted for
potential governance changes to administer that
area.

Q48 Mr Leech: Are you saying then, Mr Wicks, that
if the independent organisation, whatever it was,
was only looking to check that the local authority
had followed the right procedure, you would be
happy with that?
Mr Wicks: I would be happy with that, yes.

Q49 Chairman: Moving on to clauses 22 and 23,
traYc authorities, under 23, will be able to make a
traYc regulation order for a road for which a
national authority has responsibility. Is that right?
Mr Wicks: I do not have a problem with it.

Q50 Chairman: Do you think, for instance, that it is
appropriate that guidance should be issued to local
authorities as regards their duties to comply with a
quality contract?
Mr Wicks: That is one area where we would be
interested to see what sort of guidance we get. The
diYculty is that because Secretaries of State change,
it is one of the unknown bits of this legislation. It
goes back to your very first question, Chairman,
which is about the role of Secretaries of State. We
welcome the Secretary of State being able to act
quickly and eYciently on these issues, but
Secretaries of State change and the guidance
therefore might change, and we would have to have
regard to that.

Q51 Chairman: I must say that governments have
been known to change their points of view, possibly
not often enough! Passenger transport authorities
under clauses 64 to 70 are going to be able to design
local charging schemes. Do they have enough
flexibility to do that eVectively?
Mr Wicks: I think so. I go back to my earlier
comments: I think a scheme like that has to be done
in the round. It has to take the public, businesses and
others with it.

Q52 Chairman: Then should more than one PTA be
able to co-operate on a larger, regional scale
charging scheme?
Mr Wicks: I think that would be helpful. Certainly
in my own area, South and West Yorkshire, we work
closely together. The boundary that is the
administrative boundary between the two is not the
boundary of the two travel-to-work areas that
overlap.

Q53 Chairman: What about the contrary: should
PTAs be able to introduce charging schemes without
requiring the inclusion of local authorities?
Mr Wicks: I cannot see that happening in practice.
If you have a PTA in its present form, clearly there
may be administrative advantages to doing it but I
could not see a PTA introducing it without a
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constituency. After all, the PTA comprises members
of the authorities that would be making that
decision. In practical terms, I cannot imagine a
scenario in which a PTA in its present form would
want to make that decision.

Q54 Clive EVord: There is a lot of politics involved
in charging schemes.
Mr Wicks: I believe there is.

Q55 Clive EVord: Do you think there is suYcient
flexibility in the Bill to be able to resolve diVerences
where one local authority area feels that it is
necessary to deal with congestion through a
charging scheme and another thinks that politically
it would not be in their interests to do so? How do
you resolve those sorts of diVerences?
Mr Wicks: The honest answer is that ultimately you
only resolve those politically. The processes that the
Bill puts in place give you the levers to do it. They
give you the opportunity to look at the
Government’s arrangements, which is where that
might come in. If you had a scenario where you had
altered the balance of powers, in a sense where you
had put some of the highway powers to a higher
authority—supposing you had a strategic authority
and taking Manchester as an example—then if that
body was set up and that was charged with making
the decisions, even though one part of that
conurbation did not like that decision, you would
have constituted them in such a way that they could
still make that decision. So you would have given
them the tools to be able to make the decision, but
you would still separately have to resolve the
political issues in imposing decision on the local
authority.

Q56 Clive EVord: To clarify, you think that that
model is within this Bill and that that could be
achieved?
Mr Wicks: I think the Bill allows an authority or
joint authorities to come forward with a charging
scheme. The Bill does allow for the Secretary of
State’s direction to set up a wider authority that has
responsibilities for strategic transport, public
transport and highways in one place.

Q57 Clive EVord: No one authority could sit there
and wreck a scheme if they wanted to?
Mr Wicks: I would not like to say it could not wreck
it if it wanted to. I am sure there are plenty of stages
in the process for doing that. In my view, it comes
back to the politics and the way in which that area is
set up.

Q58 Clive EVord: It is an important point, is it not?
Congestion is a strategic issue, particularly in areas
where you have large conurbations like in both
Merseyside and Manchester. If one authority for
political reasons is taking a view that it does not
want to go with the majority of authorities, let us say
it is a majority, in one particular area, and they have
the ability to undermine that scheme, then it is
flawed.

Mr Wicks: I think that is right and it goes back to
what is the thinking behind the Government’s aims,
which is to elevate transport to being able to resolve
at the strategic level or at the local level so that those
decisions can be made.

Q59 Chairman: Mr Wicks, you were quite
complimentary about the consultation document,
but it does say that statutory guidance and
regulations would ensure local charging schemes
have “technical specifications which meet the wider
public interest”. To what extent would this level of
centralised control limit innovation?
Mr Scales: The key thing is to avoid the VHS/
Betamax argument on video recorders where
Betamax had a superior product but VHS took over
the field. I think what Government is trying to do, as
they have done with smartcards and the Integrated
Transport Smartcard Organisation with its
standards for contact-less smartcards, is just to
make sure that the technical specifications will work,
whether in Manchester, Leeds, Merseyside or
London eventually I suppose. All that is trying to do
is just to have a level playing field so that we do not
have to keep on reinventing the wheel, and also in
the longer term it must be more cost-eVective to have
one smartcard.

Q60 Chairman: In clause 77 when they say that the
Secretary of State will have the power to give notice
to the Greater London Authority that its existing
scheme is incompatible with new regulations and the
equipment may no longer be used, that does not
worry you inasmuch as it might set a precedent in
relation to a local charging scheme if national road
pricing is implemented?
Mr Scales: Not at this stage.

Q61 Chairman: Are you planning for the transition?
Mr Wicks: Across the whole Bill certainly, as I said,
many authorities have already formed city regional
governance boards of varying sorts.

Q62 Chairman: What sort of guarantees were you
given on this?
Mr Wicks: In terms of doing that, none; these have
been bottom-up changes done by the individual
authorities in the area who recognise the need to
work across a greater area. In my own area, the four
South Yorkshire authorities at leader level are now
working much more closely with the leaders of
North Derbyshire and North Nottinghamshire. On
the governance side, I think there is a lot going on
already. On the buses side, certainly, as I have
referred to earlier, we have already signed an
agreement with First Group which contains many of
the sorts of things that are heralded in the voluntary
partnership. It does contain agreements on service
levels and in principle on fares. It does not detail
fares; it just talks about the overall pricing strategy.
We have been preparing for that bit of the
legislation. As I think the committee is well aware,
my own authority has also carried out market testing
in preparation for looking at quality contracts.
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Q63 Chairman: In a sense what you are saying to me,
Mr Wicks, is that you are double guessing. You have
taken what you understand in both the consultation
document and the guidance and you are going ahead
on the basis of what you think is a balanced set of
guesses?
Mr Wicks: Yes.

Q64 Chairman: Are you satisfied that that is going to
be backed up when the Bill becomes law and the
Department has this basic change of character?
Mr Wicks: I have every confidence it will be backed
up but I do not have any choice because, even
though we have roads and passengers and
concessions, we still have an underlying decline in
bus passengers. I cannot sit and wait for all the bits
of legislation to be put in place and not do anything.

Q65 Chairman: Is that the attitude and the
conclusion of other authorities and are they
following? Mr Scales, is that your experience?
Mr Scales: Yes, it is exactly that; we are all spending
lots of capital on bus lanes, traYc light priorities and
new bus station facilities. The bus does not own the
track upon which it operates, so we are pumping a
lot of money into infrastructure. Despite all that,
and it is detailed in our evidence, we have passenger
decline in all the metropolitan areas. There are some
corridors without a doubt which are growing. If you
put the investment in, then you can get some growth
in some corridors but overall, as Mr Wicks has said,
apart from concessionary fares in some areas, you
have decline.

Q66 Graham Stringer: Is road pricing or congestion
charging, call it what you like, the best way to fund
capital projects and to deal with modal change at the
same time?
Mr Scales: It is a very powerful way so that you can
make sure that the people who are paying the road
user charge can see a benefit that feeds straight back
into the overall community. That is what Mayor
Livingstone has done very well with his congestion
charge and what he has done with the overground
network, the bus network. So long as any revenues
that are raised from road user charging do go back
into the locality, like the Metrolink system in
Manchester or maybe a tram system in Merseyside
or bus services across whichever patch, you are more
likely to get car drivers then to pay a charge. Without
that, you are less likely to get car drivers to pay a
charge.

Q67 Graham Stringer: I understand the line of logic
there, but it was not quite an answer to the question
I asked. Is it the best way to do it? It may be eVective.
Are there other more eVective ways of doing it
because the Government clearly focused on road
pricing as an issue so that they can eventually roll it
out, even though that is not in this Bill.
Mr Scales: I think there are other ways of doing it.
There is a weight of argument for road user
charging. The Commission for Integrated Transport
came out for road user charging, of which I am a
member. Sir Roy Eddington devoted a large part of

his report to advocating road user charging. We are
a small island; car growth is the same as the birth
rate. Increasing congestion is aVecting business and
the environment and our ability to remain the fourth
biggest economy in the world. You have to have
something that works. I think you are right that
there are other ways to do it but road user charging
in metropolitan areas and in the capitals is certainly
the right way to go, subject to local determination
and local consultation.

Q68 Chairman: I want to bring you back to funding.
The draft Bill does cover the structures of
governance but it does not suggest a change in
funding. Do you think the prospective benefits could
be realised without changes in the mechanisms as
well as the levels of funding?
Mr Wicks: I can answer that in two parts. I assume
that the Bill was silent on funding because that is
picked up by the Lyons review or the Local
Government White Paper.

Q69 Chairman: If I may interrupt you, this is a
specific stream of funding for a specific purpose and
Mr Scales made the point earlier on about the direct
connection in funding terms.
Mr Wicks: Where I was taking my argument was
that when there is a review of the most eYcient way,
which is the terms of reference for a review, in an
area, I cannot believe that funding would not be
picked up as part of that review. You have this
mixture at the moment where a PTA is part directly
funded and part levying on the constituent
authorities. There is an interesting debate to be had
about whether that strategic transport authority has
its own precepting or revenue-raising ability.

Q70 Chairman: Mr Wicks, it is enchanting to
discover somebody who has such blind faith in the
Treasury and the Department for Transport! You
must be almost unique.
Mr Wicks: Thank you for the compliment of being
almost unique. I do not have blind faith in the
Treasury, though, but your central point is that
transport is under-funded.

Q71 Chairman: What I am saying to you is this. The
regulatory impact assessment says that financial
issues will be discussing in the course of the
consultation procedure. Do you not think that
should happen earlier rather than later?
Mr Wicks: Yes, that discussion should be available
to us now.

Q72 Chairman: It also indicates that PTEs were
consulted earlier this year. Did you talk about
funding then?
Mr Wicks: I do not recall talking about funding, no.

Q73 Chairman: You thought it was rather vulgar to
bring up the question of money. I understand that.
That was how I was brought up, that one does not
discuss money.
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Mr Wicks: We were not consulted about an
alternative funding stream but certainly when the
Government OYce and the DfT held regional
workshops on government issues, we did raise the
issue of precepting and raising funding for those
strategic authorities.

Q74 Chairman: And what happened?
Mr Wicks: It was noted.

Q75 Chairman: Your faith in the Department for
Transport becomes slightly more diYcult to
understand. It was noted. Did you raise it again after
it had been noted?
Mr Wicks: It was noted in the sense that they were
only coming to listen to what we had to say anyway.
That is what I mean; it was not a workshop in which
they were putting forward options. They came to
hear what we thought about their proposals. I think
you are right; the issue of funding does need to be
addressed.

Q76 Chairman: Can I bring you on to buses? Is the
proposed amendment to the standard of service
requirement and the quality partnership schemes
going to make bus services better?
Mr Scales: It is a step in the right direction, without
a doubt, and it give us an opportunity to work with
our colleagues, the traYc commissioners, to make
sure that they have adequate and suYcient eyes and
ears on the ground. To make it work properly, they
are going to have to be properly resourced. That is
an opportunity in this Bill to make sure that the eight
traYc commissioners have adequate and suYcient
resources to do what they have to do on the ground

Q77 Chairman: Is it right to include maximum fare
levels?
Mr Scales: I think that would help, certainly. If you
take again as an example Merseyside, we have tied
our rail fares to the retail price index at 25 years for
our train operator company. In real terms, they are
not going up. We need cost certainty on the fares
somehow and this is a mechanism where it could be
achieved.

Q78 Chairman: What about the benefit of being able
to implement improvements over a phased
programme? Is that good or bad?
Mr Wicks: That is a very important change because
the present definition of a statutory quality
partnership is very rigid. If you come along and
improve something, a bit later you have got to go
through the whole consultation process. That is
something we have lobbied hard for and the
Government did listen to us on that.

Q79 Graham Stringer: Are you happy with the
proposals to bring PTAs and PTEs to account on
punctuality and that powers will be taken only by the
Secretary of State to make you put your house in
order if the buses are late?
Mr Wicks: Improving punctuality is very important.
We welcome the proposal in the Bill to make all of
the parties more accountable. We think it is right

that the bus operators will be made more
accountable and the highway authority will be made
more accountable. It is only right that, as we are part
of the equation in delivering the service, we are held
equally accountable. Clearly, nobody would want
the Secretary of State stepping in to direct us as to
what to do but, if that is the mechanism that actually
delivers more reliable services—and on reliability
performance, it is more about the operator than the
highways system—then I have no objection in
principle to us being made accountable.

Q80 Graham Stringer: It might be a highways
authority by this time?
Mr Wicks: Exactly, yes. Our concerns amongst
existing highway authorities are about the
consequences of these proposals, but again it is a
matter of balance. If it is a quid pro quo that makes
the whole process work better, and that is the
discussion that is going on in the working group that
the DfT have set up with bus operators with local
authorities, then it is only fair that the same sanction
applies across the board. The question really is: is it
the right sanction to make it work?

Q81 Graham Stringer: Is not part of the question
about information flows. Quite often, the buses do
not appear and unless you as a PTA are watching
them, you do not know that all the time. What will
you have to do to provide the information that it is
the bus operator’s fault and not the highway
authority’s fault?
Mr Wicks: I think we are quite well oV in South and
West Yorkshire in that all the buses are now fitted
with satellite equipment. All the bus operators get
constant real time information on where their buses
are. From that you can identify where the buses are
being held up. What you then need to know, and you
can generally tell from the information—

Q82 Graham Stringer: Or whether the driver has
taken a short-cut because he is behind schedule?
Mr Wicks: Yes, and you can tell by early and late
running and you can see if the delay is at the stop.
You can go back—obviously it cannot tell you
straight from the data—and you can tend to see
which are highway related delays and which are
delays caused by ticketing systems because it takes a
long time for people to get on and oV the buses.
Where you have satellite following of buses, then it
will be relatively easy to provide at least the sorts of
information needed. Obviously, where you do not
have that information, it is going to be much more
onerous.

Q83 Graham Stringer: To make this system
workable and fair—I do not want to put words in
your mouth—do you think it would be essential to
have some kind of GPS system tracing all the buses
in the area?
Mr Wicks: I think it would certainly make it easier.
That is happening because more and more
authorities are installing real time information
systems for passengers. That is why the satellite
equipment is there.
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Q84 Graham Stringer: Putting the argument the
other way, could you imagine the system working
without that?
Mr Wicks: Only with great diYculty.
Mr Scales: And a lot of staV.

Q85 Chairman: I want to bring you back briefly to
the competition changes. Are you absolutely clear
what the changes in the Bill mean in the test?
Mr Scales: It is a double negative. You have got to
make sure first there has been no damage to
competition locally and then there is the
proportionality argument about having to make
sure you have increased bus use. You have to benefit
local people; you have to have implemented the
policies of the Passenger Transport Authority in that
area. The important bit is to implement that
eYciently, eVectively and with due economy. If you
do all of that, you pass the competition test, which
seems to be a very long-winded way of doing it. That
is why Mr Wicks was saying that for a quality
contract, the Passenger Transport Authority in that
area is perhaps the best one to actually put the
quality contract forward because you have to go
through all the hoops anyway.

Q86 Chairman: What about this revised schedule 10?
Mr Wicks, do you think that is going to give you
cover in relation to the Competition Act?
Mr Wicks: I was going to amplify my colleague’s
answer. It is not easy to read through all the
competition stuV the first time and take it all in. As
you say, you have the Competition Act, the
competition tests, modified competition tests and
diVerent schedules. We have been doing quite a bit
of work on that into the detail. We are happy to put
an extra note in to the committee on that. Our
headline feel at the moment is that most of the
changes are right and most of them look as if they are
going to deliver what the Government wants to do.

Q87 Chairman: Can you give us a note on that? You
might also like to tell us whether you think this will
aVect the way operators and transport authorities
work together.
Mr Wicks: Yes, because we think it should help.

Q88 Chairman: As far as we are concerned, clause 72
of the Bill, which removes the requirement for the
Secretary of State to approve local charging
schemes, is quite important. Is that good or bad?
Mr Wicks: I think that is good. We would like a
similar arrangement for quality contracts.

Q89 Chairman: Do you think that the Secretary of
State will be better able to support local schemes
once they are free of the quasi judicial role of
approving charging schemes?
Mr Wicks: They ought to be, yes.

Q90 Chairman: That is a slightly qualified answer.
Are you saying that simply because they are taking
one step back, it will enable them to be more
forthcoming? Is that what you are saying?

Mr Wicks: Yes. As one of your colleagues has
already said, they are contentious schemes.
Changing the process helps them come forward but
ultimately you cannot push road user charging just
to being a local decision. You have to look at the
implications of what is happening in the motorway
network, in the wider network and what the national
government position is.

Q91 Chairman: I want to bring you on the traYc
commissioners. This is the other big change. You
realise of course that this committee has
recommended that traYc commissioners should be
given more powers and should be better funded. Of
course, the Bill remains fairly silent on that. Is it our
understanding that that might also be one of the
things to be considered later?
Mr Wicks: We have certainly pressed the DfT
adequately not just to resource in number terms the
traYc commissioner for its new role but in skills
because quite a lot of diVerent tasks are being asked
of the traYc commissioners. We will be responding
back on the consultation document to reinforce
that view.

Q92 Chairman: What is your view of the role the
Senor TraYc Commissioner? Are there powers that
he or she ought to have that they do not have in this?
Mr Wicks: I think this goes a long way to giving
them powers. We would need to look at some of the
issues around performance about the remedial
measures that they are able to enforce. We are
certainly looking at some ways in which that could
be improved, which we want to include.

Q93 Chairman: Is that improved in the sense that
they should not be able to do it or they should be able
to do it?
Mr Wicks: I think that they should be able to do it
and do it in a way that is eVective.

Q94 Chairman: So you are not looking to remove
any of the extra powers the traYc commissioners
have in the Bill?
Mr Wicks: Only the one concerning the role of the
Senor TraYc Commissioner in relation to quality
contracts approval; all the rest we welcome and
endorse and will want to see them strengthened.

Q95 Chairman: Mr Scales, you wanted to extend
that?
Mr Scales: We want to work with the traYc
commissioners on a local level because if you have
got a failing bus company just increasing the fines on
that failing bus company might just drive that bus
company oV the road, and that does not help the
local people. What we want to do is work with the
traYc commissioner and with the local bus
operators to get local solutions to local issues by
local people.
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Q96 Chairman: If, for example, an operator was to
have conditions put on its licences which applied in
the wider area, even though there was only a
problem in a small, local area, you would think that
was wrong?
Mr Scales: No, I think it would be right just to make
sure you encourage them, but if you had a small
operator that was not coming up to the mark and the
traYc commissioner locally was just increasing the
fines on that and just taking more buses oV the road,
you could end up with estates oV the beaten track
that were then denuded of bus services for a small
amount of time. What we are saying is we want to
work with the bus operators and the commissioner
locally—it might not be a fine, it might be something
else—to encourage them to operate in a proper
manner.

Q97 Chairman: Are you aware of any particular
instance where that has been a problem?
Mr Scales: No, but we can see it coming. If you take
Merseyside as an objective example, we have 37
separate operators. The four big operators in our
area have got 96/97% of the network, but there is a
long tail of smaller operators who are very
important because they make sure that by putting
bids in against the larger operators we have got
tendering issues there, so you can get a better price.
However, if they were to go out of business all that
would happen is there would be less resources and
the tender price would go up.

Q98 Chairman: What about the appeals procedure
in that case?
Mr Scales: We do not think it is right, to restate what
Mr Wicks has said. There is the locality issue; if the
Senior TraYc Commissioner is remote from the
locality; how can he or she make a decision on what
is happening locally? It is the lack of accountability;
you have got an unelected body. There is the
expertise issue—have they got the right expertise to
know what is going on in the metropolitan areas—
and it is appropriateness, weighing up policy
decisions made locally from a remote position. That
does not happen in Wales, for example—Welsh
Ministers take decisions locally. So for those four
reasons we are just saying is it right that somebody
who is not accountable to the local people, that
could really interfere with the city region transport
strategy that is integrated into a whole wider series

of policy issues, somebody sitting remotely, can take
that decision, Chairman? We are saying is that right?
We say probably not, because the Passenger
Transport Authority has had to jump through all
these hoops to actually get to where we need a
quality contract to put it right.

Q99 Chairman: Should there be specific benchmarks
which trigger an investigation rather than leaving it
to the commissioner’s judgment?
Mr Scales: I think that is in the guidance, and I think
you could have benchmarks that would work in a
metropolitan area in a city centre like Newcastle, or
Sunderland, or Leeds or Bradford or Manchester,
but those benchmarks would not necessarily work in
a rural area. Rural areas have less congestion, less
problems and it may be easier to achieve that. So I
think it is horses for courses, and I think you could
get benchmarks but they will have to be developed,
again, in local consultation with our colleague bus
operators—who are sitting behind me. I do not like
that; I would like them in front of me so that I can
see what they are doing!

Q100 Chairman: Oh ye of little faith! What about
financial or other penalties for not meeting the
directions from the Commissioner?
Mr Scales: I think, again, we can develop that. Just
taking bus service operator grants oV them is just a
vicious circle, so there are other ways you could do
that. That is one of the reasons that we will be
putting in our evidence back on the Bill; that we
think bus service operators’ grants should be
administered by the Passenger Transport Authority.

Q101 Chairman: Should the commissioners’ reports
be placed in the public domain?
Mr Scales: I think so. I think that would be useful.

Q102 Chairman: Yes?
Mr Scales: Yes.

Q103 Chairman: Do you think there are adequate
guarantees that the directions that are issued will be
enforced?
Mr Scales: I think so, Chairman, because they are
judicial, so they have to be followed up or there are
implications on the operator’s licence.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very helpful.
Thank you very much indeed.
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Q104 Chairman: Good afternoon to you, madam
and gentlemen. May I ask you, for the purposes of
the record, to tell us who you are, starting on my left?
Mr French: I am Roger French, Managing Director
of the Brighton and Hove Bus Company, part of the
Go-Ahead Group.
Mr Warneford: I am Les Warneford, Managing
Director of Stagecoach UK Bus.
Mr Clayton: Steve Clayton, Group Managing
Director, Corporate AVairs, Arriva.
Ms Shaw: Nicola Shaw, Managing Director, First
UK Bus.
Mr Hancock: Martin Hancock, Marketing and
Development Director, National Express Bus.

Q105 Chairman: Thank you. Did anybody have
anything they wanted to say briefly, before we go to
questions?
Mr Clayton: If we may, Chairman, very briefly. I
know you have asked us here as individual
companies, and, for my part, I will not be speaking
for the industry. However, I am sure my colleagues
would agree with me that the industry broadly
welcomes the Bill. Our business is about serving
passengers, and we are confident that this Bill will
help us and our partners to do just that and to do it
better. We believe that it aVords us the opportunity
to work in closer partnership with local authorities,
and where there is demonstrable commitment to the
passenger we look forward to working even more
closely to reach agreements on such issues as fares,
timings and frequencies. We all have a role to play
and we look forward to playing ours. Thank you.

Q106 Chairman: That is all very jolly, thank you
very much. Let me ask you about traYc
commissioners. Are you all happy with the increased
powers made available in the Bill to the traYc
commissioners and, in particular, the Senior TraYc
Commissioner?
Mr Clayton: We think it is right that the Senior
TraYc Commissioner position is actually a legal
one. Until now it has just been an informal
arrangement. We also welcome the fact that traYc
commissioners in the future, as proposed, will be
able to look into the reasons for poor punctuality,
not just from operators, as indeed they do now, but
also with local authorities jointly. We see that as an
important step forward.

Q107 Chairman: Are you happy with the point being
made earlier (I think you heard our witnesses) that
this would require, very largely, the addition of GPS
services to most buses?
Mr Clayton: I understand the point that is being
made. Certainly GPS is necessary for real-time
passenger information on every single bus, but from
the point of view of monitoring traYc speeds that
could certainly be done with a sample of vehicles
having GPS.

Q108 Chairman: Can I ask you: are there any
extensions of the commissioners’ powers that ought
to be in the Bill and are not?
Mr French: I think it would be useful, following the
point Mr Clayton made, that when a traYc
commissioner is looking into the powers of the local
authority in terms of assisting with highway matters
it is not only just when buses are visibly seen to be
failing that they do that, it should be in any event
because it could be that there are additional costs in
the provision of the bus services because the local
authority are not using their highway powers
eVectively. I think that should be looked into by the
traYc commissioner.
Mr Hollobone: We have spent a lot of the session
talking about large, metropolitan areas outside
London. For somebody like myself, representing a
seat in Northamptonshire, I am struggling to see the
impact this Bill is going to have on local bus services
in Kettering. Perhaps I could ask, Madam
Chairman, Mr Warneford (because Stagecoach
operates the buses in Kettering) how he sees this Bill
improving services to my local residents?

Q109 Chairman: Mr Warneford, a direct challenge
on behalf of Kettering.
Mr Warneford: Thank you, Chairman. I hope we
have already been improving the bus services in
Kettering; it is certainly a modern fleet and a good
network. How will the proposed Bill help that? I
think the change to the competition test gives us
more clarity in what we can and cannot agree with a
local authority and takes away a bit of the
uncertainty in that, so that should help. The role of
the traYc commissioner, in terms of highway
authorities, will help us both focus our attentions on
punctuality and reliability. Other than that, I do not
see major changes in most provincial towns, other
than continuing what we do now, which is work very
closely with the local authorities.
Mr Hollobone: This is my worry, Chairman; that
there are large parts of England which are going to
remain relatively unaVected by the introduction of
this Bill. It is clear from the evidence that we have
heard already that witnesses do feel there could be
improvements in major conurbations, but in shire
counties where bus services are patchy, where some
improvements are being made, and in other places
where bus services are going backwards, I am
struggling to see that this Bill is going to impact that
much on residents’ lives.
Chairman: I think you have just drafted your speech
for the Second Reading, actually. Perhaps we will
move on with a question.

Q110 Mrs Ellman: What are your views on the
proposal that operators could incur conditions on
licences in other areas when the problems were
involved in a diVerent place? Do you have any
problem with that?
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Mr Clayton: I think this is an issue that needs some
clarification. I would make that point straight away.
However, if the intention is an anti-avoidance one,
of side-stepping, or getting round a commissioner’s
decision in a local area, then we would support it. By
way of illustration, if an operator—for example, if
you take somewhere like Newcastle—had limits
placed on its licence, we would not expect—in my
case, in Arriva—for us to use some of our licences
from London to continue being used in Newcastle.
We would expect there to be a penalty imposed on
us locally that could not be circumscribed by the fact
that we had an operator’s licence in another part of
the country. That is our interpretation of what is
proposed, and, as I say, we would want to seek
clarification that our interpretation was correct.

Q111 Mrs Ellman: Are there any other comments on
that, or is anybody aware of any diYculties that have
arisen on this issue before? What about the proposed
appeals procedure against attaching such a
condition? Are you satisfied that that will work
properly?
Mr Warneford: I do not think the appeals procedure
is a problem; it is very much as it is now. We are very
happy that the commissioner makes decisions, and if
we feel aggrieved we have a right of appeal, which we
can win or lose.

Q112 Mrs Ellman: What views do you have on the
proposed powers for the commissioners to pursue
punctuality in a much more stringent way?
Mr Clayton: As I said earlier, we think it is entirely
proper and we welcome the fact that the
commissioner will be able, under the proposals, to
call both the local authority and an operator to
account for, in eVect, the punctuality of bus services.
The traYc commissioner will then be able to make a
report to the Secretary of State, who presumably
may wish to use his powers under either the TraYc
Management Act or indeed, as was referred to by
earlier witnesses, Clause 47, to allow others to direct
a local authority to take certain actions. Now, we
think all of that is a useful and valuable step forward.
Mr Warneford: Might I add to that, Chairman? I do
think there is one diYculty. I am very happy that the
commissioner has that power to investigate but I
think actually identifying why services are
unpunctual might be a big problem.

Q113 Chairman: In what sense?
Mr Warneford: The operator may argue that there
were roadworks and the traYc commissioner may
not be aware of that.

Q114 Chairman: Yes, but the point made (to be
devil’s advocate) by our previous witnesses was this
is why accurate information will be required from
the bus companies about the movement of their
vehicles. Since most good fleet management actually
depends upon knowledge of where your vehicles are
at particular time and how many of your drivers
have just nipped oV for a quiet—it will not even be
a smoke these days—should it not be a good idea to
have some vague idea of where they are?

Mr Warneford: My very point, Chairman. It is not
diYcult to ascertain where they are or whether they
are late, but why they are late can be more diYcult
to establish.

Q115 Chairman: Let us continue this for a second.
You will, presumably, when there is a problem with
your local authority, provide evidence on those
points—“There are roadworks in this area; there is
congestion in this area which is your
responsibility”—will you not? What diYculty will
there be, because, presumably, you must be aware of
that in your local running; you do not just have
running that means that there are problems that
arise and you do not notice? Or do you?
Mr Warneford: These are big cities, Chairman. We
are aware of those things that are reported back to
us. Not every driver will report back every single
diYculty during the day.

Q116 Chairman: My goodness! All these silent
drivers. It must be very diVerent from the way I have
ever encountered them. Mr French, did you want to
comment on that?
Mr French: Just to add to that, Madam Chairman.
We find, in Brighton, that one of the biggest eVects
on punctuality is, as my colleague said, roadworks,
but also indiscriminate parking, and the most
eVective way of dealing with that is to work in
partnership with the local authority on the ground.
Many local authorities have now decriminalised
parking, they have control on it, and we can discuss
hotspots and deal with it.

Q117 Chairman: And you would do so, presumably,
because if it was holding up your schedules it is in
your interest to say to the local authority: “Come oV
it; it wasn’t me, guv”?
Mr French: We would be absolutely delighted to
discuss that with the traYc commissioner and with
the local authority.

Q118 Chairman: So perhaps Mr Warneford’s fears
are not altogether correct.
Mr French: Maybe not every local authority is as
proactive as another.
Ms Shaw: Can I support the last speaker. In
particular, in rural areas or in less large cities, the
investment that is required in some of the GPS
systems might be slightly over the top (certainly on
some of the smaller businesses) because a lot of the
operators and the local authorities know where the
problems are; we get letters from our passengers, we
get references from our drivers at the end of their
shift, etc, etc. So we have a number of sources of
information, and there are some places where we can
take direct intervention in terms of the management
of our businesses and there are some places where a
local authority can take a direct intervention—
perhaps decriminalising parking or changing the
road layout in a particular area, which will help.
That does not need a GPS system for us to be able
to—
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Q119 Chairman: If you are so well-informed there
would not be a problem if you were asked for the
information.
Ms Shaw: Absolutely not. Everybody would provide
the information.

Q120 Chairman: So Mr Warneford’s point does not
really exist.
Ms Shaw: What we think is good in this area is that
actions can be taken against the local authority by
the traYc commissioner. Currently that does not
exist.

Q121 Mrs Ellman: How often have you been blamed
for buses being late when you think it is the fault of
the highways authority? Is that a common
occurrence?
Ms Shaw: I cannot say there is a specific number of
times but I think it is actually a very complex
network of things that is going on in bus punctuality.
The casual parking referred to earlier—other people
known as “white van man”—in tight cities and tight
locations can be a real problem. It is a combination,
then, of how we manage the network after a delay as
well as how we manage the network in perfect
circumstances.

Q122 Mrs Ellman: Arriva in Liverpool often tell me
that their buses are late because of roadworks in
Liverpool city centre. They seem to think it is always
somebody else’s problem. Does anybody think this
is an issue of importance?
Mr French: I think it is important in that it aVects the
image of the bus. You ask about how many times
does the bus company get blamed, and I think it is a
natural thing for a bus passenger, waiting at a bus
stop, to blame the bus company. Clearly, we are
providing the service and, rightly so, they should
criticise, but it therefore aVects the perception of bus
reliability. Even if that passenger is waiting for the
bus and they can see the queue of cars in front of
them and the bus held up, they still make that
connection to us. However, it is in our gift to discuss
with the local authority to resolve that, and that is
happening in many towns and cities in the UK now
through quality partnership schemes. We are seeing
a wind of change.
Clive EVord: When?

Q123 Mrs Ellman: What are your views on the
powers for commissioners to carry out an
investigation of bus services in the area? Do you
think the powers are too stringent, or do you think
they are reasonable?
Mr Clayton: The present powers or—

Q124 Mrs Ellman: The proposed powers.
Mr Clayton: My understanding is the proposed
powers are not dissimilar to where they are now. My
only observation might be that there are times,
perhaps, when investigations by traYc
commissioners could be more timely. There have
been situations in the past where a commissioner’s
inquiry has, eVectively, been an investigation into
ancient history, which is much more diYcult to

manage. So I think the timeliness of investigations is
something that would be welcomed so that there is
less opportunity for argument as to why services
were not running punctually. Services, generally
speaking, run reliably, and both our company data
and DfT data state that 99% of buses in the UK
outside of London do operate; the problem is getting
them to run punctually.
Ms Shaw: The current legislation requires us to seek
to enter into punctuality improvement partnerships
with local authorities, and where we have entered
into them they have been very successful in starting
to identify the worst areas in a network, and working
with local authorities to focus our attention, eVort
and understanding on improving those parts of the
network. One of the diYculties of network
operation, though, is that it is a system, and you fix
one part and then you have to move to another,
otherwise there is a flip-back to the first part. It is a
full-time exercise; we have to keep going at this job;
it is not something that we will be able to say “We’ve
fixed; it’s gone” because we have to keep at it. It is
a relentless part of being a bus operator and part of
managing the road network for the local authority.

Q125 Mrs Ellman: Are the commissioners’ proposed
powers too wide in relation to conducting
investigations?
Mr Warneford: No.
Ms Shaw: No.

Q126 Mrs Ellman: So you are quite happy with that.
Would you say, overall, the proposals in this Bill are
going to make bus services better?
Mr Clayton: I think the fact that the Bill itself is
giving even greater encouragement for partnership
working between local authorities and ourselves
means, yes, we believe—I believe—it will, yes.

Q127 Mrs Ellman: Is there anything that has been
left out of the Bill you would like to have in it, and
anything in that you think should not be there?
Mr Clayton: I am conscious you keep looking at me!
Ms Shaw: There is certainly something in that I
think you have heard us say before—I think
somebody referred to it in the earlier session of
evidence—and that is we are uncomfortable about
quality contracts. We think that is not the best way
to improve bus services. What you have been
hearing from the previous witnesses is very much
about a process of economic control, not about a
process of investing in benefits for passengers. What
we have done is focus on things like punctuality,
things like investment in our vehicles and investment
in our staV that will deliver benefits for passengers.
The distraction of a change in the economic
regulation does not provide that certainty that we
need to continue to invest and our passengers and
staV need to know that the services we are going to
provide will be improved over time.

Q128 Mrs Ellman: What is your objection to quality
contracts, as these are entered into when other
attempts to improve things have failed?
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Ms Shaw: My objection is that the diYculties we face
are not, generally, in relation to the delivery of the
service or the investment in the vehicles but in
relation to how we grapple with the wider problems
of the change in the economic and social structure of
the city, and in terms of the growth in car-ownership
and use. Those things we need to work with the local
authorities to overcome. They have diVerent skills
and functions from ours and we can work together
to overcome those and work as part of the urban
fabric and those providing services in the urban
arena to help to deliver. If we keep the arrangements
as they are we can focus on those things. Uncertainty
does not help that.

Q129 Mrs Ellman: Does anybody else have any
objections to anything in the Bill?
Mr Hancock: It is not an objection, it started in
terms of the direction of the PTAs to look at the
highway. The key issue is how we actually use the
road space in our major cities. I would like the Bill
to start to go forward and to give preference to
passenger movement instead of, historically, vehicle
movement. Whichever way the industry is regulated,
partnerships or contracts going forward, we are
always going to face the challenge of getting our
buses into the city centres, and it is going to get
worse. I think this is an area that the Bill starts to
look at in terms of PTA powers to give directions to
highway authorities to manage road space, but that
is an area that does need to be developed through the
guidance and through the years to come.

Q130 Clive EVord: Ms Shaw, you said you were
uncomfortable about the process for the quality
contracts. What do you think should be in the Bill
that is not in it currently that would satisfy you on
that issue?
Ms Shaw: On that specific issue?

Q131 Clive EVord: Yes, around quality contracts.
What do you think should be there that is missing or
what should be taken out that is in there?
Ms Shaw: The provisions in relation to quality
contracts should be taken out, on the basis that I do
not believe that they ensure that each of the players
is focusing on the things that they can do to improve
services for passengers. That is what I think we
should be doing.

Q132 Clive EVord: From evidence that we have
taken on several issues that we have dealt with as a
Committee relating to bus companies, consistently
outside of London the complaint has been that
competition has been concentrated on main bus
routes through town centres, for instance, and that
local authorities have not had suYcient powers to
encourage bus companies to serve the wider
community. You do not agree with that?
Ms Shaw: What we have done on major corridors,
just as in London, is provide services that passengers
want. If you look at the London network, for
example, you see many—

Q133 Chairman: Ms Shaw, I am sorry, I am going to
stop you there. You were just asked a very specific
question: the evidence that we have taken has been
relating, in this instance, to outside London, and the
evidence is that quality contracts are required, and
the reason that they are required is that the
companies are not providing the level. If you are
going to say to us: “No, we don’t need quality
contracts” you need to answer Mr EVord’s question.
Ms Shaw: I apologise. I was seeking to do that but I
apologise if I did not do it in the way you wanted.
What we do outside London is seek to provide
services that passengers need and passengers want.
That may mean that, on occasion, there are a
number of buses running along a particular route. In
terms of bus services provided for social
requirements outside the commercial network, local
authorities currently have the powers to provide
that.

Q134 Clive EVord: I accept that in London bus
routes are tendered, as they are elsewhere, but there
is the flexibility within London to require bus
services to tender along specific routes. Quality
contracts do not exist outside London. What we
need is a balance between the two; the flexibility of
the tendering process that we have outside London
and the powers that we have in. However, you think
that the current situation is adequate; that that
adequately serves communities outside London?
Ms Shaw: I think the current situation, directed and
applied appropriately, would do that.

Q135 Clive EVord: But it has not been.
Ms Shaw: We have not worked well together in
partnerships. The new provisions for multiple
operator partnerships with local authorities and for
wider involvement in partnerships will help that
very much.

Q136 Clive EVord: Mr French, you think a bright
new dawn has come about already under the current
regulations. You think there are widespread changes
coming about under the current schemes. Do you
agree that we need these quality contracts that are in
the Bill?
Mr French: I do agree that they are necessary as a
backstop. I am not against them being there but I
firmly believe, and our experience in Brighton over
13 years in growing the market every year has been,
that if you work with a local authority—and it is
hard work, as Ms Shaw said; you do not solve the
problem and then walk away from it; you have to do
it every year, keep at it—you can achieve growth and
you can do it successfully. We are finding, in the Go-
Ahead Group, for example, in Crawley, the Isle of
Wight and Poole, that we are getting growth, and I
know my colleagues in the other groups—my
colleague Mr Warneford from Stagecoach—their
group announced only today significant growth in
SheYeld. So we are seeing growth all over the UK
now where there is meaningful partnership taking
place.
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Q137 Clive EVord: You cannot make the
assumption, can you, that just because there is
growth that, therefore, is meeting the needs that a
local authority area would like bus services to meet
in their area? The two do not necessarily follow.
Mr French: I agree that one does not follow the
other, but I think it gives a good basis. For example,
in my case, in Brighton and Hove, the local authority
contributes 2% of the total turnover in buses in the
city to socially necessary services. So 98% is being
run commercially, and that is on the back of running
the service in very much a partnership way with them
providing the infrastructure on the streets and us
providing the services. Across the whole of the Go-
Ahead Group, getting on for 90% of the services,
and that includes services in the North East, in
Surrey and Sussex, are provided commercially, with
only 10-12.5% being provided on a socially
necessary basis. I think that gives a very good
vindication of the arrangements for working in
partnership.

Q138 Clive EVord: Can I ask all of you—I do not
know which one of you would like to answer this—
do you think the new consultation requirement for
quality contracts in the scheme is reasonable?
Mr Hancock: The whole process, as I understand it,
will be bound up with the development of the
integrated transportation strategy. That, I think, is
the whole basis of the development of the quality
contract. That gives a good basis for the local
accountability; it gives the opportunity for input
from all stakeholders within an area, because we are
talking about local businesses here and local
environments and local people. That is a very good
consultation method, and an opportunity to
everyone to agree where we are going within our
major conurbations and what we actually want out
of transport policy. You could say, at the moment,
we probably do not really know and there is no
collective agreement of actually what should be
delivered within a local authority area.

Q139 Clive EVord: Do you agree that the final
approval of quality contracts should be removed
from the Secretary of State and placed locally with a
committee chaired by the traYc commissioner?
Mr French: As we have said, we are not particularly
in favour of quality contracts, but if there has to be
a process for looking at them I think there certainly
is merit in that being independent. Given the right
resource, in terms of skills and expertise, I think the
Senior TraYc Commissioner could well be a sensible
way forward.

Q140 Clive EVord: Would you say that the
composition of a board is essential?
Mr French: I think there has to be the appropriate
expertise on a board of that nature. The proposal
does have merit.
Mr Clayton: And with the appropriate resources to
support it.

Q141 Mr Leech: I am slightly confused, because all
our people on the panel seem to be suggesting that
you are having growth in the bus industry, yet all the
figures that we are shown suggest that outside
London, with the exception of a few routes,
passenger numbers are falling. I cannot quite
understand how you seem to think that it is all a bit
of a success as it is at the moment when, on most of
the routes, passenger numbers are falling or routes
are just stopping being run altogether.
Mr French: If I could just begin by commenting that
one of the earlier witnesses explained that they
thought that you would need to have 15 years for a
quality contract to really prove its worth. We are
only 20 years from deregulation, which was a huge
change to the system, and the growth in some
cases—in Brighton’s case—we have seen for the last
10 years. However, in some towns and cities outside
of the metropolitan areas that growth is just
beginning to come now, and I think it would be so
unfortunate to throw the baby out with the
bathwater by considering changes.

Q142 Mr Leech: Is it not the case, on the majority of
routes around the country outside London, though,
that passenger numbers are falling?
Mr Warneford: May I answer that? Over the last five
years our total UK bus patronage has increased each
year, but within that there are areas where it has
declined and areas where it has grown stronger.

Q143 Mr Leech: The question I asked was whether
or not on the majority of routes bus patronage is
going down. Is that correct?
Mr Warneford: For Stagecoach the total has gone
up every year.
Mr Leech: Again, that was not the question.
Chairman: Mr Warneford, it is a very simple
question, really. Overall, is bus patronage going up
or down? It is not complicated. It is either going that
way or it is going that way—even given that we are
not having visual clues!

Q144 Clive EVord: What is it doing if you exclude
London?
Mr Warneford: I do not operate in London.

Q145 Clive EVord: You do not operate at all in
London, so all your figures relate to outside London.
Mr Warneford: Yes.
Mr French: Outside of London the statistics show,
up to around 2006 (the latest figures) in England, a
decline of 1%, but of course that is hiding huge
changes in social movements, huge changes in
population—

Q146 Chairman: Mr French, forgive me, I am not
asking you for a philosophical discussion on the
reasons; I am asking you very simply are the figures
going up or are the figures going down? Did we reach
any kind of conclusion on that dangerous and
diYcult question?
Mr Warneford: Chairman, very clearly, for
Stagecoach the numbers have gone up year-on-year.
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Q147 Chairman: We are glad Stagecoach is doing
well. That still is not the answer. Mr Clayton, do you
have a sort of view on this complex question?
Overall, is bus ridership declining or increasing?
Mr Clayton: You will forgive me for going for the
middle ground: it has been broadly flat in the last
couple of years but we have arrested the rate of
decline quite dramatically.
Chairman: “We have arrested the rate of decline”. I
once had a mayor who said there had been a
noticeable falling-oV in the lack of apathy. I think he
must have been trained by the bus industry.

Q148 Clive EVord: I just want to come back on that.
I have got a briefing here that describes Stagecoach
operations, which says: “Stagecoach bus services
serve more than 100 towns and cities in the UK
running fleets of over 8,000 buses and coaches with
approximately two million passengers per day . . . ”
I am reading quite a large passage but the thrust of
it is that it includes major cities such as London,
Manchester, Liverpool, Newcastle, SheYeld and
Hull.
Mr Warneford: We do not operate in London,
Chairman. We sold it a year ago.
Mr French: Chairman, there is no doubt that
passengers have been in decline but the point that
could be useful is that where there has been growth
it is through eVective partnership working.
Chairman: Mr French, with the greatest respect, you
are being asked a series of factual questions. We can
come to the explanations—we will doubtless
actually ask for explanations; we have been known
to do that.

Q149 Mr Leech: The reason why I was asking the
specific question about actual routes and whether or
not on the majority of routes passenger numbers
were going down, was: what is the view of all five of
you on the impact that quality contracts would have
on routes where passenger numbers have gone down
or are currently declining? What would the impact of
the quality contract be on those particular routes?
Would it increase the bus patronage or, in your
opinion, would it continue to decline?
Mr Hancock: I will start oV from our perspective,
which is a West Midlands perspective so we are not
typical of the industry as a whole. We have seen a
slight decline (we are in the 1% decline area) but the
split of routes is very interesting, in that the routes
where we have seen growth tend to be the major
radial routes, the high frequency routes, coming into
the city centres, and it tends to be the lower
frequency routes—we still run a very comprehensive
network—which have proved to be less popular with
the passenger. I think this has raised one of the issues
in terms of the whole development of partnerships or
contracts, in that there is potentially a tension
between a strategy which is aimed at getting car
drivers out of their cars and on to the bus and the
sort of socially inclusive agenda, in terms of reaching
the whole network. Undoubtedly, for the car driver,
they want the closest match to their car journey; so
that is basically to turn up at the bus stop and there
is a bus there that is going to take them into the city

centre, because that is where a lot of the car journeys
are currently taking place. The high-frequency
services, where we have invested—invested in the
frequency and invested in resources—have grown. It
tends to be the lower frequency services where we
have the challenges: how do we get the people on to
the buses where typical frequencies are every 15 to 20
minutes? That is a challenge to the whole
development of quality partnerships and quality
contracts.

Q150 Chairman: Are you not actually giving a very
watertight case for a quality contract? What you are
saying is: “When it suits us, if we run on the main
radial routes we get lots of people because that is the
way it is developing”. However, that is not the
creation of a network and, therefore, there may be a
much wider public that want to get routes that are
not on these main routes.
Mr Hancock: I was drawing the issue that, as a
community, we want to get more people out of cars
into the buses—to get modal shift and remove
congestion. The way that that appears to work is to
increase frequencies on the radials. That was the link
I was trying to make, rather than the other link.

Q151 Mr Clelland: Mr French referred to the fact
that in some areas there may be an improvement in
bus patronage because of the kinds of quality
contracts which are now coming about, but is it not
the case that the reason we are now getting this kind
of co-operation from the bus companies is because it
became clear—and this Bill is an example of that—
that the Government intends to take action to ensure
that people get the kinds of bus services they need
and which they are not getting at the moment?
Mr Clayton: If you are suggesting that everything
has come to a complete stop because of this draft Bill
you would be entirely incorrect.

Q152 Mr Clelland: I am not suggesting it has come
to a stop; what I am suggesting is that the
improvements that we are now seeing in co-
operation are because it is becoming clear that the
Government intends to take action.
Mr Clayton: I would not agree with that suggestion
either, and I can think of a number of schemes that
Arriva have been involved in where, in fact, they are
the fruit of five or six years of discussion and debate.
A lot of these things do not happen overnight and, as
Ms Shaw said earlier, we have to work at them over a
period of time. A number of the things that have
been mentioned already today—and we could
mention more if it would help—are because of things
that have been going on over a number of years; they
do not happen overnight.

Q153 Mr Clelland: I appreciate that, but I think the
reluctance to accept the need for quality contracts is
an indication as to why, in my view, we are getting
so much co-operation on a more voluntary-type of
arrangement with the bus companies. However, that
is an opinion, which you may or may not agree with
it. The fact is the Government have, in the Bill,
referred to the intention to bring in quality contracts
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if this Bill goes through in its current form. Do you
have any concerns about allowing diVerent parts in
the quality contracts scheme to come into force at
diVerent times?
Mr Clayton: My understanding is that the Bill is
suggesting that on statutory quality partnerships,
which are not quality contracts, there is provision
for the phasing-in of facilities which would be
provided by the local authority. Presumably, it
would aVord the opportunity for both operators
and, indeed, the local authority to have agreed
milestones at which certain parts of the scheme
would be implemented. I think we would both
welcome that because it would give both sides a
greater certainty in being able to plan its investment
in their separate commitments to a scheme.

Q154 Mr Clelland: Is 10 years the right maximum
period for a contract, do you think?
Mr Clayton: I think we are confusing two things,
again, here. I was talking about a quality
partnership, but a quality contract (the suggestion in
the scheme) were it to be necessary (and I think our
view is we would hope it never would be; we hope it
would be a matter—

Q155 Mr Clelland: We are dealing with the Bill, and
quality contracts are part of the Bill.
Mr Clayton: Yes, but quality contracts are a part of
statute already under the Transport Act 2000. We
are not arguing whether they should or should not be
there; they are already a matter of fact. The specific
question about “Is 10 years the right length?”—it
could be, yes.

Q156 Mr Clelland: The provisions to extend for a
second 10-year period—do you think they come
with an adequate scrutiny process?
Mr Warneford: Can I answer that one by saying that
I actually think if you have a network quality
contract for 10 years it is inevitable that it will be
extended because there will be nobody else to bid for
it. There will be no competition left in the market.

Q157 Mr Clelland: The question was: do you think
there would be adequate scrutiny of the process, in
your view?
Mr Warneford: Simply to extend it?

Q158 Mr Clelland: Yes.
Mr Warneford: No, it is like a lifetime monopoly. I
guess my answer is no.

Q159 Mr Hollobone: If we have established that bus
use is actually falling, albeit gently outside London,
could we ask each member of our esteemed panel
whether they think that if this Bill is passed that
trend will start to be reversed?
Mr Clayton: I think we have already made the point
that the trend has started to reverse already, and the
Bill, if passed, would actually reinforce that trend.
That would be my own view.

Mr French: I agree.
Mr Warneford: I agree.
Ms Shaw: Yes.

Q160 Mr Hollobone: If this Bill were not passed, is
it the view of our esteemed panel that bus use would
increase anyway?
Mr Warneford: My answer would be that we will
continue to work together as we have been doing
and seek to continue that growth as best we can. Will
the Bill make a diVerence? It will smooth the way of
that working, so it will add some value, yes.
Mr French: As private businesses in the transport
sector, we want to see growth because that is how we
can survive as businesses. I think the incentive is
there for us to do it whether or not the Bill is in place.
However, the Bill, I think, does give some welcome
opportunities to rev-up the importance of
partnership working.
Mr Hancock: Similar comment. It is reinvigorating
the partnership. At the moment, there is an
uncertainty on what local authorities and operators
can agree to, and I think the Bill starts to give that
certainty and says “Get on and do it; let’s get the
partnerships running”.

Q161 Chairman: It is very interesting listening to you
all because you seem to feel that there is absolutely
no need for quality contracts, and yet you all accept
that, except in certain areas, there has been decline
in bus partnership, and you feel that the Bill will
presumably not do you any harm but not do you any
good. Or do I misrepresent your views?
Mr Clayton: No, I think it will help us, Chairman, in
working more closely with the local authorities.
There are lots of local authorities we work closely
with now.

Q162 Chairman: Sure, but had it not been for the
fact that you are not, all of you, working closely with
local authorities, would it be necessary to talk about
quality contracts? Do you feel that this is some great
aberration; that Her Majesty’s Government, who
suddenly, in a wild flash of imagination (for which
they are all well-known) have decided that they have
to bring in these powers because even though what
you are doing now is brilliant this would actually
make it easier? I am confused, Mr Warneford, and I
know you would not want to confuse me. What I
want to know is: why is it that the Government
thinks it necessary to put this power into the Bill if
you are all doing so well?
Mr French: If I may comment, Madam Chairman,
the consultation document which explained the Bill
mentions the strength of having the leadership role
of the local authority coupled with the
entrepreneurial expertise of the private sector.

Q163 Chairman: True, and if that was already
working so well, Mr French, why does Her
Majesty’s Government think it is necessary to write
these powers in?
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Mr Warneford: To make it work better, Chairman.

Q164 Chairman: “To make it work better”. It is
working terribly well now; you are doing very well
and you are getting more passengers but we actually
need more powers because it is working so well. This
is an interesting innovation. I did not know Her
Majesty’s Government had that amount of
imagination.
Ms Shaw: I do not know why the quality contract
provisions are in the Bill.

Q165 Chairman: You do not think they are
necessary because you are doing so well?
Ms Shaw: Because I think that the other provisions
around partnership will be more successful.

Q166 Chairman: Then why is it that Her Majesty’s
Government have not been convinced by your
arguments heretofore?
Ms Shaw: I cannot say.

Q167 Chairman: I await elucidation. Nobody knows
why Her Majesty’s Government are so confused that
they put this power in because they know how well
everything is working.
Ms Shaw: Madam Chairman, may I give you an
instance of something that I think we are currently
doing better than the specific provisions that Her
Majesty’s Government has provided in relation to
quality contracts?

Q168 Chairman: I am all for hearing about
innovation.
Ms Shaw: Mr Wicks and I have recently signed a
partnership agreement in SheYeld. That partnership
agreement is premised on the concept of passenger
growth, so we are both saying we will do all that we
can, working together and with SheYeld City
Council, to achieve passenger growth. We have set
out to do this over the course of three years and we
have agreed investments we will make in the first
year, and a process for coming back and agreeing
investments in the future and for talking to one
another; if things do not work out as expected, what
else should we do to try and achieve our ultimate
goal, which is passenger growth? In the Bill, for a
quality contract, the quality contract does not have
to demonstrate growth, it has to demonstrate, at
least, an arrest of decline. In my view, we are seeking
to be more adventurous, therefore, than the Bill.
Chairman: I see.

Q169 Mr Hollobone: If you are doing that without
the need for the provisions of this Bill, are you not
therefore saying that there is no need for this Bill to
address that issue?
Ms Shaw: I have said that in relation to quality
contracts. In relation to partnerships and in relation
to punctuality, I think there are some benefits in
relation to partnerships—there is the provision in
relation to the Schedule 10 competition test, which
gives us and the local authorities more certainty—
and in relation to punctuality the traYc

commissioner has more power to bring the local
authority to the table if we have not been able to
achieve that.

Q170 Chairman: Ms Shaw, I hope you will forgive
me but these are like the conversations I have with
God, where I promise to do better in future. It does
not actually always turn out like that.
Ms Shaw: I know; I think that is the nature of the
business that we all—

Q171 Chairman: You do not think that transport
bills are written on the basis of what has happened?
Ms Shaw: I have signed an agreement with Mr
Wicks.

Q172 Chairman: You do not think the
Government’s views on quality partnerships and
quality contracts are dictated by what has happened
for the amount of money that they have spent in the
bus industry over, say, the last 10 years? You do not
think that has anything to do with it because you feel
that quality contracts are not necessary?
Mr Warneford: The Bill, Chairman, is highly
supportive of the local authorities and the operators
working in partnership.

Q173 Chairman: Yes, I know.
Mr Warneford: The quality contract provisions
already exist in law, and the only real change in the
Bill to quality contracts is that the PTE Group felt
that it was too high a hurdle, the only practicable
way, and that hurdle has been reduced.

Q174 Chairman: Yes. You do not think that has
anything to do with the fact there were not any
quality contracts before? Never mind, Mr
Warneford, we will just have to wait. Under Clause
73 of the Bill only local transport authorities would
be able to require an inquiry or a consultation into a
local charging scheme. Is this correct scrutiny?
Mr Clayton: I think, Madam Chairman, we do have
some diYculty in oVering comments about the
democratic process. Our view, or my view, might be
that we would expect a competent local authority to
consult widely on a move which could prove radical
for its community.

Q175 Chairman: Do you understand the part of the
Bill that relates to the competition test?
Mr Clayton: I would not profess to be an expert,
Madam Chairman, but my understanding of it is
that it is setting the bus industry slightly diVerently
from the competition test overall. It will give us
greater certainty in terms of agreements between
operators and local authorities over such matters as
fares and frequencies. We believe this to be a step
forward; it possibly could go further, but I think
much will hinge upon the guidance that comes out
with the Bill. Certainly it is a move in the right
direction.

Q176 Chairman: Are you pleased that there is a
power to create new Passenger Transport
Authorities in the Bill?
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Mr Hancock: One of our aims has always been to get
clarity in the transport policy and to get an
integrated authority. So how it is actually delivered,
I think, is part of the democratic process rather than
for us to decide, but we certainly support the clarity
and ability of a transport authority to direct on
matters like bus priorities, etc.

Q177 Chairman: The Bill gives more powers to
Transport for London. Is there a case for strong
regional transport governance in London that is
diVerent from any other part of the country?

Witnesses: Mr Jack Dromey, Deputy General Secretary, and Mr Martin Mayer, Passenger Transport
General Executive Member, Unite—The Union (The Transport and General Worker’s Union), and Mr
Manuel Cortes, Assistant General Secretary, Transport and Salaried StaVs’ Association (TSSA), gave
evidence.

Q178 Chairman: Good day to you, gentlemen; I am
sorry to have made you wait. House rules are simple:
speak up, we are taking a record. Start oV by telling
us who you are.
Mr Cortes: Manuel Cortes, Assistant General
Secretary of TSSA.
Mr Mayer: Martin Mayer, General Executive
Council member for passenger services in the
Transport and General Workers’ Union, and I am a
working bus driver.
Mr Dromey: Jack Dromey, Deputy General
Secretary of the Transport and General Workers’
Union.

Q179 Chairman: Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Did anybody have anything they wanted to say
briefly, before we begin?
Mr Dromey: Very, very briefly, Madam Chairman.
Buses matter. It is in the public interest that you have
clean, safe, aVordable and reliable buses, combating
congestion and ensuring social inclusion. Bus
workers matter, and, to be frank, they paid a heavy
price in many parts of our country as a consequence
of deregulation. The Government has been brave,
the Bill is welcome and the direction of travel is the
right one; the key thing, now, Madam Chairman, is
to get it right at the next stages, not least because
history tells us that there has been a public policy
objective of quality contracts for the best part of
seven years, but it just has not happened. The
interests of bus workers need to be properly
protected in the process, and we very much welcome
what the Government has said to us about involving
all stakeholders at the next stages in the consultative
process and then the eventual legislation in the next
Queen’s speech. Finally, Madam Chairman, I think
it would be right for us to record our thanks to this
august Committee, under your formidable
leadership, for having taken forward these issues,
and we very much welcome the fact that the
Government has, maybe, listened and learnt and is
moving in the right direction.

Mr Clayton: Certainly the scale and size of
London, geographically and in population, would
suggest that, perhaps, the circumstances of the
density of the network and the road network need
special consideration. I am not a student of history
but my understanding is that from way back into
the thirties London has always been diVerent in
terms of the organisational arrangements for public
transport.
Chairman: Gentlemen and madam, you have, as
always, been very instructive. Thank you kindly.

Q180 Chairman: A little flattery goes a long way, Mr
Dromey! Can I ask about traYc commissioners? Are
you happy with the increased powers made available
to the traYc commissioners in the Bill?
Mr Mayer: Yes, we can certainly see an increased
role for the traYc commissioners. They are an
important part of the transport regulatory system.
We have no objection at all to the suggestion of
creating a Senior TraYc Commissioner; I think that
makes a lot of sense. In eVect, I would say, at the
moment, one of the traYc commissioners takes that
role in any case, but this formalises it. Where we
have a little bit of a concern is the specific role that
is suggested for them in terms of approving
applications for a quality contract. We see that as,
essentially, a political decision. We are glad to see
that it is being taken out—

Q181 Chairman: A political rather than a transport
decision, because you are saying that where the
schemes go are the final arbiters. Is that what you
are saying?
Mr Mayer: That is right, because the Bill is,
basically, a facilitating Bill to allow Passenger
Transport Authorities to make the decision on
whether they wish to have a quality contract
(obviously, within the normal terms of
consultation). It is a political decision by a
democratically elected body. We would feel
uncomfortable, from simply the democratic point of
view, in having, shall we say, a bureaucratic person,
in eVect, being able to frustrate the democratic will
of a local authority.

Q182 Chairman: You do not accept this argument
that if the Secretary of State is going to have a wider
role in this sense they would have to take a step back
so they are not perceived to be both judge and jury
in their own case?
Mr Mayer: What we would like to see is that the
local authorities are given the freedom to make the
decision to go for a quality contract. The legislation
should lay down the appropriate guidelines that
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should be there to follow, and there would be no
objection from us to see the traYc commissioners
playing some sort of guidance role towards that.

Q183 Chairman: Are there any particular extended
powers in the Bill, in relation to traYc
commissioners, which concern you? You are really
saying that you do not have a problem with the idea
of the panel or with the theory that traYc
commissioners should have further powers, it is the
actual business of the decision-making process?
Mr Mayer: The decision-making process, Madam
Chairman, but, also, the potential of a delay in
implementing the quality contract. Some people are
estimating that we could be seeing still a four-year
process from initiation of the idea until final
approval by the commissioners and then the final
tribunal. I think that would be a mistake. We are
long overdue for the regulatory measures which, I
think, most of us—apart from some sections of the
industry—are saying we should have.

Q184 Chairman: Have you looked at the Regulatory
Impact Statement?
Mr Mayer: I have not been able to study the
Regulatory Impact Statement as yet.

Q185 Chairman: It sets out many of the anticipated
impacts of the new powers. Have you any view on
that?
Mr Mayer: Are you referring to the powers of the
traYc commissioners?

Q186 Chairman: The powers in the Bill.
Mr Mayer: With regard to the traYc
commissioners? Well, the fact that they will retain,
obviously, their existing powers of the normal
regulatory standards within the industry is welcome.
The proposed power that they are being oVered to,
in eVect, veto a quality contract we are worried
about. We think that would be much better as a
guidance role rather than a final decision role. We
would welcome them taking more of a role in terms
of taking on the data about passenger loadings and
accuracy of the timetables and adherence to the
registered timetables, and playing a wider role in
enforcement of high quality standards. In fact, the
Transport & General Workers’ Union has long said
that what is overdue in the bus industry, never mind
the re-regulation of the industry, is somebody who
takes the role more of an ombudsman figure with a
power of overall assessment of the regulations
within the industry, and the traYc commissioner is
clearly the obvious person whose role could be
expanded for that purpose.

Q187 Chairman: Have you looked at the definition
of the role of the Senior TraYc Commissioner?

Mr Mayer: Yes, briefly.

Q188 Chairman: What do you think about that?
Mr Mayer: I thought that was broadly acceptable.

Q189 Mrs Ellman: Mr Dromey, you said that you
thought the Government was brave in coming
forward with this. What is the bravest part of this
Bill? Is there anything that is absent from the Bill
that you would have liked to have seen?
Mr Dromey: I think maybe for two reasons: first of
all, it is brave to acknowledge that it tried to do
something and it did not work, and for Government
to put its hands up and say, “An important public
policy objective that we laid out in legislation seven
years has not happened and will not happen unless
we now make further moves to remove the barriers
to it happening” is welcome; secondly, it is fair to say
that certainly some of the operators have not been
throwing their hats in the air at the prospect of the
new legislation and, indeed, have been making
threats of various kinds as to what they might do.
We think the Government is right to say, therefore,
“What we will do is to act in the public interest, stand
by the original public policy objective and we will
now make it work”. The final point I would make is
we think that what is likely to happen is that the
operators will come to terms with that new world as
it will now be.

Q190 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the new tests
on competition are adequate?
Mr Mayer: Yes, we do. In fact, it is exactly what we
have been calling for for many a year. The OFT
rulings some time ago, I forget the year, perhaps it
was two or three years ago, which implied that any
attempt by operators to co-operate with each other
would be outwith the competition rules was really
market forces ideology to the extreme. There is only
one way of running a decent public transport system
and that is by integrated and co-ordinated services.
We welcome the measures, I thought they were very,
very thoughtful in the way they were introduced and
this gives a much better and more intelligent view of
competition law as it should apply to the bus
industry.

Q191 Mrs Ellman: Will the amendments to
standards of service for quality partnerships be
helpful? Do you have any view on that?
Mr Mayer: We are very sceptical about the value of
the quality partnerships in any case. Our experience
of them so far has been that local authorities have
invested quite considerable sums of money in many
cases in terms of improved bus priorities but really
all they can get from that is a promise of some
improved investment and, yes, a better quality of
service, but that has not always been delivered. In
fact, the Audit Commission gave a view on that
some years ago which did say that quality
partnerships have proved to be poor value for
money for the public purse. The idea of introducing
measures such as a little bit more control by a local
authority in terms of setting maximum fares, for
instance, or setting some minimum frequencies is all
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very well until you look at the actual detail of it.
What does setting a maximum fare mean? If the
operators are saying, “We are not going to operate
in a quality partnership unless there is a maximum
fare we are comfortable with which allows for us
possibly to be increasing fares if we need to”, then
really it becomes a control which is not of any use to
the public sector at all. That is quite diVerent from
the quality contract which allows the local authority,
in eVect, to specify not only the network but the fares
and the timetables and ensure that a proper system
of bus service is put in place for the community and
operators then contract for that on those terms. I do
not actually have a lot of confidence, nor does my
union, that the slight increased powers of the local
authority in the quality partnership will really make
a great deal of diVerence to make them more
eVective.

Q192 Mrs Ellman: Are you saying then you see the
future in terms of quality contracts rather than
quality partnerships as stated here?
Mr Mayer: Very much so.
Mr Cortes: Just to make a point on that, clearly what
is going to be essential is that the devil will be in the
detail when you come to quality contracts. We need
to institute a system that is going to look at if they
are not meeting their targets what sanctions can be
taken against bus companies, for example, and if all
they can do is pass it on to passengers then we are
going to be failing. We have had the experience of
the railway franchises that I know this Committee
has looked at before and has been very critical of the
way those have worked, and if all we are going to do
is import a similar model on to the buses we do not
think that will be satisfactory.

Q193 Chairman: Mr Cortes, you must have been
operating in a diVerent industry from our previous
witnesses because they are convinced there is such
good co-operation between the local authorities and
the bus companies that they do not need contracts.
Is that your experience?
Mr Cortes: Clearly that would be their view, I
suppose.

Q194 Chairman: No, what is your view, Mr Cortes?
Mr Cortes: My view is very clear, that what this Bill
is providing is a halfway house between the model
that works in London that has increased ridership
where you have got a very tight regulated market
and something that could allow some authorities, if
they so wished, to replicate some of those benefits.
The proof of the pudding is in the eating and if it
works in London we should be extending it
elsewhere.
Mr Dromey: It is fair to say, Chair, that there has
been this debate paralleled in diVerent universes. I
think the operators from time to time inhabit a
universe very diVerent from that of local authorities,
the travelling public and bus companies.

Q195 Chairman: Mr Dromey, how can you be so
cruel!

Mr Cortes: Can I just come back on something
because it is the view of our union that if local
authorities and PTEs, et cetera, are going to be
awarded these contracts they should be done on a
cost plus basis because that will allow them to tightly
regulate the profit levels and also the performance.
If there were to be penalties the passengers would
not have to pay any more but, more importantly, the
workers working for those companies would not
suVer a detriment as a result of that.

Q196 Chairman: Can I interrupt Mrs Ellman for a
moment and ask what will happen to employees of
an outgoing operator if they do get a quality
contract in relation to their employment? Do they
get TUPE?
Mr Mayer: We do not see much protection being
specified in the draft Bill and that is why we are
asking you to look at this issue very carefully. The
bus employees, and I am one, have suVered greatly
from the experience of bus deregulation. We have
clawed ourselves back to a little bit more of an
acceptable position now but we do not want to see
changes of ownership of our bus employees, our bus
operations, and see that we are put at some
disadvantage. I had a role within the European
Union Federation, the ETF, on this very issue with
the European Commission on the Public Service
Obligations for local transport and we made a very
clear submission that not only should TUPE apply
but collective bargaining agreements and
recognition agreements should also be carried
across. The reason why we say that is that our
experience of the bus employers, big and small, in
the bus industry is that given the chance they will
compete for contracts on the basis of future labour
savings if they can. There is quite a history of them
introducing new lower starter rates of pay and
reduced pension rights and so on for new employees,
and that is exactly the experience we have had over
these last 20 years. We would like to have your
support to ensure that the Bill gives us the proper
measures to ensure that operators who legitimately
bid to run a city’s or town’s bus services are doing it
fairly and squarely and not at the expense of the
future employment terms and conditions of bus
drivers.

Q197 Chairman: So would you like some clear
statement about the companies’ intentions towards
pensions?
Mr Mayer: We certainly would. In fact, the issue of
pensions is a very, very important one for us. Almost
all of us benefited before deregulation from being in
the Local Government Pension Scheme or, in the
case of London, in the London Transport Pension
Fund and we have suVered a great deal. I remain in
it because I was still employed at the time my
company was privatised but all new employees have
been taken out of it and their pension provision has
been awful in many cases, not all cases but nobody
has ever had a pension as good as the LGPS. I know
this is outside your remit, Chair, but in terms of the
Local Government Pension Scheme it would be
absolutely brilliant if across the whole of the country
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there was an influx of new membership which could
be the future bus employees under quality contracts.
It would also ensure if we were all accepted back into
the Local Government Pension Scheme that the
employer’s contribution rate comes down to a
realistic level because the fact that some of us are in
it in many of the big companies and others are not
means that it is treated as a closed scheme and that
tends to have the eVect of an increased employer’s
contribution rate. We are trying to get the message
across that there is an opportunity here to do
something that benefits bus drivers and bus
employees without any great expense and it should
not be a disadvantage to the operators or to the local
authorities to provide that.

Q198 Chairman: You are suggesting, in eVect, that
would give both stability and also requires a certain
level of recruitment?
Mr Mayer: Yes. It is a wonderful retention factor in
an industry that has suVered from a very poor
retention record. Something else which needs to be
taken into account is flexibility of labour in terms of
people travelling across to a diVerent part of the
country and then getting a job there as a bus driver
and they would be able to move across with their
pension, which is something which is very diYcult to
do at the moment.
Mr Dromey: In our dialogue with Government,
what has been said to us very clearly is that there is
no intention for one moment to depress terms and
conditions of employment now or in the future.
Some very reassuring messages have been sent but
the problem is that words have meaning, legislation
has meaning, and, therefore, because bus workers
are scarred with the experience of the last 20 years it
will be essential that the eventual legislation sends
that message to bus workers that they need not fear,
their interests will be protected.
Mrs Ellman: Final decisions on quality contracts will
be taken by a new local board to be set up and I think
you indicated that you did not like that idea. If that
goes ahead, who should be on that board?

Q199 Chairman: What we are really saying is tell us
about the board. If you do not like what is being
proposed, what is the alternative?
Mr Mayer: The tribunal is suggesting the Senior
TraYc Commissioner and other representatives
from the industry. If you are going to keep that in the
Bill and, as I say, we have made a representation we
do not think that should be the way the final decision
is made, we think it is right that the trade unions
should be seen as a stakeholder and have a position
on it.
Mr Cortes: If that is not taken out from the Bill, the
people who should be sitting on that board should
be wider than what has been proposed, there should
be people from local authorities, users, et cetera.

Q200 Chairman: What you are really saying is if it is
going to be structured in a particular way you
require much wider representation.
Mr Cortes: All the stakeholders should be
represented on it.

Q201 Clive EVord: I was going to ask that question,
so I will follow on from it. Do you believe that in the
Bill there should be clearer guidance about who
should be on the board?
Mr Cortes: Yes.
Mr Mayer: Yes.

Q202 Clive EVord: Do you think there should be a
formula for who should be on it?
Mr Cortes: Our view would be that control should
be democratically devolved, so it should be the local
authoritiy, et cetera, who should be making those
decisions. If that is not to be the case then there
should be clearer guidance on who should be on that
board taking full account of all the stakeholders.

Q203 Clive EVord: Can I just go back to the issue of
the traYc commissioners. Do you think that their
powers to require punctuality and performance data
from local authorities and operators are suYcient in
the Bill?
Mr Mayer: We certainly welcome it. At the moment
the traYc commissioners are actually quite
proactive in checking on bus reliability. Most bus
operators are seeing this currently, there are bus
inspections going on, and buses running early or
buses running late are being checked. It has been
going on recently in SheYeld where I have been
working and I know it has been happening across
other cities. One thing that has hampered them has
been the lack of an automatic right to gain data and
information, and I think the Bill is providing for
that, so that makes sense. It makes some sense too
that the traYc commissioners will be looking not
only at the bus operator’s role here in the
timekeeping but also at the local authority’s role
because there is sometimes more that local
authorities can do to promote bus reliability, for
instance by bus priority measures.

Q204 Clive EVord: Do you think that the enhanced
role for traYc commissioners to require local
authorities to deal with issues relating to bus
punctuality is welcome then?
Mr Mayer: Broadly speaking, yes.
Mr Cortes: Such information regarding
performance, et cetera, should be in the public
domain and I do not think that is made explicit
within the Bill.

Q205 Clive EVord: What about the commissioners’
powers to launch an investigation into bus services
in an area? Do you think the reasons she or she has
to give are suYciently robust in the Bill?
Mr Mayer: I think we are quite satisfied with those
provisions.

Q206 Clive EVord: Are there adequate guarantees
that any directions issued to authorities and
operators will be enforced?
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Mr Mayer: Sorry?

Q207 Clive EVord: Do you think that there is
suYcient power and enforcement in relation to any
directions that the traYc commissioner may issue to
operators?
Mr Mayer: We welcome one of the provisions in the
Bill which deals with a loophole which operators
appear to have been able to exploit where traYc
commissioners have imposed a reduction in an
operator’s licences in a company subsidy because of
its poor timekeeping or unsatisfactory vehicles and
that operator then uses another subsidiary to simply
replace the licences that are lost. The legislation will
deal with that. Things like that have been thought
about and some of these complaints we have been
putting forward and alerting the authorities to, and
most of the issues that we have raised, are being
taken on board with the proposed legislation, so we
welcome that.

Q208 Clive EVord: It is proposed that operators can
have conditions on licences for operations
throughout the country when problems may only be
limited to a local area. Do you think that is fair?
Mr Mayer: Yes, I think that is another aspect of the
same problem where operators that have infringed
on a great scale in a local area appear to be able to
carry on with impunity even though they are a very
large company and should take some responsibility
for what they have done in that area where they have
been caught red-handed.

Q209 Clive EVord: What about if a traYc
commissioner wanted to refuse the recommendation
of a commissioner in another area? Do you have any
comment on that? I am thinking really if they wanted
to attach a condition to a licence.
Mr Mayer: I suppose the answer to that is the traYc
commissioners in diVerent areas nevertheless have to
have authority in their area and I would suggest that
the more appropriate way of dealing with this is if a
traYc commissioner in one area feels that issues
should be taken up in another area too then he
would request the traYc commissioner in the other
area to do that and if he felt so bad about it, that the
other traYc commissioner was not doing it, we have
now got a Senior TraYc Commissioner to go to to
ask him to do it.

Q210 Mr Hollobone: What do I say to the bus drivers
in Kettering, who do an excellent job, when they ask
me about the eVect on their lives if this Bill is passed?

Mr Mayer: What we are saying to our members is
that this is a great opportunity to put behind us the
terrible period of deregulation which has led to a
declining industry and quite a brutal industry for the
employees. We would welcome regulatory measures
which are well overdue to improve the quality of
service, expand service and give the passengers a
well-deserved improvement in the service that is
delivered to them. That can only be good for the
employees who work in the industry and we are very,
very positive about that.
Mr Cortes: What we need to do is ensure there is a
mechanism there so that people do not suVer from
the transition from working where they currently are
to a quality contract. We hope that the measures are
tightened up to ensure that terms and conditions are
carried across and, not only that, union
organisations and looking at the pension structure
for those working in the bus sector, et cetera. There
have to be tight guarantees that people are not going
to suVer as a result of this.

Q211 Chairman: Those are all very positive points
and we are very grateful to you. Can I ask you one
thing before you go on taxi-buses, Clause 26. You
are not happy about them, why?
Mr Mayer: Because taxi-buses are potentially a
threat to an existing bus service. Really it is like the
ultimate deregulation because a taxi operator
operating a vehicle as if it were a bus has even less
regulatory control imposed upon him or her
operating that vehicle than the current deregulated
bus service does. It is the ultimate low-cost
operation. To extend this to private hire drivers
rather than just private hire operators worries us
because this might see a further expansion of what is
quite an unwelcome type of service. On the other
hand, we do accept that there are areas, particularly
in sparsely populated rural areas, where it may be
possible to provide a service by using taxi-buses, in
which case we would say there needs to be a
regulatory mechanism to ensure that those benefits
could be used where they are needed but not in areas
that would undermine existing provisions.

Q212 Chairman: You are really saying in eVect, Mr
Mayer, you accept there are some areas where there
would not be a bus, it is not producing an alternative
to a bus service, there would not be a bus service in
many rural areas.
Mr Mayer: Yes.

Q213 Chairman: What you are really saying to us is
do it but only if it is properly controlled and properly
regulated.
Mr Mayer: Yes.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very helpful.
Thank you very much indeed.
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Q214 Chairman: Gentlemen, good afternoon to you.
I apologise for keep you waiting. Would you be kind
enough to identify yourselves for the record.
Mr Moorhouse: Certainly. My name is John
Moorhouse, I am Company Secretary of
TravelWatch North West.
Mr Fawcett: I am Paul Fawcett, I am the research
assistant. I am a retired university lecturer in
transport studies.

Q215 Chairman: We always like to see young and
upcoming youngsters! It is very nice to have you
here, Mr Fawcett. Did you, Mr Moorhouse, want to
say anything, prepared or not prepared by your
researcher as the case may be?
Mr Moorhouse: Would you mind if I just say a few
words about our organisation, it will not last very
long.

Q216 Chairman: Yes, please.
Mr Moorhouse: We are relatively new. TravelWatch
North West has been in existence since around about
2003, less than four years. We were originally set up
as part of the Rail Passengers’ Committee for North
Western England as part of their duties to take into
account the views of other users of other forms of
public transport, not just rail, therefore we do
represent the whole range of public transport users
in North Western England. A couple of years ago
the Rail Passengers’ Committees were disbanded
and a national organisation took their place, it is
now called Passenger Focus, and I am sure you are
well aware of it. As a result of that, as an
organisation we had to go independent, as it were,
and that is how we are carrying on at the moment.
We are not a statutory body but we do have some
statutory precedents, if you like. We are carrying on
now as a community interest company and trying to
serve the best interests of public transport users in
the North West, which we do in a number of ways:
we undertake research on behalf of passengers; we
hold regular forum meetings where we can get
passengers’ views and feed them to operators; and,
of course, we respond to consultation documents.
We have got quite a wide range of membership, we
can call on a lot of people in the North West who all
have an interest in public transport and we try and
take their views forward not just to operators but to
local authorities and decision-makers as well.

Q217 Chairman: Could I ask you, Mr Moorhouse,
who funds you?
Mr Moorhouse: That is a good question. That is one
of the big problems we have. We do not have any
systematic funding. We have been fortunate in being
funded by the North West Development Agency for
the past two years but that has now gone so we are
really running on wherever we can get it. One of the
PTEs has been good to us and we try other agencies.
There is no formal funding.

Q218 Chairman: So would it be a good idea if you
were put on a statutory basis?

Mr Moorhouse: I think it would be a very good idea,
yes. In fact, one of the things we want to say about
the Bill is we feel there should be more in the Bill
about users’ representation on public transport. I
know there is Bus Users UK for bus users but there
is no statutory representation for public transport
users, apart from rail users. There is no statutory
representation for bus users. We thought there
might be something in the Bill to that eVect but there
is not and that is one of the areas we are slightly
disappointed in.
Mr Fawcett: If I could just add to what my colleague
has said. England is unique because London has its
statutory TravelWatch and Scotland and Wales
have their own devolved statutory multi-modal user
committees, and even Northern Ireland has.

Q219 Chairman: That is very interesting, thank you
very much. Can I move you on to traYc
commissioners. Are you happy with the increased
powers in the Bill for traYc commissioners and
particularly the Senior TraYc Commissioner?
Mr Fawcett: By and large, I think we are. The Senior
TraYc Commissioner’s powers are just a
codification of what is happening already to a very
large extent. We just have one slight reservation, and
the people we heard in this room earlier today have
clarified this. We think the TraYc Commissioner’s
chairmanship of the Quality Contract Approvals
Board will raise a conflict of interest because in eVect
the TraYc Commissioner is being asked, “Do you
want a body that will take those powers away from
you?”

Q220 Chairman: Yes. The diYculty about that is if
it is suggested that instead of the Senior TraYc
Commissioner taking that decision the local
authority itself takes that decision, does it not seem
to you that there might be a conflict of interest there?
Even though we have been told by previous
witnesses that is not the case, do you think that is
the case?
Mr Fawcett: It could be the case, yes. I think the
Approvals Board has some merit but not chaired by
the TraYc Commissioner.

Q221 Chairman: Oh, I see. So you are not saying the
board should not have that function but simply that
its chairman should be somebody else?
Mr Fawcett: Yes.
Mr Moorhouse: We are a bit open on this one. My
own view is that the local authority should have
more of a role to play because it is the democratically
elected body, if you like, and it does have a role to
play in planning public transport. I think we have
got to be more and more mindful of this. One of the
problems that I see with the system of the transport
board is, is it going to be a bureaucratic system, is it
going to take time to get these things done? I think
the local authority, the PTE or whatever, does have
more of a handle on things and can possibly plan
these things more eVectively.
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Q222 Chairman: Are there any powers, for example,
in the Bill that you think are greater than are needed
by the traYc commissioners or lesser than the
powers that are needed to be operated by the traYc
commissioners?
Mr Fawcett: I think there are some very useful
powers, like the power to require information and
the power to issue permits to community transport,
et cetera, that tidy things up very much. There is also
the fact that appeals are going to the Transport
Tribunal now rather than the Secretary of State
which aligns it with the haulage industry. It works
very well in the haulage industry and I think we
should perhaps give it a try in the passenger industry.

Q223 Chairman: So you are saying that, in eVect,
there is a track record particularly in relation to a
commercial industry and if it works there then there
is no reason why it should not work here?
Mr Fawcett: Yes.

Q224 Chairman: Does the consultation paper give a
fair and accurate representation of the new powers?
Mr Fawcett: I think it does, yes.

Q225 Chairman: Do you think the Regulatory
Impact Assessment gave a good indication of the
anticipated impact of the new powers?
Mr Fawcett: I think it was more a rationale of what
has gone wrong in the past in the hopeful prayer that
it will be right in the future.

Q226 Mrs Ellman: Mr Moorhouse, you mentioned
that you were hoping that there would be more
representation or rights for bus users in the Bill.
Mr Moorhouse: Yes.

Q227 Mrs Ellman: Where would you like to see that?
How would you like the Bill to be changed?
Mr Fawcett: We would like to see a multi-modal
users’ consultative committee rather than just a
statutory rail committee and no statutory bus
committee. We would like to see a multi-modal
committee as we now have in Scotland and Wales.

Q228 Mrs Ellman: That is in terms of a general
restructuring representation. In relation to this Bill,
is there any way that you would like to see this Bill
amended to give bus users more input?
Mr Fawcett: Yes, not amended but it could have an
extra clause in it that would do this.
Mr Moorhouse: There is also a lack of awareness
amongst passengers of the role of traYc
commissioners, for example, because they do have a
role vis-à-vis passenger facilities and passenger
welfare and that could perhaps be beefed-up
although that would not take the place of a proper
statutory users’ committee.

Q229 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the proposals for
quality contracts in the Bill are going to make bus
services better? There are changes proposed.
Mr Fawcett: I do, yes. The present situation really
requires a sort of passage through voluntary
partnership agreements to statutory quality

partnerships and there is only one in operation at the
moment, SheYeld, from where we have both come
this morning. If they do not work, yes, you can have
a quality contract if that is the best possible way to
implement your strategy. I think the new public
interest test is much better in the fact that it will
enable a move straight to quality contracts rather
than a step-by-step move from partnerships to
quality contracts.

Q230 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the proposals
for changes in establishing quality partnerships will
make those any more eVective?
Mr Fawcett: I think time will tell but I am doubtful.
They are welcome because at the moment the
competition law is so constraining that any easement
to it is welcome. Let’s face it, if you did have a quality
contract you would have a regulatory regime as you
had under the 1968 Act when there was no need
under the 1968 Act for the competition authorities to
be involved in any way at all. We do not really see
why, if you have quality contracts, there should be
any involvement of the competition authorities.
Mr Moorhouse: I think one of the advantages we see
with quality contracts is the fact that you can have a
better network of services and you are not just
concentrating on the most lucrative services, you can
have a mixture and, therefore, you can serve those
places which are perhaps less commercially feasible
if you have a quality contract which encompasses a
wide area. One of our big concerns is in rural areas
where, of course, we have seen some very big
declines in bus traYc. I know that fewer people use
buses in rural areas but there are still a lot of people
there who do depend on public transport. A quality
contract—it would have to be in a more rural area—
if it was possible, may give more scope for services to
run in more rural areas.

Q231 Mrs Ellman: There are proposals to make the
local authorities’ highways authorities responsible
for punctuality for buses as well as the bus operators
themselves. Is that something that you think would
be of benefit?
Mr Fawcett: Yes, I think it has been very carefully
thought out. The idea to have as an ultimate
sanction the Transport TraYc Management Act of
2004 and the appointment of a manager to get a grip
on all this if the local authorities do not do it has
been very well thought out and is very welcome.

Q232 Mr Clelland: If Passenger Transport
Authorities are made up of elected councillors is
there a real need for a new statutory users’ group?
They represent people, they have been elected.
Mr Fawcett: Yes, and they do have their own
statutory user groups but they are just responsible
for a small area so that the passenger making a
National Express trip, for example, from London to
Manchester would not have recourse to that. A
passenger making a cross-boundary trip would have
diYculty with the diVerent arrangements in diVerent
PTA areas. A national body, even if it was divided
into regions, would be a much better solution.
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Q233 Mr Clelland: Do you think the governance
framework proposed in the Bill strikes the right
balance between flexibility and mechanisms that
ensure that the work gets done as eYciently and
eVectively as possible?
Mr Fawcett: Yes, I think that is a really good new
duty of Public Transport Authorities, the new
eYciency and eVectiveness and economic delivery. It
is much easier for them to meet the present duties
which are to meet the requirements of the area.

Q234 Mr Clelland: You welcome the power to create
new PTAs?
Mr Fawcett: We do, but we have one reservation and
that is that the new PTAs in the Bill would have to
cover a local transport authority’s whole area, so we
were thinking on the train coming down what would
happen if East Lancashire decided to have a PTE,
you would have Blackburn, Burnley, Preston and
Blackpool all in this PTE but because two of those
are not unitary authorities, they belong to
Lancashire County Council, that PTE would have
to include Lancashire, so the PTE would have in it
Heysham and Ormskirk which is not really part of
the city region. We are a bit doubtful about the idea
of having the whole of the local transport authority
area within the PTE, we would rather see the PTE
boundaries on the journey to work area or the
economic footprint, if you like.

Q235 Mr Clelland: Based on what you have said, do
you think it would be helpful if parts of a county
council bordering a metropolitan area could be
included in the PTA area?
Mr Moorhouse: Yes, I think so. PTEs have a lot of
advantages: cheap fares, subsidised travel for
concessionaires and that kind of thing. Those are the
kinds of things that would benefit more rural areas
obviously but, having said that, there is the whole
question of how is that to be funded because if you
are going to create more PTAs and bring about more
subsidised fares that money has to be found from
somewhere and that has got to be borne in mind.

Q236 Mr Clelland: Do you welcome the creation of
Integrated Transport Strategies and
Implementation Plans at PTA level?
Mr Fawcett: We certainly do. It is the first time the
word “integration” has been used, I think, since
John Prescott’s White Paper in 1997 and it is long
overdue. The other slight reservation we have got is
that the whole thing is very urban-centric. It is hard
enough to establish a quality contract in an urban
area but it would be very, very diYcult to establish
it in somewhere like Cumbria, and yet these are the
areas where buses are so infrequent that the loss of
one bus would be an absolute disaster whereas where
I live the loss of a 10 minute service is inconvenient
but you can catch the next bus.

Q237 Clive EVord: Are there any diYculties that you
have been aware of that have arisen due to the Senior
TraYc Commissioner not having a statutory
position?

Mr Fawcett: No, certainly not on the freight side
anyway. On the passenger side I cannot think of any.

Q238 Clive EVord: Do you have any concerns about
the powers that the traYc commissioners will have
under this new legislation?
Mr Fawcett: I say “he”, but we have got two lady
traYc commissioners now. I think it has worked
very well on a de facto basis so far.

Q239 Clive EVord: What about the Secretary of
State retaining power to give guidance to the Senior
TraYc Commissioner, do you have any views on
that?
Mr Moorhouse: It seems fairly reasonable. I do not
have a particular view.

Q240 Clive EVord: If you have not got a view on it,
that is fine, we are just ticking them oV.
Mr Fawcett: We found in the Rail Passenger
Committee that the Secretary of State had powers to
give guidance to the SRA and the OYce of the Rail
Regulator. There was a little bit of tension there but
it was not serious, I do not think.

Q241 Clive EVord: Earlier on when you were talking
about quality contracts you were talking about
being able to have a network of bus services and
perhaps going to areas where there may not be any
profit at all, profits are harder to come by, so
therefore under the current regime buses do not
operate. How do you pay for those services even
under quality contracts?
Mr Fawcett: Cross-subsidy eVectively. In the old
days the traYc commissioner would give a licence
for a good service on the tacit understanding that the
existing marginal service would be continued. On a
quality contract a really good service would be
operated at a premium so the operator would have
to pay the local authority for the ability to operate
on that service and that could cross-subsidise the less
profitable services.

Q242 Clive EVord: There are two ways that will
happen in my view and I would appreciate your
comment on this. One would be reduced profits for
the bus operators on the currently very profitable,
densely populated and popular routes, the other is
terms and conditions for bus drivers. What is your
view on that if that is how it is going to come about?
Mr Fawcett: We were listening to the last witnesses
and we have to agree, I think, that deregulation was
targeted to a certain extent at the unions and the
employees paid the price.
Chairman: Can I just ask Mr Hollobone to come in.

Q243 Mr Hollobone: I have two questions,
Chairman. Do you think there is enough provision
in the Bill to encourage what I think is called multi-
modal interchange, in other words linking bus
services with train services and so on?
Mr Fawcett: In urban areas, but there is not a lot
about what can be done where there is not an
Integrated Transport Strategy. In the shire counties
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it is even more diYcult. We do feel that the Bill is too
urban-centric really, it does not do enough for
rural areas.

Q244 Mr Hollobone: Clause 23 of the Bill will allow
a traYc authority to make a TraYc Regulation
Order for a road for which the national authority

has responsibility. Do you have any problems with
that?
Mr Fawcett: A TraYc Regulation Order rather than
a TraYc Regulation Condition? Not really, no.
Chairman: Gentlemen, I think that has been very
helpful. I hope the good fairy sends you some money
along because I am sure you are doing a very good
job. We are very grateful to you both for coming.



3721512001 Page Type [SE] 30-07-07 22:09:50 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 30 Transport Committee: Evidence

Wednesday 20 June 2007

Members present

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Clive EVord Mr John Leech
Mrs Louise Ellman Mr Lee Scott
Mr Philip Hollobone Graham Stringer

Witnesses: Mr Stephen Joseph, Executive Director, and Mr Jason Torrance, Campaigns Director, Transport
2000; Mr David Holmes, Chairman, RAC Foundation; and Mr Paul Watters, Head of Public AVairs, the
AA, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good afternoon, gentlemen, I am very
grateful to you for coming. Those of you who have
appeared before us know our housekeeping rules:
speak up, do not please repeat what somebody else
has said; and if you want to catch my eye, please do.
Can we just have a little bit of housekeeping first,
Members having an interest to declare?
Clive EVord: Member of Unite.
Graham Stringer: I am a member of Unite as well,
I suppose.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, not a member of
Unite, a member of Aslef.
Mrs Ellman: Member of Unite.

Q245 Chairman: Thank you. Now then, gentlemen,
I am going to ask you firstly to identify yourselves
for the record and then I am going to ask if anybody
wants to say anything briefly before we begin.
Mr Joseph: I am Stephen Joseph, I am the Director
of Transport 2000.
Mr Torrance: Jason Torrance, I am the Campaigns
Director for Transport 2000.
Mr Holmes: David Holmes, Chairman of the RAC
Foundation.
Mr Watters: Paul Watters, Head of Public AVairs
for the AA.

Q246 Chairman: Thank you, gentlemen. Did
anybody have anything they wanted to say briefly?
Mr Holmes: May I very briefly, Madam Chairman.
First, thank you very much for inviting us to give
evidence. The Foundation’s position is set out in our
memorandum and I will not bore you with it. The
Foundation supports the principle of road pricing
and has done for some years, but national road
pricing and subject to safeguards. We believe that
the Government recognises that there need to be
safeguards because it says so in paragraph 5.6 of the
memorandum. This Bill is about local road charging
not national road charging and it will, nevertheless,
aVect a large number of people in the most congested
areas. It is our position therefore that the same
safeguards as would apply to a national scheme
should apply to local schemes.

Q247 Chairman: Mr Holmes, it is always a pleasure
to see you here. It is not unfamiliar territory to you
and it is very helpful to have your views. Perhaps we
may explore some of those implications as we go
through the questioning. Now then, gentlemen, the
Bill seeks to provide greater local flexibility in

relation to local road pricing schemes, so has a lack
of flexibility been a barrier to new schemes? Who
thinks that has been a problem, not been a problem?
Mr Joseph: I would say that it has. I think however
that the Bill remains unclear where the local
charging schemes fit into the Government’s long-
term view on national road pricing.

Q248 Chairman: In what sense, Mr Joseph?
Mr Joseph: Well, if we get individual charging in
individual cities how are those going to fit into any
subsequent national road pricing scheme. The
Government has been very clear that subsequent
legislation would be needed to move to a national
road pricing scheme. What we have said in our
evidence is that we want to see experiments adopted
to move us in that direction, and I think the RAC
Foundation’s position is rather similar; we want to
see experiments. I think what we are missing here is
a route map that takes us from local schemes to some
kind of national scheme, and I think that for the
local authorities there is a feeling without that
roadmap they are in the firing line and the
Government is sort of standing back a bit.

Q249 Chairman: Would you like to see more than
one passenger transport authority able to co-operate
in a regional-scale charging scheme as an
experiment?
Mr Joseph: Yes, I think we would like to see
charging schemes involve more than one local
authority. To take a specific example, it ought to be
possible for some of the revenue from a Manchester
scheme to be spent with Lancashire to deal with
commuting into Manchester. I think there is a
danger that without that that cities will seek to
export their congestion problems elsewhere and that
the losers will be people who are not voters. So I
think we would like to see flexibility in terms of
constructing schemes that involve diVerent
authorities.

Q250 Chairman: However, to be devil’s advocate,
what you are suggesting would involve a much more
complicated bit of legislation, would it not, because
once you are tying your experiments to more than
one authority, to more than one way of financing
you are complicating the machinery, and you have
already said that you do not think there is suYcient
clarity in what the Government have proposed.
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Mr Joseph: I think what we are suggesting for the
Bill is flexibility. The route map is something that
does not need to be in the Bill but does need to be
spelt out by the Government in terms of routes.
What I am suggesting is that the Bill should allow
authorities to involve neighbouring authorities in
the charging scheme, particularly in spending the
revenue, that the travel-to-work boundaries are not
where the passenger transport authorities are, in
fact, as we may come on to, we welcome that bit of
the Bill which seeks to extend this but that needs to
go to the charging schemes too.

Q251 Chairman: Let me ask you: is it sensible for
PTAs to be given powers to make significant changes
to bus services in their area, but not introduce road
pricing schemes unilaterally?
Mr Joseph: I think it depends what kind of passenger
transport authorities we end up with and the Bill is
quite flexible about this. At the moment we have got
a single type of PTA with joint committees of local
authorities. You could imagine a situation with
much more centralised PTAs and in those situations
you would get a very diVerent kind of road charging.

Q252 Clive EVord: Under clause 73 of the draft Bill,
only local transport authorities will be able to
require an inquiry or consultation into a local
charging scheme. Does this allow proper scrutiny, in
your opinion?
Mr Joseph: Our position is that we should have
consultation on schemes and that there should be
proper consultation, just as there should be with
other aspects of transport, and I think, without
going into the detail of the Bill and that clause, we
would have to see how that worked in practice, but
we think it is helpful to have consultation. I think it
is not for the Government to specify what kind of
consultation we should have.

Q253 Clive EVord: Do you not fear that consultation
though becomes a mechanism for just abdicating
responsibility for taking action? “Let’s have a
consultation; we are bound to get a 1.8 million
petition on the Internet to oppose it, so we do not
have to take a diYcult decision”?
Mr Watters: I think we need to take a pragmatic
approach and, building on what was said earlier,
there has been a scheme in London and we can learn
a lot from what has happened in London. There was
not an inquiry, they chose not to have an inquiry,
but I think there is scope to have proper
consultation. Given the option, I think local
authorities would probably reduce the amount of
consultation they have to do, and schemes could
become delayed of course if there is a long inquiry
but I think there needs to be a basic audit of a scheme
to make sure that it is good value for money, and I
think that should be shown during the consultation
process. If the idea is to try to encourage motorists
to buy into charging as a whole it does have to be
transparent. I think in London the experience was
that some of it was a bit heavy-handed on the part of
TfL and there should have been more of an airing of
the scheme before it started.

Q254 Clive EVord: Are you saying that under clause
73 there is insuYcient safeguard then to ensure that
there is an audit of the scheme?
Mr Watters: Absolutely, I think given the chance if
an authority is told it can consult if it wishes, it might
choose not to, so it would be better to have some
small-scale inquiry on the basic integrity of the
scheme. That would at least allay some of the
public concern.

Q255 Clive EVord: Can I just be clear, are you saying
about public opinion or are you saying about the
integrity of the scheme, because they are not the
same.
Mr Watters: It has to be both, the financial
credibility of the scheme and an honest transposition
of how people feel about it.
Mr Joseph: Can I be clear, we support the need for
consultation and we think it is very important but we
would also like to see, as you said, action rather than
just consultation, and the impression we have from a
number of transport schemes over the years, not just
road pricing, is that when they are introduced on an
experimental basis there is a lot of opposition
initially and when they are in people actually like
them. To take an example of York, which
pedestrianised 26 streets in one go, there were 500
objections. They did this on an experimental basis
and when they went back a year later to confirm the
orders and to extend the hours there were no
objections at all. I think the congestion charge
experiment in Stockholm on which there was huge
opposition in advance and support in a referendum
afterwards is also a lesson here. I think we would like
to see the option of authorities consulting certainly,
I think there should be a requirement to consult
before introducing any of this, but to go ahead and
experiment with things and then come back for
confirmation later.

Q256 Clive EVord: This word “consult” is something
that we come across not just in relation to road
charging. “Consult” does suggest that you gauge the
opinion of the area aVected and then make a
decision based on that, but we are talking about
situations like what happened in London for
instance where the authority takes a decision that
goes against what is perceived to be public opinion.
When you use the word “consult” what do you
mean?
Mr Joseph: Well, I think that it is possible to do
consultation in ways that do not get the answer
“No” and actually—

Q257 Graham Stringer: Does that mean fiddle them?
That sounds as though you are fiddling them.
Mr Joseph: No because the automatic reaction from
people asked for a change can be “No” and there are
ways round this, and there is some good practice in
transport consultation which allows people to
actually make some real choices, and in fact we have
helped groups experiment with this. The short
answer is I think it is possible to do consultation
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badly and it is possible to do it well in ways that
involve people in real choices and that you can go
ahead with.

Q258 Chairman: As long as you have got proper
parameters set. Mr Holmes?
Mr Holmes: Successive secretaries of state have said,
and they are absolutely right, that road pricing will
not happen unless the public are prepared to accept
it. I cannot understand for the life of me why
ministers have chosen to remove the obligation to
consult from the Bill. Local authorities can consult
and they need not take account of the consultation,
as the Mayor in London did when he consulted over
the extension of the congestion charge and went
against it, there was overwhelming opinion against
it but he nevertheless went ahead. To say that local
authorities need not find out what the electorate
wants seems to be a very strange position to be in
given the opposition to road charging now.

Q259 Clive EVord: I think we have gone as far as we
can with that issue. If I can just move on, should the
maximum charges be set by a national authority or
does this compromise the ability of local authorities
to design a scheme to meet local needs?
Mr Holmes: Yes, in our view, there should be a
maximum charge not only because it is important to
have fairness in this system—and by fairness I
include not pricing people who cannot aVord high
charges oV the road—but also to ensure that there is
a degree of consistency between one area and
another. One of the key problems with this is trust.
People do no trust public authorities to do what they
say and they do not trust local authorities not to use
road pricing schemes the same as they do parking
schemes, just to raise revenue. It seems to me that
having a maximum charge is a very important tool
the Government can use to get acceptance of this
policy.

Q260 Clive EVord: So you have no faith at all in the
democratic process to be a check and balance on
local authorities?
Mr Holmes: I have got a great deal of faith in it, sir,
but I am not everybody and a lot of people do not
have faith in elected politicians.

Q261 Clive EVord: But do you think that any
discounts that might be set on a local charging
scheme should be set locally or should there be a
national framework for that as well?
Mr Holmes: In my view, there should be a national
protocol on this subject. One of the reasons is that
one wants to make sure that the motorist is not
confused when he is entering a charging area about
what he can and cannot do. If you take as an
example parking schemes, they are all over the place
of diVerent size, diVerent hours of operation, and so
on. Motorists it seems to me—and it is a point that
Mr Joseph made—if this is to be regarded, and we
agree with it, as a lead into a national scheme then it
is very important to have a degree of uniformity
about important things like who is exempt, what are
the hours of operation, and that sort of thing.

Q262 Chairman: Mr Watters and Mr Torrance,
please do not make the same points if you can avoid
it. Mr Watters?
Mr Watters: We support there being maximum
charges set and I think, in the absence of the
Secretary of State being involved in local schemes,
prescribing maximum charges would at least be
transparent to the public to a degree. Although it is
said that motoring costs are falling, the average
family spends £240 a month on their motoring and
so they will see this as a concern if there is going to
be an extra cost.
Mr Torrance: I would like to say that Transport
2000 does not support the setting of national
charges. We have a certain degree of faith in the
democratic system and also would like to see local
schemes reflect local needs and be set by PTAs or
local authorities in accordance with local
requirements.

Q263 Clive EVord: But Mr Holmes has made I think
an important point, has he not, that if you are
somebody driving from one locality to another, you
have got to have some idea of how that charging
scheme will operate. If they are all completely
diVerent from one another are people going to fall
foul of them by simply driving into a charging area?
Mr Joseph: The Bill provides for parameters to be set
in technical terms but you were asking about
whether the Bill should prescribe maximum charges
for local schemes, and on that basis—this is a
democratic point—if people do not like the charges
they can change those, just as we do not have a
maximum or any kind of national charging scale for
car parking and that is left, rightly, to local
authorities to decide according to local
circumstances.

Q264 Clive EVord: But I also asked about the
framework for exemptions as well.
Mr Joseph: I think perhaps that is more of an issue
for certain groups like the disabled and I think that
is something that is worth discussing nationally,
particularly among the authorities considering
charging, but in terms of pure maximum charges I
do not think that is appropriate.

Q265 Mrs Ellman: All revenue from local schemes
must go to transport improvements. Do you think
that takes away from local authorities the flexibility
they might need, for example in compensating
“losers” of particular schemes?
Mr Holmes: No, I do not think it does. I think it is
an important provision for two reasons. One is that
it shows the person paying the charge that they are
getting something from it. We said before, and I will
not repeat it, these schemes will not happen unless
people accept them and they will not accept them if
they do not see some relevant improvement. You
may be charged quite a lot of money to travel down
a congested road but if you know that a tram or
underground railway is going to be built then you
are more willing to accept it. That is one reason. The
second reason is that it is generally accepted that
transport in this country is heavily underinvested
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relative to other modern economies and this would
be a way of supplementing the amount of money
that goes into transport investment.
Mr Watters: I think a key point is how much revenue
is actually going to come from the scheme. The
schemes are quite likely to cost quite a lot of money
and actually there may not be compensatory revenue
from the scheme and it may take a long time for it to
pay for itself, and so there may not be enough to
invest to show the users that are paying where the
money is going.
Mr Torrance: Certainly we would like to see more
clarity from the Government on where the revenue
would be spent. I think there is a potential danger for
money to go into improving transport infrastructure
such as improving junctions or road building, et
cetera, rather than improving people’s travel choices
and improving public transport, which I think
should be the key really.

Q266 Chairman: You are not suggesting you exclude
those sorts of things, are you Mr Torrance?
Mr Torrance: What I am suggesting is—

Q267 Chairman: How can you have a line of
demarcation that says: “You may put in this bus lane
but you may not improve that corner”? You
obviously know diVerent parliamentary draftsmen
from me. I am not clear whether that is what you are
suggesting. “If I say it is a good thing you may spend
money on it because it is the sort of transport I
approve of. If it is something I do not think is
altogether acceptable you may not spend money on
it.” Is that the kind of flexibility you are looking for?
Mr Torrance: No, we have a dire need at the moment
to improve our public transport and to tackle
climate change and I am suggesting that improving
junctions, et cetera, is probably not the best use of
generated revenues.

Q268 Mrs Ellman: Who should decide that? Do you
think that government should specify what
constitutes an improvement? Should it be laid down
that you cannot carry out infrastructure
improvements, it has to be done another way, or is
this just an opinion you are expressing?
Mr Torrance: No, I think there needs to be very
strong, explicit guidance from government.

Q269 Chairman: “You may not improve the A534
corner at Crewe roundabout but you may however
. . . ” It is great fun but it might be rather a long Bill,
and I expect they will put Mr Scott on that as well!
Mr Joseph: I think the point here is that we want to
see charging schemes that contribute to reducing
carbon emissions and reducing travelling rather
than the shift in traYc from the centre of a city to
the suburbs.
Chairman: I think we have a vague idea of what you
stand for; what we are trying to work out is what the
hell you are saying, which in not the same thing.

Q270 Mrs Ellman: How far do you think
government should actually start prescribing how a
local authority interprets transport improvements in
its own area?
Mr Joseph: What we are saying is that carbon-
generating developments should not about some of
the things that are funded by congestion charging.

Q271 Chairman: Is that your view, Mr Watters?
Mr Watters: No, and I think as the Eddington study
suggested there should be investment in all forms of
infrastructure to make cities work, and if that means
fixing a junction you fix the junction.

Q272 Mrs Ellman: Who should take the decision on
whether fixing a specific junction is the right thing to
do in relation to the Transport Bill?
Mr Joseph: Local authorities but within a
framework that the Bill starts to provide which is
having regard to reducing climate change and
carbon emissions from transport rather than leaving
road user charging in a box marked “dealing with
congestion” and tackling climate change as
happening somewhere else. Our argument is that
charging needs to be related to and contributing to
reducing carbon emissions.
Chairman: I will come back to you Mrs Ellman but
Mr Scott on this.

Q273 Mr Scott: You have just said you think local
authorities should be the ones making the decision.
Mr Joseph: Yes.

Q274 Mr Scott: But if you take as an example the
extension to the London congestion charge where
both residents and the local authorities did not agree
it was the right way and the Mayor took no notice at
all; who arbitrates and says “You are not listening to
public opinion”?
Mr Joseph: The Mayor is a local authority in this
respect.

Q275 Mr Scott: He thinks he is God actually.
Mr Joseph: I take the Mayor to be a local authority
in this respect and that there may be other local
authorities in that respect.

Q276 Mr Scott: So in essence a regional authority
such as London would overgo a London borough,
there would be this higher entity?
Mr Joseph: I think the point we were discussing then
is that we argue that transport plans of all sorts have
to contribute to carbon reduction. If of course
Kensington & Chelsea decided that there were better
ways of reducing carbon emissions from road
transport then they should have put that forward,
but the Mayor has argued that the charge is a way of
doing that.

Q277 Mrs Ellman: How should the duty to take
account of climate change be assessed? Do you think
it is stringent enough in the Bill? How would you
suggest it should be changed if it is not?
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Mr Torrance: No, I do not think it is anywhere near
stringent enough. I think in such times as today
paying due regard to guidance on climate change is
very diVerent from specified action, and I think we
would like to see some very clear guidance coming
from national government to extend the due regard
over and above PTAs to local authorities and
perhaps to have some targets associated with local
transport plans for carbon reduction.

Q278 Mrs Ellman: How would you like to see that
work, specified targets for each area?
Mr Torrance: Yes I think local authorities/transport
authorities should have targets for carbon reduction
as part of local transport plans or the new plans.
Mr Holmes: I would make two points on this.
Firstly, climate change, which in this context is
usually about the production of carbon dioxide, is
one of the external costs which should be taken into
account in setting charges. Other external costs are
the costs of congestion and the cost of road
accidents, they are all relevant and in fact the cost of
producing carbon dioxide is not the major factor in
the external costs, congestion and road accidents are
much bigger than that. The second point is that in
taking account of climate change, local authorities
need to take account of the extent to which road
pricing schemes divert traYc to other places. My
Foundation did some surveys last year of what
motorists would do if there were congestion charges
and a third of them said if they were charged £5 to go
and shop in the city centre they would go somewhere
else, go to an out-of-town park where the parking
was free and there was no congestion charging. If
they did that that would actually produce more CO2

because they do more mileage. So it is a complicated
question and one should not simply assume that
stopping people driving into the city centre will
reduce carbon dioxide. It may have exactly the
opposite eVect.

Q279 Mrs Ellman: Does that mean that you would
be against the idea of setting targets?
Mr Holmes: Not at all, there are national objectives
about reducing carbon and obviously there are lots
of ways of doing it, one of which is making cars
much more fuel eYcient. All I am saying is that
simply loading on a charge to people travelling into
city centres does not in itself necessarily reduce
carbon production; it may actually increase it.
Mr Watters: I think the Bill provides some scope for
flexing the charge based on the CO2 of the vehicle
and so perhaps from that direction we may be able
to make some impact and incentivising the smaller,
cleaner car by charge may have some eVect, I think
in London the impact of the charge you would still
have traYc coming into the city and so setting
targets may not be the approach, but incentivising
could be used through the charging mechanism.

Q280 Mrs Ellman: Should there be any other criteria
in assessing whether a scheme can go ahead, things
like dealing with social inclusion and accessibility?
Do you think those other criteria should be part of
the consideration?

Mr Watters: Absolutely, I think one of the things
that is lacking in the Bill is a requirement to
mandatorily consider the economic impact and
social impact of a scheme. I know there is a
requirement to consider certain impacts of the
scheme but an economic test is not mandatorily
required, and I think that should be an element of it.
Mr Joseph: We would support an accessibility and
social inclusion dimension to this but we would like
to see that extended across transport. We argue that
social inclusion considerations are not given enough
weight in appraisal of transport schemes generally
and we would not want to single out charging
schemes in this respect.

Q281 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the
requirement to improve public transport as a
condition of going ahead with these schemes is a
strong one?
Mr Watters: I think in London it seems to have
worked quite successfully. I think that is what the
public would be looking for. That is sold as the
motivation for charging and so it will have to be
delivered in advance really or in tandem with a
scheme coming in, but again the travel patterns are
diVerent outside of the capital where 70% of trips in
cities are still by car, and so it will be much harder to
make an inroad.
Mr Holmes: I very much agree with that, one cannot
take the central London congestion charging scheme
as a model for this because the public transport
system in central London is, relatively speaking, so
much better, and outside London there are very
diVerent factors, and I think the evaluation of
whether to go ahead with that congestion charging
scheme would be much more complex in the West
Midlands or in Manchester than it is in London.

Q282 Mrs Ellman: How do you interpret the
decision to remove the Secretary of State from
having to approve local charging schemes? What
view do you take of that, is it so that more support
can be given in the future or is it to take away
national responsibility for schemes and make it
local?
Mr Holmes: I would not like to hazard a guess as to
what was in the Secretary of State’s mind. It does
seem to me that he may want to distance himself
from decisions on these local schemes. If that were
the case I think that is a pity for a number of reasons.
One is it seems to me that local people would want to
know that there is some independent check on what
local authorities do, bearing in mind of course that
people who are aVected by local charging schemes
are not necessarily electors in the areas where the
charging scheme is being imposed. Secondly, and I
think it is a point that has been made before, if one
is using these schemes as an experiment to work
towards a national scheme then it seems very
desirable that the Secretary of State should be able
to satisfy himself that they are moving in the right
direction and not moving eccentrically.
Chairman: We have got quite a lots of things to
cover, Mr Stringer?
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Q283 Graham Stringer: What is at the core of all
these schemes is freeing up road space provided at
taxpayers’ expense for buses primarily to go along.
Do you not think it would be sensible (because if
there are twice as many buses and three times as
many passengers on bus companies would make
more profit) to put down a legislative framework
which would allow profit-sharing between the local
authorities and the bus companies to pay for further
investment in public transport?
Mr Joseph: In principle, yes, and I think that in some
ways the quality partnership framework and the
quality contract framework could both be developed
in that direction. It is not specified in the Bill.

Q284 Graham Stringer: At the moment it just allows
for control of bus fares and frequency.
Mr Joseph: Yes, you could use the partnership
framework, perhaps with contracts, to develop that.
One of the arguments that we have made in our
submission is that at the moment the Government is
oVering some quite stark choices, which is the
quality contracts regime (which is akin to London
franchising with fares and so on) or otherwise you
have a quality partnership scheme which tends to be,
on past form, route-specific. We argue that you
should have long-term quality partnerships covering
all operators and whole areas covering the same
terms as the integrated transport strategies in local
authorities so that you have got bus operators fully
bought into the broader strategy and so that you can
ally improvements in bus priority with
improvements in bus services and build up services
over time. At the moment it tends to be all rather
route-specific and you cannot put frequency and
fares in the quality partnership framework (and the
Bill does allow that and that is helpful) but there is
not a strategic framework that allows the kind of
development that you are suggesting, Mr Stringer, in
terms of genuinely developing bus services together.

Q285 Graham Stringer: Thank you. Mr Holmes, you
talked about safeguards before local schemes were
implemented. Do you think you could expand on
that?
Mr Holmes: Yes, well, we said something about this
in our memorandum.

Q286 Graham Stringer: It is the five points you put
in your memorandum, is it?
Mr Holmes: Yes.

Q287 Graham Stringer: That is what you were
referring to. Are not those five points really deal
breakers? How can you protect people’s privacy if
there is an electronic scheme? How can you stop
vehicles being priced oV the road? That is the nature
of these schemes, is it not, that you will be able to
trace where people are and if the scheme is to work
then poorer motorists will be priced out of their cars?
Mr Holmes: With respect, I do not think they are
deal breakers. As regards privacy the Minister of
State, Dr Ladyman, has said that it is possible to
operate these schemes and maintain people’s
privacy.

Q288 Graham Stringer: Do you believe him?
Mr Holmes: I would not want to disagree with the
Minister if that is his view. The public may want to
be reassured that that is actually the case, but as
regards pricing people oV the roads, there is a very
serious problem with people who are on low wages
who have not got the flexibility on the hours that
they work and who have to travel on congested
roads to get there. I am not saying that it is a deal
breaker but I am saying that there should be a period
of adjustment to enable people to change their lives,
change even where they live, change their jobs, so
that they are not suddenly faced with a huge cost of
getting to work. I think these things are possible. I
do not think people will accept road pricing unless it
does have a human face to it as well.

Q289 Graham Stringer: Thank you. Just going back
to the questions Mr EVord asked about consultation
because I would like to put a line under it, is it not
irrelevant whether consultation is in the Bill or not
because no PTA or local authority could possibly go
about one of these schemes without consulting on it?
They would be judicially reviewed within half a
second, would they not?
Mr Holmes: I entirely agree and so I am puzzled why
the Secretary of State is minded to remove this
requirement.

Q290 Graham Stringer: It is irrelevant, is it not?
Mr Holmes: It may be but it would be interesting to
know what his reasons are.
Mr Joseph: As I have said, we want to see
consultation and we expect there to be consultation
for the reasons you have said, but we do not think
that a requirement to consult or have inquiries is
necessary in this context.
Chairman: I do not want to go back if I can avoid it.
I understand the point but if we could move on a bit.

Q291 Graham Stringer: It is a question I have asked
in a diVerent inquiry but I would like people’s views
on it: are these local schemes that may be very
specific to Birmingham or Manchester or Newcastle,
or wherever, the sensible place to start a national
road pricing scheme?
Mr Joseph: I was asked that I think in your
Transport Innovation Fund inquiry and I said I
thought that we should have those schemes but
alongside them we should have other kinds of
developments, lorry road user charging and
voluntary-based schemes of the sort Norwich Union
did with pay-as-you-drive insurance. We have said
this in our paper—we want to see those two. What I
think local schemes, or indeed all kinds of
experiments will do is test road charging and
people’s behaviour in practice against complex
economic models that the Department of Transport
and transport consultants are very fond of but which
we have found in practice have a tenuous
relationship with reality. I think that one of the
benefits of having local as well as other trials of
charging is that we can actually see what really
happens as opposed to what the models tell us. The
models will tell you that a pound spent in petrol duty
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has exactly the same eVect on travel behaviour as a
pound spent in a mileage charge. We know from
parking and other charges that that is not the case
and that is why I think we need a dose of reality
thrown at some of the modelling that goes on.

Q292 Chairman: I cannot imagine that there is a
tenuous connection between the Civil Service and
reality!
Mr Holmes: It has been said before, Madam
Chairman. I would agree that it is sensible to start on
the local schemes because one is assuming that the
big cities will go for them first and that is where the
congestion is the most serious, and—and I think this
is putting Mr Joseph’s point in a slightly less
oVensive way—it would be very interesting to know
how people actually react. You cannot ask the man
in the saloon bar what he thinks about road pricing
because he has no view, he does not know what it is,
so you need to have a practical experiment and why
not start in the big cities, but I do think that they
should only be a start.
Mr Watters: The problem with a local scheme is that
it does not oVer the opportunity to flex fuel duty and
road tax and that is what the essential element of a
national scheme would be, so these schemes would
be an additional charge/tax and it would be harder
to gauge a reaction to a national scheme.

Q293 Graham Stringer: Can I just ask two last
questions. In Transport 2000’s evidence you say that
you want to abolish the bus service operator grants
and relate bus subsidy really to the number of
passengers carried and then you move away from
that in the rural areas and say that maybe something
else. Would it not be a good idea to target all that
subsidy to subsidise passengers rather than the
profits of bus companies?
Mr Joseph: I think that the problem that comes with
any change in the bus service operator grants—and
we have said this—is that if it is linked to patronage,
say, it could disadvantage rural areas and you would
need to recognise that. What we have set out are
some of the disadvantages of moving away from the
bus service operator grant. It is relatively fraud-
proof and if you went to something related to ticket
machines for instance, I remember one operator
saying what you do then would be to take the ticket
machines home and get your toddler to play with
them and add numbers to them, although clearly
new technology might avoid some of those things.
The thing about fuel is that you have either bought
it or you have not and you can check that it has been
bought. On the other hand, it is contrary to climate
change to subsidise the burning of fuel so if we can
find alternatives we would like to see them. We have
suggested ways of extending the rebate, we have
suggested that you should look at other options, and
we support the Government’s proposal which is to
divert bus service operator grants to local authorities
in the areas where quality contracts exist.
Chairman: We have got very little time now. Mr
Leech?

Q294 Mr Leech: Overall does Transport 2000 think
that the measures in the Bill will improve bus
services?
Mr Joseph: Overall they will but we want to see
more.

Q295 Mr Leech: What is missing then?
Mr Joseph: Long-term quality partnership
arrangements to bring together operators in a
particular area to plan networks over a whole town
rather than on route-specific basis, recognising that
not everywhere is going to have quality contracts.
They have not gone nearly far enough on
transforming the traYc commissioners into a
passenger-focused bus regulator or indeed in dealing
with competition law.

Q296 Chairman: Are the new criteria for quality
contracts being well-drawn?
Mr Joseph: Yes, they are well-drawn. What we have
argued though is that we need some experiments
with diVerent kinds of quality contracts so as to
check out what actually produces improvements. At
the moment we have got one model which is
London, which has a very heavily franchised system,
and we have a free-for-all elsewhere. We would like
to see experiments with contracts in between that
allow diVerent kinds of services.

Q297 Clive EVord: Just on that because what we
have at the moment is heavy concentration on very
popular and well-used routes outside of London,
how are we going to deliver the sort of assessment of
social exclusion that we talked about earlier on?
How do you get a bus company to expand its
network when somebody is going to have to cover
the cost of that? How do you see your way through
those negotiations to create a network we all want
to see?
Mr Joseph: With quality contracts you can do that.

Q298 Clive EVord: It all comes down to cost in the
end.
Mr Joseph: It does and we can see ways in which you
can apply funding, road charging is one route,
through extending fuel duty rebate or the bus service
operator grant if you want to do that. We do argue
that more money is needed for bus services to
support them but we also argue that bus services
have to be framed within a wider policy framework.

Q299 Chairman: I want to ask you one final
question, gentlemen: are you concerned that the
changes in the Bill will actually change the
competition test?
Mr Joseph: We do not believe that they go far
enough and in fact we have commissioned a
Barrister’s opinion from John Swift QC who a lot of
members of the Committee will remember as the
Rail Regulator but who is one of the country’s
foremost competition lawyers, to see whether you
can change the competition law as it applies to bus
services to put a genuine public interest test so that
co-operation between operators is positively
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encouraged where it is in the public interest, and we
hope to have that opinion by July to influence this
Bill.

Witnesses: Mr Neal Skelton, Head of Professional Services, and Professor Phil Blythe, Professor of
Intelligent Transport Systems, Newcastle University, Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom;
Mr Howard Potter, Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers’ Transport Board and Chairman of the
Green Light Group, and Mr Martin Richards, Member of the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport
Road Capacity and Charging Forum and Member of the Green Light Group, gave evidence.

Q301 Chairman: Gentlemen, thank you very much
for joining us this afternoon. I wonder if you would
be kind enough to identify yourselves, starting with
my left.
Mr Skelton: I am Neal Skelton. I am Head of
Professional Services for the Intelligent Transport
Society for the United Kingdom.
Professor Blythe: I am Phil Blythe, Professor of
Intelligent Transport Systems, Newcastle University
and ITS UK.
Mr Richards: I am Martin Richards, I represent here
the Green Light Group and the Chartered Institute
of Logistics and Transport.
Mr Potter: I am Howard Potter. I am Chairman of
the Green Light Group and a Transport Board
Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers.

Q302 Chairman: Did any of you want to start oV!
We have got your evidence. Mr Richards?
Mr Richards: Can I just say that we welcome many
of the measures in the Bill but we are concerned that
the Government is not providing the strong
leadership that is necessary if congestion charging is
to be eVective in managing congestion across the
country within the next ten years. It does not seem
to me at all consistent with the programme identified
by Eddington.

Q303 Chairman: The Department plans to issue
statutory guidance and regulations to ensure local
charging schemes have technical specifications
which meet the wider public interest. Are these the
right technical aspects, Professor Blythe?
Professor Blythe: I have a slight concern with this
that it is compartmentalising the local transport
road user charging from the wider national road user
charging.

Q304 Chairman: In what sense?
Professor Blythe: In the sense that it is giving
guidance for local authorities on local charging as
opposed to the longer-term aspiration of the
Government which seems to be distance and time
and place charging, and it is not clear how the two
would fit together as well as they could.

Q305 Chairman: So are you worried that this is
going to limit innovation?

Q300 Chairman: Mr Holmes, Mr Watters, is that
your view?
Mr Torrance: Yes, I have nothing to add.
Mr Watters: I have nothing to add.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very helpful,
thank you very much indeed, we are very grateful
to you.

Professor Blythe: I think it may and my real concern
is that it is looking to some extent at road user
charging and the road user charging systems
necessary to deliver it in isolation from all the other
technologies that local authorities should be being
encouraged to implement so that we have a cohesive,
integrated transport system.

Q306 Chairman: So what are you saying, that they
should not specify data formats or numbering
systems or encryptions?
Professor Blythe: That is all to do with road user
charging. What I feel is it needs to look wider than
that because once you have a system that can deliver
road user charging it is going to give you a lot of
technology within the local authority areas to
implement other demand management measures
and support mobility and that essence is missing
from this bill as it stands.

Q307 Chairman: The only thing is do you not think
that this is, after all, an experiment and will give a
certain amount of flexibility to local authorities to
look at what they want? It does not necessarily have
to be an exclusive suggestion, does it?
Professor Blythe: I agree with that but my caveat to
that would be that many of the local authorities,
particularly the smaller ones, do not have expertise
in-house or even consultants that really understand
road user charging to advise them to make the better
decisions in terms of what is the best form of road
user charging, what is the best technology to adopt
within the framework that the DfT is trying to
define here.

Q308 Mr Scott: Clause 77 of the draft Bill gives the
Secretary of State the power to give notice to the
Greater London Authority that its existing charging
scheme is incompatible with the new regulations and
the equipment may no longer be used. Do you think
that is reasonable?
Mr Richards: As I understand it, this roads change is
adding instructions for use. In the GLA Act of 1999
those powers exist in relation to equipment, and I
may have misread it but looking at it very carefully
I read it as relating to the addition of instructions for
use, so if what is being done in London does not
comply or is detrimental to interests outside London
in the rest of England then the Secretary of State can
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require London to cease to use that equipment. It
seems to me to be not unreasonable but most
unlikely to be called upon because I suspect London
is going to call the tune because London is so far
ahead of the rest of the country.

Q309 Mr Scott: So you are saying you think the rest
of the country will follow the sort of scheme that we
have in London?
Mr Richards: No, I am saying I cannot see the
incompatibility that the Bill provides for actually
arising. I think it is most unlikely.

Q310 Mr Scott: In that unlikely event, would you
agree that it would be a monumental and
astronomical waste of money that has already been
laid out on equipment?
Mr Richards: But the GLA Act already provides for
it on the basis of the equipment and what this is
doing is adding instructions for the use of that
equipment, so the basic provision is there as I
understand it.
Mr Potter: I would say that it is a diYcult test to
demonstrate that incompatibility leads to detriment
of the type we are talking about. I do think it is
important for the Secretary of State to be able to
carry out some sort of summary test or assessment
of these initial, albeit crucially important, initiatives
around charging because the whole route map that
we and others are looking for through this very
controversial area needs to be taken steadily and
securely. There are risks that some of the local
authorities may make some ghastly mistakes and
therefore there does need to be some sort of central
assessment, and we can oVer suggestions as to what
some of the checks and balances should be.

Q311 Mrs Ellman: Do you have any concerns about
the use of the data from road pricing equipment in
relation to civil liberties?
Mr Potter: No, simply because there are many
instances of detailed transactions of individuals
being processed by various organisations and it is
usually for personal or national security reasons, so
I do not see why road pricing is very much of a
diVerence. I am talking about financial transactions
and mobile cell phone technology.

Q312 Mrs Ellman: You do not feel that information
about the movement of individuals over long
periods is significant?
Mr Potter: Personally I do not believe that that is a
problem. It will always be put up as an objection
from those who do not like the idea of being charged
in a more detailed way than, shall we say, the
London scheme does at the moment, but that does
have to be countered in a very clear way, and that is
one of the issues that the Green Light Group is
determined to explain in very factual layman’s
language.

Q313 Mrs Ellman: Does anyone else want to
comment?

Mr Skelton: I would support Mr Potter’s opinion
that the privacy issue is one that is very much to the
public’s attention and has to be addressed to their
reassurance. The management of data in many
transactions is undertaken perfectly correctly and
perfectly adequately, and provided the systems are
transparent on the management of data, then I see
that issue should be resolved to the satisfaction and
reassurance of the public.

Q314 Graham Stringer: We have heard from
previous witnesses and from the Minister of State
that the technology can guarantee people’s privacy.
Is he right to have such trust in the technology? Is he
accurate in his description?
Professor Blythe: I believe that it can protect
privacy. There are a lot of urban myths around user
charging at the moment about “spies in the sky”
tracking vehicles. You can build a technological and
legal framework to protect privacy. The important
thing is getting that message across and the point
about transparency is so important that it is
necessary that people actually understand that that
is indeed the case.

Q315 Graham Stringer: Do any of the systems that
are operating around the world at the moment have
that privacy factor built into them or are you
predicting something about the future?
Professor Blythe: In terms of the systems that are
actually operating in either road user charging or
toning at the moment, the systems have diVerent
levels of privacy built in. In terms of the toning
systems on some of the inter-urban road
infrastructure, people tend to opt into the system
and have a central account with the operator so there
is some identification of the individual. In some of
the road user charging schemes that are being
mooted at the moment there is an opportunity to
have wholly anonymous use of the system. I would
not advise that is the best way to go in the UK. What
I would advise is that there is a relationship and an
agreement in terms of level of privacy between the
individual and the operator of the system, and that
operator may be a third party operator, and it may
not be the local authority itself.
Mr Richards: If I can add, there is a tradeoV between
the individual having an audit trail and privacy. If he
wants to have an audit trail of his transactions then
that does create privacy issues. If he is quite happy
not to have an audit trail, to just pay the charge in
cash, then privacy can be assured.

Q316 Mrs Ellman: What impact will the European
Directive on the Interoperability of Electronic Till
Collection Systems have on local charging schemes?
Professor Blythe: The impact it will have is confined
to two particular technologies that should be used to
ensure European interoperability. Short-range
road-to-vehicle communications using microwaves,
what is known as DSRC, dedicated short-range
communications, and also satellite-based systems,
and the view is that you can use both within the
charging regime or one or the other and hopefully,
although it is yet to be proven, that will help to
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deliver a level of interoperability that we have not
seen in Europe so far. The directive also defines the
use of GSM for some services. I think these
standards are a culmination of 20 years of work to
try and bring together the toll operators and the
urban charging operators around Europe into a
single framework.

Q317 Chairman: It does not rely on Galileo does it,
Professor Blythe?
Professor Blythe: No. There is the argument that the
satellite-based navigation element of road charging
will be enhanced with Galileo but clearly the
timescales for Galileo are slipping back all the time,
so I think in the short term you should not rely on
that, although when the Department published its
feasibility for national road user charging back in
20051 it said that national distance and time-based
charging could be ten years away and that was based
on the assumption that Galileo would be delivered
by 2008 and then there would be a number of years
for type approval, and clearly Galileo—
Chairman: They have always been wildly optimistic,
the Department for Transport, as we all know.
Mrs Ellman?
Mrs Ellman: Does the Government comply with the
European Directive?

Q318 Chairman: Does somebody want to have a
guess?
Professor Blythe: It is quoted as saying it will use ---
although the European Directive and then the
European Electronic Toll System are yet to be fully
defined, it was supposed to be delivered at the end of
2006, and we had a meeting with people from the
Commission in Denmark yesterday and it is still not
quite there.

Q319 Chairman: It is still what?
Professor Blythe: The EETS is not fully defined, this
is the European Electronic Toll System.
Chairman: So we have a choice of Galileo that is not
there yet or this one that is not there yet. “There was
a man upon the stair . . . ”

Q320 Graham Stringer: Can I just follow that up.
You mean that the European authorities have not
defined their scheme yet or that the schemes in the
UK are not defined to be compatible?
Professor Blythe: The European Electronic Toll
Service, the EETS is not yet fully defined and agreed
by all of the departments of Transport of the EU
countries, to the best of my knowledge. I understand
that this is likely to be resolved this year.

Q321 Chairman: Professor Blythe, have some pity
on our notetakers.
Professor Blythe: The European Electronic Toll
Service was supposed to be fully defined by July
2006. There are still some elements, should I say
loose ends, that are not tied up yet.

1 Note by witness: 2004

Q322 Chairman: You mean no, it is not defined,
those are the words that you are finding diYculty in
getting out. So I do ask you again: the attempt
within this legislation to suggest a certain type of
equipment which should lead towards some form of
harmonisation is fairly academic since neither the
basic pillars of that policy are actually in place or
likely to be in place?
Professor Blythe: That is true as far as satellite-based
charging is concerned. I suspect—and this is a
personal opinion—that within the urban areas,
within the local authorities, the TIF authorities, it is
probably more likely that you will see tag-and-
beacon, DSRC-based systems, being used for urban
charging.

Q323 Chairman: But are they acceptable within the
parameters in the legislation?
Professor Blythe: Yes, I think so because it does refer
to the CEN and ISO standards which define those
elements.

Q324 Chairman: You were wanting to make a
comment, Mr Potter?
Mr Potter: My information, Chairman, is that it
would take two to three years to complete the
system’s architecture, as it is called, that would be of
a type that would satisfy the position between
ourselves and the EU, but there are some steps to go
through at the moment. I think it is adequately
covered in the legislation.

Q325 Chairman: Now I am confused. I am sorry; I
will come back to you, Mrs Ellman, but I am really
now confused. What you are suggesting, Professor,
is that fairly straightforward and acceptable
technology is being used generally?
Professor Blythe: I was saying that in the urban areas
it is likely that most local authorities will plump for
the DSRC tag-and-beacon technology.

Q326 Chairman: Are you telling me, Mr Potter, that
that is not the case and the parameters are such that
you will need two or three years before it can be
implemented?
Mr Potter: I think it is the GPS aspect where there
will need to be about that length of time before
anything—

Q327 Chairman: You are telling us that you think
Galileo will produce 29 more satellites in three years?
Can I take it that you are almost as great an optimist
as the department?
Mr Potter: We cannot be certain about the
completion for Galileo. There are satellite
capabilities already and I think it is more a question
of the nature of the design of the systems that would
secure general EU agreement which would take a
certain amount of time.

Q328 Clive EVord: Is the GPS system though
currently capable of pinpointing where people are,
suYcient to operate these schemes?
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Mr Potter: In the sense that it has been trialled and
tested, certainly the evidence from London, as I
understand from TfL, is that it is accurate to within
a few metres and it has only lost signal contact in the
deepest building canyons in the most narrow streets.
Chairman: So it is all right for the City of London?

Q329 Clive EVord: That is interesting because near
to the A20, which is in my constituency, there is a
road that comes very close to it and these GPS
guidance systems find it very diYcult to diVerentiate
between the two roads because they are in close
proximity to one another. Does that not cause a
problem?
Mr Skelton: It does, and there is considerable eVort
at the present stage to improve that degree of
accuracy because that is where the areas of concern
and suspicion about schemes will arise.

Q330 Clive EVord: Can that be done here or has that
got to be done by people up in space?
Mr Skelton: Again, just a variety of methods and
means.

Q331 Clive EVord: Is that a yes or a no?
Mr Potter: No, it is not. It relies upon—

Q332 Chairman: Mr Richards?
Mr Richards: What is important here is what your
charge base is going to be. If you are using satellite
to determine whether you are within a charged area
or outside a charged area, then, so long as you have
a fairly fuzzy boundary that allows for some
inaccuracy, you can use satellites. If you are using
GPS-based technology as a distance base which is
independent of the type of road you are on, your
concern does not apply because it does not matter
which road you are on. If you are saying there is a
diVerence in charge between road type A and road
type B and the two are running very close together,
then you can have a problem and you would here
come across the issue of privacy. Norwich Union,
with their pay-as-you-go insurance, have solved
those problems but they have solved those problems
back at base by knowing where you are and doing
some fitting.

Q333 Clive EVord: Let me just come back at you on
that because if, say, the London charging scheme
were based on GPS positioning, and let us take the
Elephant and Castle where, if you leave by one
junction, you enter the congestion charge zone, you
are going to come within very close proximity to the
boundary of the congestion charge zone just by
driving round that roundabout.
Mr Richards: Yes.

Q334 Clive EVord: Is it capable of diVerentiating in
that close proximity?
Mr Richards: That is where I think you have to have
a fuzzy boundary, so you have to be well inside the
zone to be sure that you are there so that you do not
get people just going round the roundabout.

Q335 Chairman: I think we have established the
point. Professor Blythe, did you wish to expand on
it because I want to come back?
Professor Blythe: Very briefly. My own view is at this
point in time GPS is not good enough for urban
charging. There is work to be done on map
matching, and Galileo may oVer some benefit to
that, but at this point in time, no; maybe in a few
years’ time.
Chairman: You have made your point.

Q336 Mrs Ellman: Authorities have to take into
account climate change when putting together their
charging schemes. How can that be done and do we
have the technology to do that?
Mr Potter: This aspect gives me some concerns, and
we have said so in our submission, first because the
measurement of the impact of the pricing measure in
terms of its consequence on climate change is going
to be extraordinarily diYcult to demonstrate and
prove with any accuracy. I would prefer to see a
more simple check and balance of a scheme in the
sense of what impact it will have on vehicle miles
within the area that it applies to and what eVect it
will have on, if you like, modal change from car
mode to public transport mode and alternative
modes. That is as close as you are going to get to
what I will say is useful evidence. There is a
connection which I find interesting and that is
obviously the whole exemption scenario with any
charging scheme, and I feel that it is advantageous,
at least in the early stages of the charging initiatives,
to use the charging exemption route to encourage a
conversion to greener, less emitting vehicles, but I
am concerned that there is over-much dependency
on, if you like, gaining approval to these schemes
simply on the basis of claims for climate change.

Q337 Mrs Ellman: Does it mean that there should be
diVerent charges for diVerent vehicles related to their
emissions?
Mr Potter: I would like to see that being possible,
yes, and we see initiatives with local authorities
going their way with parking charges and there
ought to be parallels that might be reflected there.
Having said that, I do feel that there needs to be
guidance or, if not, some sort of maximum charge or
range of charges set by the Secretary of State, which
is a question that the previous session had.

Q338 Mrs Ellman: Mr Skelton?
Mr Skelton: I agree, but it does require a degree of
rigour to ensure that the vehicles you are seeking to
charge are charged appropriately because there
would be a great desire for people to distance
themselves from the type of vehicle they have and try
to make sure that it was levied as a diVerent class of
vehicle, ie, a less polluting one. I think it is right to
look at diVerent charges but it is important to be
conscious of the need to correctly apportion them.

Q339 Mrs Ellman: How would you assess the
London charging scheme in relation to its impact on
climate change?
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Mr Richards: Going back to your earlier question,
Transport for London decided in the end that it was
not possible to forecast the emissions impact of the
charge in any detail. It requires very sophisticated
models which do not exist today and there are lots of
challenges. Hence we have a concern about this
specific requirement, whether it is a requirement that
can be practically satisfied in a way that those people
who might want to prevent the implementation of a
charging scheme might be able to use it. We think the
department has to show how it would be used
eVectively, how those planning and assessing a
scheme could satisfy this requirement because we are
not satisfied that they have thought that through. It
was a problem in London and monitoring is very
diYcult because I remember advising the London
Assembly from the Institute of Public Health and
they were explaining how, certainly as far as local
pollutants are concerned, in London there are so
many other factors—wind, all sorts of things, that
are really much larger scale than what could be
expected to be changed through the congestion
charge.

Q340 Mrs Ellman: Does anybody feel that the
impact on climate change can be monitored and
assessed in any accurate way?
Mr Skelton: Yes. Without going into specific details,
ITS UK has a specific interest in these areas and is
looking at how intelligent transportation can be
used to monitor exhaust emissions and carbon
emissions and is trying to find the appropriate means
by which to give the travelling public the best means
to do that but at the same time reduce the carbon
footprint.

Q341 Mrs Ellman: You are saying it can be done and
the technology is there?
Mr Skelton: It is cheap.
Professor Blythe: As part of encouraging people to
think more innovatively about demand
management in road user charging in urban areas
there are projects developing, such as boxes to go
into cars to advise drivers how they can drive in a
more environmentally friendly way and reduce their
CO2 emissions. There are ITS projects developing
small wireless sensors to be put on lampposts; you
can measure the build-up of pollution on the roads
as traYc builds up, and you can introduce demand
management strategies to overcome that. I think in
the longer term, as demand management for road
user charging and carbon footprints become more
mainstream in the way we think about we travel, you
could envisage having a carbon allowance for travel.
You could envisage tackling specific problems, for
example, very short journeys when the engine is
cold. The pollutants emitted by a cold engine when
it first starts up are tens of times higher and if you
built that into a charging scheme you could begin to
tackle these issues more directly.

Q342 Chairman: Can I ask you a question that I
think arises directly from that? Is it really possible to
frame these regulations and legislation in a way that
does not almost assume that the Government is
picking winners?
Professor Blythe: I think it is to some extent framed
like that at the moment. It is in part in my view left
very much up to the local authorities to try and
deliver what is in here without a great deal of
guidance in the Bill.

Q343 Chairman: And is that good or bad?
Professor Blythe: It has good and bad elements to it.
The bad element is that many of the local authorities
that are not proactive and innovative may—

Q344 Chairman: The point that was being made
before is that you do not have the degree of expertise
within local government to be able to judge these
systems, so I will ask you again. The department is
going to issue statutory guidance and regulation to
ensure local charging schemes have technical
specifications which meet the wider public interest.
Is there anything omitted from that? Is there
something that should be included? What about the
technical specifications? Should there be a balance
between flexibility and centralised co-ordination?
Professor Blythe: I think the issue is how much
hand-holding local authorities will need to go
through that process. It is not clear how far back the
department will stand from assisting local
authorities. Will they give guidance and then leave it
completely up to local authorities?

Q345 Chairman: Except that we are talking about
legislation here, Professor. We are not talking about
an indicative letter issued to transport authorities. Is
it going to limit innovation if centralised rules are
laid down? I am not clear whether you are saying to
me that the department is being too prescriptive or
not prescriptive enough.
Professor Blythe: I think that in part the danger is
that local authorities will feel they are unable to
deliver part of this because it is too vague. For local
authorities who are innovative it probably will give
them the opportunity to do things in the way they see
fit for their particular local problems.
Mr Richards: The issue here is that the department
ought to be providing very clear guidance, probably
clearer than it has done thus far, on the performance
specification, and allowing some freedom for those
local authorities who have the competence to do it
with their advisers to innovate, but the crucial thing
is interoperability, and that relates in some ways to
performance specification. Do not exactly say how
the nuts and bolts are going to work together but
what comes out at the end, what is required.

Q346 Chairman: Should that include the M6 toll?
Mr Richards: As you move towards this
interoperability across all road user charging—the
M6 toll, the Dartford crossing, there should be full
interoperability.
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Q347 Chairman: Do you expect that to happen, Mr
Richards?
Mr Richards: If that does not happen, and if the
Government has not encouraged and created a
situation in which that will happen, its prospects of
moving towards a national scheme—and we
question what “national” means; whether it means
some roads across the country or all roads but let us
just keep “national” however defined—are very
much reduced because I think charging will get into
disrepute.

Q348 Chairman: Mr Potter, did you want to
comment on that?
Mr Potter: Yes. I think harmonisation and
compatibility are very important in these areas and
I am advising in London at the moment. We are, for
example, trying to get greater interoperability
between the M25 toll, the Dartford toll, the potential
East Thames crossing and also, as and when, any
further developments in congestion charging, so
there will need to be—

Q349 Chairman: How easy is that?
Mr Potter: It is not easy and therefore there is a
reason to encourage that process by being to a
degree somewhat more prescriptive in order to
encourage that kind of harmonisation. The M6 toll
is another case in point. In time these types of tolling
will need to talk to each other.

Q350 Chairman: Who is going to check the
compliance?
Mr Skelton: I suspect the central authority.

Q351 Chairman: The local authority?
Mr Potter: No, the national authority.

Q352 Chairman: And they would enforce the
standards?
Mr Potter: Yes, within the boundaries determined,
which is one of the reasons why we are so concerned
that there seems to be a standing away by central
government from this local transport initiative to do
with charging and it is one glaring omission in our
view.
Mr Richards: The interoperability requirements of
the EU should indeed solve this. Everything
complies with those. We are not saying exactly what
the bells and whistles are but we are saying they must
be able to talk to each other.
Professor Blythe: Yes.

Q353 Chairman: Mr Richards, forgive me: I am
afraid you have to talk to me, not the Professor.
Mr Richards: I am sorry, Chairman.

Q354 Chairman: We are boring like that.
Mr Richards: My apologies.

Q355 Chairman: I am very interested in this but ITS
said that the data gathered from the devices can be
used for evidential purposes as at present only
images are regarded as suYciently robust as primary

evidence, and you were saying that because you feel
that inspection and enforcement are fundamental to
the schemes. Am I right?
Mr Skelton: They are essential parts to ensure the
systems operate properly, yes.

Q356 Chairman: So are you absolutely satisfied that
there will be under this legislation suYcient checks
that the technical specifications will be of a certain
standard and that that will be clearly demonstrated
by some form of control mechanism, and who
should control the control?
Mr Skelton: I do not think those measures are there
in the explicit terms they should be. Referring back
to the images, the physical images are the present
technology whereby oVences are detected and
prosecuted in due course. As the intelligent tags and
devices become available they will be subject to the
same degree of evidential rigour to ensure that they
can provide the necessary degree of prosecution
evidence, but to answer to your question of who
monitors the licences, there has to be a responsibility
whether it is within the local authorities or
elsewhere, that monitors centrally to ensure there is
a degree of consistency throughout the country.
Otherwise you will end up with certain authorities
being far more proactive than other areas.

Q357 Mrs Ellman: The Secretary of State would no
longer be there to approve charging schemes. What
interpretation of that do you have? Is it a good or a
bad thing and what is it about?
Mr Richards: I think there are two sides to this. On
the one hand, having seen increasing centralisation
of powers, it is good to see powers being returned to
local authorities, but on the other hand, if you look
at the consultation document, if you look at the
record of correspondence and speeches made by the
Prime Minister and the Secretary of State, it is not
diYcult to conclude that the Government is stepping
back and leaving, as indeed has been suggested with
the London scheme, local authorities (and Ken
Livingstone in the case of London) to be the fall guys
so the Government can stand back and say, “It is
their responsibility; it is not ours because we no
longer have to approve the schemes”, although, in
fact, no scheme is likely to go ahead in England
without TIF funding and the provision of TIF
funding does imply de facto Government approval
of that scheme, so there will be de facto approval but
no de jure approval and we are concerned about that.
We think that if the Government wants to move
forward and these schemes form part of its road plan
it has to be seen to be more actively supporting
those schemes.
Mr Potter: I think it is also the case that some of the
charging areas will have, either directly or indirectly,
some sort of impact on national roads and that
therefore there should be a clear provision
somewhere for that particular responsibility to be
dealt with, ie, by the Secretary of State, the
Department for Transport and the Highways
Agency.
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Q358 Chairman: Can I just come in here? What
concerns me a bit, gentlemen, is that you seem to be
saying on the one hand that there should be suYcient
flexibility for the authorities to be able to tailor their
own schemes. You also say you do not think they
have got the expertise to do it. You also say that the
Government should not specify too carefully what
kind of equipment it should be, but on the other
hand it must make sure there is interoperability, that
there is a relationship between private schemes and
national schemes. Are all of you not asking for
something much bigger than there is in this
legislation?
Mr Skelton: You are absolutely right in what you
are saying, that there are so many imponderables,
and it is seeking to find a happy compromise that
satisfies all which is the diYculty.

Q359 Chairman: All I want to know from you, Mr
Skelton, is, is this particular piece of legislation
workable? Are there bits of it in the technical sense
that could be better drawn and have omissions? Are
you suggesting that central government is not laying
down tight enough parameters in this legislation?
These are political questions but I need to know
whether you think that is the case or not.
Mr Skelton: Yes, I would agree with you. I think
there is scope within the Transport Bill for greater
clarification and for it to be more focused on some
of these issues because that will assist local
authorities and in due course it is for them to be able
to propose schemes within strict guidelines. I think
they would find that supportive.

Q360 Chairman: Anyone else? Mr Potter?
Mr Potter: You mentioned emissions. There are two
matters that we drew attention to in our written
evidence. One was the apparent exclusion—and it
would need detailed legal scrutiny to understand
whether it is there or not—of a relationship with
national roads in these charging schemes where they
may interact in some way, and also we were very
disappointed to note that there was no attempt in
this local Transport Bill (and I put the emphasis on
the word “local” in this context) to repair the
shortcomings of the TA2000 in respect of workplace
parking levies. It is a perfectly justifiable mechanism
for encouraging diVerent behaviour and driving and
switching modes (and workplace parking has been
demonstrated elsewhere), when applied diVerently
from that in TA2000, to be eVective, and we are very
disappointed that the opportunity has not been
taken in this draft Bill.

Q361 Clive EVord: Can I go back on one thing,
Professor Blythe, that we were talking about earlier
on about diVerential charging for vehicles of
diVerent sizes and emissions? How much should we
be planning ahead for tackling congestion and/or
climate change because with new technology,
advances in clean burn engines and diVerent forms
of cleaner fuels are we going to end up with a
situation where it is congestion we are worried about
more than the impact of vehicles on climate change?

Professor Blythe: I think the emphasis here is
congestion to a large extent. It is the Eddington view
that we are losing productivity because of the
congestion. I think in the longer term we need to
start building up more our understanding of how we
can utilise new technologies and demand
management to deal with the climate change, the
greenhouse gas aspects, and I think it is a long term
set of thinking we need to do now. One report which
I think it would be quite helpful to look at is the
OYce of Science and Technology’s Foresight
Intelligent Infrastructure study, which looked at how
we should look at investing in new intelligent
infrastructure for transportation over the next 50
years and some of the advantages that may oVer and
some of the diYculties we may encounter if we do
not begin to think about some of these new
technologies and encourage their development now.

Q362 Clive EVord: Do any of you have a view on
where clause 73 does not have any requirement of an
authority proposing a charging scheme to consult
local communities?
Mr Richards: I was listening to the evidence in the
previous session and I was a little surprised at this
because my reading of the Bill is that what is being
proposed is the removal of the power of the
Secretary of State to call for public consultation and
a public inquiry and that brings other local
authorities outside London into line with the GLA
Act which only leaves that decision to the Mayor, so
the Transport Act 2000 is rather strange because it
says that local authorities “may” consult and “may”
have a public inquiry and, on top of that, there is a
double whammy because, whatever they day, the
Secretary of State could also do the same and my
reading of it, and I hope I am right but I may be
wrong, is that all that has happened is that the
Secretary of State’s right to require public
consultation and a public inquiry on a local scheme
has been removed. The local authority may—and
the wording of the Act is “may”—still do that but it
does not have to.

Q363 Clive EVord: What about the impact that may
have on the decision-making process? Do you think
there should be a requirement to consult?
Mr Richards: As Mr Holmes said earlier today, a
local authority that sought to proceed without
adequate public consultation would find itself in
grave diYculty, just as the Mayor of London found
himself subject to legal challenge. I am sure that
although the Act only says “may” any local
authority wanting to proceed would have to
demonstrate that it had consulted. I think it would
be very diYcult to proceed without demonstrating
that it had undertaken eVective public consultation.

Q364 Clive EVord: Whether or not its decision was
in line with the outcome of that consultation?
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Mr Richards: Indeed.

Q365 Clive EVord: The consultation document
suggests that the Bill will provide greater local
flexibility in relation to road pricing schemes. Has
the lack of flexibility in the past been a barrier to
introducing schemes?
Mr Richards: The barrier has been the political will
and the funding to do that. If you compare the
Transport 2000 Act and the GLA Act, apart from
this crucial thing I talked about, the powers of the
Secretary of State, I do not think there has been a
barrier because they are quite similar.

Q366 Chairman: Gentlemen, I want to ask you one
or two very quick questions before I let you go.
Ought the national authority to set maximum
charges?
Mr Potter: In my view, Chairman, yes, because there
is a lot of opposition to charging that is centred
around unreasonably high prices and it tends to take
away the will to proceed.

Q367 Chairman: That worries me. Do local
authorities then have enough flexibility to set their
own schemes?
Mr Potter: Yes, indeed they would. I think the way
that tolls are set in legislation there is usually a range
of tolls and a decision is taken to hold the price
within that range. I do not think there is anything
unusual in that if it were done in this case.

Q368 Chairman: Clause 65 says that local charging
schemes can only be made if it directly or indirectly
facilitates the achievement of local transport
policies. Is it just enough to say, “I am raising
revenue for transport”?
Mr Potter: No, it certainly is not in my view, because
that has been proven time and time again. The
degree of progress that could be made towards any
charging scheme, if it is seen to be raising revenues,
is likely to be limited indeed. Congestion must
remain the main driving point.

Witnesses: Mr James Firth, Manager for Roads Policy, and Mr Malcolm Bingham, Head of Roads Policy,
Freight Transport Association, and Mr Jack Semple, Director of Policy, and Mr Roger King, Chief
Executive, Road Haulage Association, gave evidence.

Q372 Chairman: Good afternoon, gentlemen.
Would you be kind enough to identify yourselves for
the record, starting on my left?
Mr Bingham: Malcolm Bingham. I am Head of
Road Policy in the Freight Transport Association.
Mr Firth: I am James Firth. I am Road Policy
Manager in the Freight Transport Association.
Mr Semple: Jack Semple. I am Director of Policy at
the Road Haulage Association.
Mr King: Roger King, Chief Executive, Road
Haulage Association.

Q373 Chairman: Thank you very much. Do either of
you have something you want to say before we start
the questions?

Q369 Chairman: Professor, is there anything that
ought to be in this Bill about bus services?
Professor Blythe: Clearly, if you are introducing
congestion charging, you need to oVer the
alternatives, the carrots and the stick, the stick being
the charging, the carrots being better and additional
choices of transport, so I think that needs to be
thought out. Clearly, diVerent local authorities will
have diVerent ways of trying to deal with this but
without the carrots you are never going to be able to
sell the concept.

Q370 Chairman: So is there some aspect of bus
management that ought to be in this Bill and is not
there?
Professor Blythe: It goes back to one of my first
comments, that I feel that what this Bill is not doing
is looking at the wider potential for using intelligent
transport technology to make a step change in terms
of improvement of local transport, and that includes
bus location information systems and, hopefully,
eventually a national system for smart card ticketing
rather than what we have at the moment.

Q371 Chairman: But these are going to be
experiments, are they not, and they will have to be
paid for? Presumably most local authorities will
expect to get a fairly hefty subsidy from a central
point.
Professor Blythe: I would think so, yes, but the
important thing with the experiments is that if we
can have some successful showcases that we can
show other local authorities and the politicians, the
decision-makers and the financiers that we can find
solutions for individual local areas and their
problems then we will have the flagships. To be fair,
I think what London congestion charging has done
has been to let out the genie of congestion charging,
so many cities around the world are following suit.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very
interesting and very helpful. Thank you very much
indeed.

Mr Bingham: First of all I would like to oVer an
apology. I am mandated to do that from my Chief
Executive, Richard Turner, who has asked me to
express his regret at not being able to be here. His
enthusiasm for road charging is only surpassed by
his enthusiasm for the management of safety in the
road haulage industry and he is with Mrs Bell in the
north west traYc area this afternoon doing exactly
that.

Q374 Chairman: Even I know my place. I would
always take second rank to a traYc commissioner,
Mr Bingham. Mr King?
Mr King: I have nothing to say. We are happy to
answer the questions.
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Q375 Chairman: I think it would be helpful for us to
know your views on clause 72, which removes the
requirement for the Secretary of State to approve
local charging schemes in England. Is that a good
thing?
Mr King: I think you are asking perhaps whether we
would welcome any charging schemes at all. The
answer as far as our members are concerned is that
we do not welcome charges for goods vehicles in a
charging zone. We cannot identify why anyone
would want to charge them. Even the draft
regulatory impact assessment suggests that freight
operators and delivery companies are likely to incur
charges because there is limited flexibility as to the
times at which deliveries can be accommodated.
However, as noted under “benefits”, these
businesses are also likely to place a high value on
journey time savings and increased reliability. What
is the point of goods vehicles paying charges in the
charging area when it will not have any impact on
the commercial vehicle movements? It becomes just
another journey tax.

Q376 Chairman: Mr King, congestion costs industry
quite a lot of money, does it not?
Mr King: I am not saying that you could not have a
charging regime for motorists because you can make
a diVerence there. They can elect to travel by
alternative transport. They can re-time their
journeys. That is not the same for commercial
vehicles. Cars are going to work; lorries are at work.
That is the big diVerence.

Q377 Chairman: But a lorry’s ability to unload, to
get to its point of destination, to speed up the whole
management of its interaction with its customer,
must be dictated to a certain extent by the congestion
that it meets and the ability it has to unload in
particular areas at particular times. That costs
money, does it not?
Mr King: Yes, it does.

Q378 Chairman: And therefore the facility to get to
a particular point in an urban area must be of benefit
to the lorry, must it not?
Mr King: Absolutely, and if you can reduce the
amount of other vehicular traYc through alternative
transport modes and by using the pricing
mechanism to get people oV the road, that will leave
clearer paths for the movement of vital freight, but
we cannot understand why you would want then to
tax the truck because the purpose of zone charging
is to make the user of the roads re-time their journey
for an alternative period. That is not an option
available to goods vehicles, ever.

Q379 Chairman: In your view the industry times all
of its deliveries and all of its provision so eYciently
and so inflexibly that it knows exactly what it has to
do and it has no way of varying that?
Mr King: The contracts that are placed with
customers with hauliers are very often these days for
just-in-time deliveries. They are timed to certain
times of the day, to the hour, almost to the minute.
That is how challenging it is for the operator to be

able to arrive at a destination when the customer
wants it. If you are going to price trucks oV the road
at certain times of the day and park them up
somewhere so that they can come in oV-peak you are
going to create other problems such as further
congestion of heavy goods vehicles. You are also
going to cause a situation where drivers are going to
run out of hours and working time in addition to
where these vehicles are going to be parked waiting
for a cheaper rate.
Chairman: You have started the hares running now.
We will come to you in a minute, Mr Bingham. I am
sure you have some equally interesting ideas.

Q380 Mr Leech: Mr King, is not one of the potential
benefits getting some of those trucks oV the road and
putting the freight on the railways?
Mr King: There is a limited amount that you can put
back on rail. Rail is already saturated with passenger
traYc and freight traYc tends to move at night. As
I mentioned, just-in-time deliveries to supermarkets,
to factories, cannot all take place at night. They have
to take place continuously during the day. That is
part of the manufacturing/retail cycle. That is what
makes British industry competitive and productive,
so I do not think you can have all goods moved by
rail or even a significant extra percentage. You
cannot deliver to McDonalds, for instance, by train.
It has to be by truck and for that purpose that
matches other supermarkets, other high street
deliveries. There is no real alternative to the truck.

Q381 Mr Scott: Mr King, on that point, would you
agree that if charging is brought in for haulage
ultimately it will be the customer who is going to pay
the extra money if it is going to increase costs? Is that
a fair assessment?
Mr King: It is, and I am reminded of the Trade and
Industry Select Committee report recently which
was looking at the changes in work and fortunes of
the motor industry, which was migrating towards
eastern Europe, and indeed to China. Two of the
points they made were the comparison of wage rates
but also transportation costs. Are we actually
suggesting that the way this country is going to grow
economically is by ratcheting up transport costs for
the basic commodities, finished goods, raw
materials, that are brought in by truck? It only
makes us less competitive.

Q382 Chairman: I want to bring Mr Bingham in. I
do not want this to be entirely a one-man show.
Mr Bingham: Chairman, reflecting on those
comments, there are some issues that this
Association feels could have been addressed within
this Bill. We feel a little disappointed that they are
not. We feel that it is a local passenger transport bill
and we can understand why the emphasis is in that
area but we have seen a number of areas where we
feel that charging in certain areas can be beneficial if
there is suYcient payback, if there is suYcient benefit
given to whoever is using that system. In the road
freight industry we are looking at areas where we can
start to change around the times that we make
deliveries but very often we are restricted by local
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planning consents, by a number of areas, and we feel
that this is an area where we might be able to say that
if there is, let us say, a £5 charge to get into a town
or city but there is a benefit—and the problem is we
cannot work out what that is yet—to the operator of
£5 or £6 in time, it would help to keep the transport
costs at a norm. If there is a disbenefit, if the benefit
is only £4 or less to that £5 charge, inevitably that
diVerence in money will be passed on to the
customer at the end of the day.

Q383 Chairman: If you were to go to your members
and ask how many of them actually factor in the cost
of congestion, both in their carriage of goods from
one set point to another and also in their ability to
deliver in congested urban areas, how many of them
could give you an accurate assessment?
Mr Bingham: I think more and more could.
Whenever we survey our members at the moment
congestion is one of the two hot areas of cost concern
for major companies and their operation. Indeed,
many of them have been factoring into their contract
arrangements with their customers clauses that
would allow for increase of costs should congestion
continue to increase.

Q384 Chairman: So they would regard that as part
of their overheads that they have to assume at the
present time when they are negotiating a contract
because the reality is that congestion costs them a
great deal of money and delay can add to their
overheads?
Mr Bingham: Yes, but I should emphasise that it is
part of the negotiation, as you quite rightly pointed
out, and very often that negotiation is not successful
on the part of the carrier.

Q385 Chairman: Mr Bingham, we are not saying
that even the brilliant members of your association
automatically get everything they want in every
negotiation they enter. What I am asking you is
something totally diVerent. If congestion costs your
members money do they factor that in when they are
looking at the overheads, either in relation to a
commercial deal that they are doing with one of their
customers or into the overall overheads, the cost of
running their businesses, and if that is so then tell me
why they should find it so diYcult to accept a
charging scheme which might facilitate, indeed will
facilitate presumably, their commercial dealings
with their customers in congested areas?
Mr Bingham: On the first point, there is a growing
awareness of the issue about congestion and the way
they need to factor that into their costs, and
therefore all across the industry they recognise how
to deal with that, but there is a growing awareness
that they will deal with it particularly on the large
companies. On the second point, what they are
looking for within a charging scheme is, as I said
earlier, whether there is benefit in that to their
operations that will allow them to move more freely,
or whether there are ways that local authorities, in
setting up those charging schemes, can put
incentives in place, such as allowing night-time
deliveries or sharing priority lanes, that sort of issue.

What they are looking for is to try and keep the cost
base at a level without an increase in cost which they
are particularly worried about in terms of local
charging because they cannot defer that journey.
They have to make those journeys to make the
deliveries.

Q386 Mr Leech: I have two small questions for Mr
Bingham and Mr King. Would it not be fair to say
that local authorities or towns, where they have
residential areas which are quite close to where you
are delivering, would not really have the leeway to
allow you to deliver at other times of the day because
of the disturbance it is going to cause to residents?
Mr Bingham: I think that is a fair assessment, and
equally I think it is a fair assessment that you cannot
always share bus lanes in every area because those
bus lanes are needed to get passengers into the towns
and cities. We have seen examples in the north of
England where we have another role looking after
policy there with places like Manchester and
Newcastle and Merseyside, which are looking at
ways of trying to facilitate freight into those towns
and cities by putting in that sort of measure. We
think that that could be coupled within this Bill to
allow that to happen, but there is very little in this
Bill to accommodate freight.

Q387 Mr Scott: Mr King?
Mr King: That is correct. We would support that
view, that the pressure on residents and an urban
environment is very significant and we get night-time
lorry bans, as you well know. Those bans were
created a number of years ago. Trucks today are
considerably quieter and some release of the
pressure on deliveries would benefit society
generally. We think more work should be done on
that. One of the things about the Bill is that it is all
very passenger transport orientated. Commercial
freight deliveries are not that prominent in it. One
wonders whether, as a passenger transport authority
exists, a freight transport authority might be a very
good idea. The trouble is, that stands for FTA so we
would have to think of something else, such as a
goods transport authority, which would help
overcome of the restrictions we operate under in a
variety of ways and bring together a common policy
as opposed to lots of individual policies like low
emission zones in London, et cetera.

Q388 Mr Scott: Where congestion charges are
already running in London have your members
noticed a decrease in congestion or is it still as
diYcult for them to carry out their deliveries?
Mr King: I am not aware that we have too many
members in goods trucks with large HGVs coming
into central London nowadays. They tend to avoid
it.

Q389 Mr Scott: Because of congestion?
Mr King: Because of the congestion charging but
because they would not deliver there anyway. Those
that do, and one thinks of some of the supermarket
vehicles, I think have learned to live with it. I think
marginally there have been improvements but it is a
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question of it improves and then it gets slightly worse
and then the prices go up and it improves again.
Whether or not that is a good thing I do not know.
Mr Bingham: I think there is a balance here between
the benefit of it and the cost to the company of
dealing with a congestion charge. From the London
experience we recognise that the charge itself is only
the tip of the iceberg for the vehicle operator who is
trying to move his vehicles in and out of the areas
and deal with the charge itself. One of our worries is
that we are starting to see proposals for diVerent
schemes across the country. We know, for example,
in London that a major company has started to
employ people to administer the charging regime, so
there is a cost to the companies in dealing with that.
If we start to see diVerent regimes across the country
our fear is that that will multiply the administration
problem for companies, so there is a cost element to
it. Coming back to your original question, in the
centre of London certainly our supermarket
members have recognised that there is a free
movement in the central area. Where they have
diYculty is getting past the congestion into the
central area.

Q390 Chairman: Mr Semple?
Mr Semple: I wonder if I could make one or two
points. In a meeting with our members only last
week in the north of England, to take one specific
example, which is the Manchester TIF bid, they were
unanimous and strong in their view that they are at
work rather than going to work and that the purpose
of taxing a lorry for its journey would be diVerent
from the purpose of taxing a car. If we were to take
the Manchester TIF bid, for example, at the moment
one of the key issues for an operator is to keep his
costs down and make the best use of his drivers’
available time, and the pressure on that is going to
increase in the future rather than decrease. At the
moment trucks tend to try to avoid congestion. The
practical consequence of the Manchester TIF bid, as
far as we can assess it at the moment, with the
increase in bus lanes may well be to reduce the
capacity for other road users. If there is no
displacement clearly that is going to increase
congestion If there is displacement some of that
displacement may well be to early times in the
morning where the trucks are predominant in order
to avoid congestion and will therefore increase
congestion at those periods, and with the increase of
the Manchester bus lanes there is no guarantee at all
that the displacement from the charge will be greater
than the reduction in capacity and the congestion
that that charge creates in the bus lanes. Therefore,
to take the point in the RIA, it is likely to be a
disbenefit quite possibly to trucks rather than a
benefit. It is far from certain that there will be any
benefit to truck movements at all. The
administration costs and the costs of collecting the
charges for what will be a journey tax are one of the
key points that our members are keen to make.

Q391 Mr Leech: Mr Semple, is there any evidence
that that assumption is made on? For instance, when
the bus lane was put in on the A6 or when the quality

bus corridor was being put in on Barlow Moor Road
in my constituency, is there any evidence that your
trucks have then been struggling to get along those
routes?
Mr Semple: In terms of the Manchester scheme
which you are talking about, it is early days but from
what we can see there is a clear intention to reduce
the amount of road space available for lorries.
Chairman: I think you were being asked a diVerent
question, Mr Semple, not what do you think the
scheme will do to you in future but is there evidence?

Q392 Mr Leech: Where bus lanes have been put in in
Manchester is there any factual basis for your
assumption that there have been longer journey
times for some goods vehicles?
Mr Semple: I will need to get back to you on that, I
am afraid.
Mr King: Chairman, the point is that if you increase
the number of bus lanes and introduce charging you
will have a very diVerent situation than you
currently have where you have still got normal
access, although slightly restricted with bus lanes, so
that the game will change very much.

Q393 Mr Leech: In a positive way rather than a
negative way?
Mr King: You may levy a charge to reduce the
amount of cars using the road but if the cars are then
restricted by increases in bus lane provision you are
almost back to where you started, so you gain
nothing except another tax.

Q394 Clive EVord: Have any of your members
complained of losses as a result of the London
congestion charge?
Mr King: Losses in their business?

Q395 Clive EVord: Yes.
Mr King: None that I know of because they have
simply charged for the delivery of goods into the
area.
Mr Bingham: I come back to the point I made earlier
on, Chairman. The comments on losses were on the
extra administration costs they incurred in
employing people to deal with the charging system.
There has been some improvement, in fairness, in
the London system with the fleet schemes and I think
there is a lot to learn from London in the way we deal
with this, but that is their main concern, the
administration costs.

Q396 Clive EVord: Has it led to any more eYcient
use of vehicles, such as sending one truck where in
the past you might have sent three during the course
of a day? We have all sat in the traYc jam and when
you get there there is a truck with the back up and
you can see that there is one parcel in the back of a
very large truck that has caused a huge traYc jam.
Mr Semple: A parcel lorry can leave the depot with
60 or even 70 parcels. There is going to be a stage at
which there is only parcel to deliver before it goes
back to the depot to get some more.
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Q397 Clive EVord: The point is still made. Has there
been any more eYcient use of fleets of vehicles as a
consequence of congestion charging?
Mr King: I think the answer is yes, there must have
been more eYcient use because of the reduction in
congestion, but whether that is a saving in terms of
the flexibility that the operator used to enjoy
beforehand where no charge was made is something
that research would have to provide.

Q398 Mrs Ellman: Given that there are going to be
charging schemes would a requirement to consider
freight interests be of assistance to you?
Mr Bingham: There is in our view a very distinct area
of concern for us where the passenger transport
authorities are being given the power to direct local
authorities in their local transport plans and because
of that the concern is that not all passenger transport
authorities have a freight interest. Many do, but not
all, and we have seen examples in the past of
passenger transport authorities having a distinct
preference to obstruct freight movement because of
the need to get passengers around, so we feel there is
a very necessary element that must be put in this for
freight interests within those areas where the charges
are put in place and that that freight interest should
be reflected through the system.

Q399 Mrs Ellman: There are plans in the draft Bill
for an approvals board which would be separate
from the local authority to assess quality contract
applications. Would you like that same process to be
used for approving charging schemes?
Mr King: In terms of the charging scheme?

Q400 Mrs Ellman: Yes.
Mr King: Do you mean the actual rate of charge or
just the scheme?

Q401 Mrs Ellman: This will be approving schemes.
Mr King: For the scheme itself?

Q402 Mrs Ellman: It will include the rate of charge.
Mr King: I think we would want as much
consultation as possible if that is part of the
administrative arrangements. We heard earlier
about the charging scheme and whether there should
be a national limit to charging schemes. One of the
diYculties here is that you cannot really have a
national upper limit because the whole purpose of a
charging scheme is to make a seismic change in the
amount of use of roads at certain times of the day
and local authorities must have the power to levy a
charge suYciently high to get that change and it will
diVer from area to area. That is why I think they
need to consult very closely with those people that
will be using the roads in those zones and having to
pay the charges.

Q403 Mrs Ellman: Does there need to be any
consistency in charging in the diVerent schemes from
your point of view?

Mr King: Throughout the country?

Q404 Mrs Ellman: Yes.
Mr King: As I say, I do not think there can be if it is
going to work because the charges in London would
have to be higher than perhaps in Newcastle because
wage rates are diVerent and if you were charging
Newcastle rates in London people might say, “That
is so cheap I am going to continue to use the roads”.
I think you have to take into account the zones and
the areas of the country in which the charge is going
to operate. You cannot have a national tariV.

Q405 Mrs Ellman: Are there any other views on that
in terms of consistency?
Mr Firth: There is a requirement for consistency in
style, certainly, with the appearance of the
Manchester scheme, which is diVerent in the way it
operates from the London congestion scheme. If we
end up with ten diVerent schemes out of those that
have shown interest in the TIF schemes that is going
to require education of drivers and training on what
diVerent things they will expect to encounter when
they come into diVerent cities. On that basis we
would like to see the way in which you are charged
to be continuous across regions and that would be an
additional requirement of the Secretary of State.

Q406 Mrs Ellman: Except in these proposals now the
Secretary of State in fact would not be approving
them. Is that a problem?
Mr Firth: In answer to the Chairman’s very first
question, we would like to see the Secretary of State
having final approval on schemes and on the
application of the revenues generated from those
schemes.

Q407 Mrs Ellman: Regulations made under clause
75 could make provision so that a road user could
register with one charging scheme, install the
equipment and then choose for these arrangements
to apply to other charging schemes. Does this satisfy
your concerns about interoperability?
Mr Firth: Yes, we would want to see the highest level
of interoperability. There is also the question that is
addressed in the Bill of instructing London that they
will have to conform with the interoperability. We
would like to see any scheme kept as simple as
possible because complexity brings administration
costs. I have spoken to one member about this who
is part of a national operator who has 32,000
vehicles, and if we are talking about having lots of
diVerent types of charging schemes which a national
operator would have to take account of then that
expense is going to be multiplied, and in the proposal
from Manchester that describes the windscreen tag
as having a refundable deposit of £15 to £20, so there
is not really a point at which an operator can see they
are going to ask for their money back. They are
always going to need that, so it is a cost to them, and
to an operator with 32,000 vehicles, okay, they
might not all expect to go into Manchester but it is
a significant cost.
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Q408 Mrs Ellman: Are you satisfied with the
adjudication arrangements for technical problems?
Mr King: I think we would have to wait to see what
the outcome of that is. There are going to be a lot of
big questions to ask and equally big answers given as
to how the system is going to work. We have heard
about the very big operator. As for the very small
operator with seven or ten trucks, with customers all
over the UK, if there is a possibility of going into
Manchester or Birmingham does he fit every vehicle
in his fleet with a device, most of which will not go
near the area? What happens if a vehicle not fitted
with the device, in the interests of not running
empty, is diverted to go into Manchester or
Birmingham to pick up a load? How does he then, as
he is going in without a tag, pay his charge? These
are the things that have got to be decided and are
going to be quite problematic, because a national
scheme will be just one card and you are charged on
every single road. In theory that is very easy to do
but this is going to involve half a dozen separate
schemes with probably diVerent interpretations, so
we need to have somebody who can adjudicate on
the fairness of each one.
Mr Semple: The operator with 32,000 vehicles may
well have in absolute terms a very expensive
administration. The administrative burden on an
operator with seven or eight trucks or 32 trucks will
be that bit greater possibly in terms of the percentage
of his costs and available time.

Q409 Mrs Ellman: Would it be better for you if there
was a national scheme?
Mr King: In theory, yes, and one of the things we
would like to see with road pricing, which we tried
with the lorry road user charge but failed the cost/
benefit test, is that, commensurate with a road
charge, we would get a fuel rebate and therefore level
the playing field with foreign operators increasingly
coming into the UK, and also get a charge from
foreign operators. The other point, of course, is,
what about foreign operators? Are we going to
require every one that comes into the UK to have a
tag for Manchester, a tag for Birmingham or a
common tag for both just in case they go into those
conurbations? What will be the arrangements for
dealing with foreign traYc?

Q410 Mrs Ellman: If there is not to be a national
scheme what could be done to deal with your
concerns within these proposals or in changing these
proposals?
Mr King: There needs to be a great deal more
consultation on the practical questions, which are
not addressed in this particular paper. It simply says
we are going to have a charging scheme or allow
local authorities to have a charging scheme. There is
no indication of what the technology is going to be.
There is no indication of when it is going to be
available and no-one has any idea how it would
actually work and what happens if you have not got
a charging device and you have to do it manually? I
think under EU rules you have to provide that. You
have to have a back-up for the incidental operator.
That is what cost the German system a lot of money

because the electronic system worked okay
eventually, but they have to oVer the manual
operation for the casual user. I think some of the
cities that are thinking about an all-singing, all-
dancing electronic system should be aware that they
may well be obliged to provide a manual system to
back it up.

Q411 Mrs Ellman: Does all of this mean you want
more rather than less central control over this, or
central involvement?
Mr Bingham: I think there needs to be more central
direction than is indicated in the Bill. One of the
problems we see about the enforcement of this, and
it was reflected in the comment made about foreign
vehicles, is that very often the enforcement is done
by ANPR cameras. The diYculty with that is that
they are blind to vehicles that are not registered by
the DVLA and therefore that creates a system which
is deemed to be unfair across UK operators, that
possibly foreign operators will get away with not
paying the charges. There is a similar concern over
the London low emission zone. One of the things
that we are encouraging at the moment is the move
towards registers of non-UK vehicles and the way
that that is being taken forward. It is a possibility for
managing and working towards a fairer system of
charging.

Q412 Mr Leech: Just on the point you made about
foreign vehicles that are not registered in this
country, would you then support the registration of
all vehicles that come into the country?
Mr Bingham: By one form or another?

Q413 Mr Leech: Yes.
Mr Bingham: The diYculty is how do you deal with
that? You would probably need further legislation to
accomplish it and therefore bring in the element of
central control again.
Mr King: There is a technical problem as well in that
the tractor unit of an articulated unit has a diVerent
registration number from the trailer, so that if you
are going past a camera you will get the trailer
registration plate and that will not lead you directly
to the operator of the tractor unit, so there are
significant problems there.
Mr Semple: The Secretary of State is saying that a lot
of the local charging schemes are a precursor to a
possible national charging scheme, so he obviously
must have some ideas as to where all this is going and
perhaps some direction is important, but I think the
discussion this afternoon from colleagues has partly
served to highlight the very diVerent rationale
between charging motorists and charging lorries and
also the degree of complexity of the issues involved
in charging commercial vehicles and the foreign
trucks problem particularly is one that cannot be
underestimated because we are getting more and
more vehicles coming into the country, and if
somebody has come from Romania and is tipping
half his load in Leeds and half his load in
Manchester there must be an arrangement for that.
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Q414 Chairman: I do not doubt life in transport is
very complicated. Finally, gentlemen, are you happy
with the increased powers? We have already
established how important traYc commissioners are
and so are you happy with the increased powers in
the Bill to the traYc commissioners and in particular
the creation of a post of senior traYc commissioner?
Mr Bingham: We have recognised for a long time
that there should be greater consistency across traYc
commissioners and we have made various
statements about that in the past. Where we are
slightly concerned is that traYc commissioners have
created a trust within the industry about what they
do and how they deal with issues on a local basis and
the move in the Bill to give the senior traYc
commissioner power to direct other traYc
commissioners is a point of concern. I would not like
to overestimate that because we do not really
understand what it means yet. We understand why
it has been put in place, to help the regulation of the
bus industry, and we can recognise that, but we
would not like to see it degrade the trust that has
been created between the goods industry and the
traYc commissioners and the way that they deal
locally with each other.

Q415 Chairman: Are there more powers that should
be given to the traYc commissioner or fewer?
Mr Bingham: We feel that the traYc commissioner
has got the right powers and the right independence
to operate, and that is valued. We already have a
senior traYc commissioner in place in eVect but not
by statute, so in some ways we are quite relaxed
about the fact that it is being put into statute. The
concern is, will it aVect the local traYc
commissioners’ ability to deal with local issues that
they understand?

Q416 Chairman: You have criticised in your case the
proposed introduction of integrated transport
strategies and implementation plans for passenger
transport authorities. Are you against the principle
or the scope?
Mr Firth: We are against the principle of these being
run by the passenger transport authority, a body
which has little or no interest in the delivery of goods
in urban areas.

Q417 Chairman: If they are running an integrated
scheme across the whole of a particular area why
should they not have an interest in what happens
with freight? Are you simply saying that because
they are interested in passengers they would never be
interested in freight?
Mr Firth: I think there needs to be a requirement
that they should pay attention to freight, so this
would be stipulated in the transport strategies.

Q418 Chairman: So it ought to be one of the criteria
is what you are saying?

Mr Firth: Yes.

Q419 Chairman: Before the scheme is fashioned one
of its criteria should be to understand the
implications for the freight industry and take
account of their involvement?
Mr Firth: Yes. My only complaint is that it has the
word “passenger” in it which gives too much focus
on passengers, and I will accept that that is a petty
complaint, but if it did stipulate a freight
requirement then that is what we would be looking
for.
Mr King: You asked a question about the traYc
commissioner. We have a slightly diVerent approach
to that in that we are very concerned about the
appointment of a statutory senior traYc
commissioner.

Q420 Chairman: Why?
Mr King: The argument is that there is not
consistency or there has been too much
inconsistency. The alternative to that is consistent
direction. The whole basis of the traYc
commissioner and his relationship with the haulage
sector and the bus sector for 71 years has been in a
quasi-judicial way which has served the industry
extremely well. Hauliers and operators know when
they go in front of the traYc commissioner that they
are getting a fair and open, neutral hearing free from
any direction from anyone. A senior traYc
commissioner gives advice, of course, as to how his
colleagues should interpret things, but the benefits of
having a traYc commissioner that sits and
adjudicates on the case in front of him and decides
according to the evidence presented to him and not
as the result of directives handed down by the
Department for Transport or VOSA that you should
do this or that is a very important one for the
industry. Of course the role has to evolve and of
course we need to have changes. Indeed, we have
incorporated them, I think, over the last few years.
The traYc commissioners are more open with their
decisions and there is more work to be done on that.
Indeed, the RHA is holding a forum with traYc
commissioners and other interested parties to look
at ways in which we can improve the relationship we
have without treading on their judicial abilities. It
says in the regulatory impact assessment that the
industry would welcome more consistency. That is a
double-edged sword. If it is consistency in that the
traYc commissioners have to do what the
Government is seeking them to do then we do not
welcome it. We welcome eVorts to improve
communications between what the traYc
commissioner does and the industry does, that
which is already in place at the moment and being
used more frequently, and we believe the existing
system has served us extremely well.

Q421 Chairman: So you have never had any of your
members complaining that they have been faced
with diVerent sanctions from a same-sized firm in the
region next door with a diVerent traYc
commissioner? You have never had complaints of
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inconsistency between the decisions of one traYc
commissioner and another? This is an idea which is
totally foreign to your members?
Mr King: Over 71 years and tens of thousands of
hearing, of course that kind of thing has occurred.

Q422 Chairman: So what objection could you
possibly have to the department laying down
parameters that would lead to consistency of
decision-making?
Mr King: Because the word “direction” comes in.
“Direction” means that the traYc commissioners
would lose their flexibility to take into account all
the evidence they have heard and make a finding.
Sometimes we do not like those findings. Sometimes
we will argue about it and say, “That was not very
consistent”, but it is the inconsistency that gives us
the trust that each case is considered on its own
merits.

Q423 Chairman: Do you apply the same line of
reasoning to the courts of the country dealing with
human beings as opposed to traYc problems? Do
you feel that any kind of consistent parameters laid
down by the Lord Chancellor in relation to judges
are something that cause more trouble than less, or
is it only traYc commissioners who are not to be
trusted?
Mr King: TraYc commissioners receive advice and
help from the senior traYc commissioner.

Q424 Chairman: I am not clear where the problem is
with the consistency. What is wrong in a traYc
commissioner in one area being reminded that
within certain parameters there should be a degree of
consistency between two regions?
Mr King: It is sometimes not possible to have a
consistent approach.

Q425 Chairman: But does the direction in the Bill
indicate to you that they will be forced to take
decisions against their judgment and against the
balance of evidence that has been presented to them?
Mr King: That is a worry. There is an underlying
belief that there is more pressure from Government.

Q426 Chairman: Where in the Bill, Mr King, does it
say that consistency will lead us to a degree of
direction?
Mr King: The Bill and the descriptions do not
actually tell us where the inconsistency is occurring.
It simply says, “The industry tells us things are
inconsistent”. Yes, we have had inconsistencies.

Q427 Chairman: So you actually told them in the
first place it was inconsistent and now you are saying
you do not like it?
Mr King: We did not tell anybody that the traYc
commissioners were inconsistent.

Q428 Chairman: Oh, I see. Other people may have
done but you have not. Mr Semple?
Mr Semple: I think one person’s inconsistency can
be one of two things. One person’s inconsistency can
be a traYc commissioner’s proper exercise of her or
his discretion in an individual case and that may be
misinterpreted by the company involved. Secondly,
it is possible that there can be a genuine
inconsistency given two apparently individual cases.
We do not think that is particularly common and
there is no pressure from our membership for a
change in the system because, insofar as no system
is perfect, an occasional inconsistency as opposed to
proper exercise of discretion is acceptable.

Q429 Chairman: Let me put it to you like this, Mr
Semple. You are telling me there is not actually any
inconsistency; therefore there is not a problem with
the department requiring people to be consistent?
Mr Semple: I think the department in its
consultation paper specifically says that the industry
has a great deal of confidence in the traYc
commissioners because of their independence. It
perhaps should attach more importance to that
assessment, which it makes itself. Our concern is that
under the proposal—and it is just a concern; we need
more detail—that independence, which the
department itself recognises is important, would be
undermined.
Chairman: Thank you very much, gentlemen. It has
been, as always, very informative.



3721512002 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 22:09:50 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 52 Transport Committee: Evidence

Wednesday 27 June 2007

Members present

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr Clive EVord Mr Eric Martlew
Mrs Louise Ellman Graham Stringer
Mr Philip Hollobone

Witnesses: Mr Martin Yardley, Chairman, West Midlands Chief Engineers and Planning OYcers Group
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Sylvia Dunkley, SheYeld City Council, and Councillor Malcolm Blanksby, Wycombe District Council, Local
Government Association, gave evidence.

Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee is
in session. A little bit of housekeeping first. I think
most of you have actually given evidence to us
before, but if you just remember these rooms do
absorb sound so we would like a little bit of voice
projection. I have one little bit of personal house-
keeping: Members having an interest to declare?
Mr Martlew: Member of the Transport & General
Workers’ Union and General Municipal Workers’
Union.
Clive EVord: Member of Unite.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, Aslef.
Mrs Ellman: Member of Unite.
Graham Stringer: Member of Amicus and Unite.

Q430 Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, would you
be kind enough to identify yourselves for the record.
Mr Yardley: Martin Yardley, Chairman of CEPOG
in the West Midlands.
Mr Errington: Trevor Errington, a member of
CEPOG, which stands for Chief Engineers and
Planning OYcers Group.
Councillor Page: Councillor Tony Page from
Reading Borough and a member of the Local
Government Association’s Regeneration and
Transport Board.
Councillor Johnstone: Shona Johnstone, Leader of
Cambridgeshire County Council, and also a
member of the Regeneration and Transport Board
of the LGA.
Councillor Dunkley: Sylvia Dunkley, SheYeld City
Council and South Yorkshire Passenger Transport
Authority, and a member of the Local Government
Association’s Regeneration and Transport Board.
Councillor Blanksby: Councillor Malcolm
Blanksby, Wycombe District Council, Chair of the
LGA Scrutiny Panel.

Q431 Chairman: Well, I should congratulate you all,
I suspect we can all leave now because between you
you have got all the talents so I am sure you could
write our report for us! Does anyone want to say
anything very briefly or may we go straight to the
questions?

Councillor Page: Go straight to questions.

Q432 Chairman: In which case can I ask you a bit
about governance. Does the proposed governance
framework provide the powers needed to deliver
eYcient and eVective transport services in all urban
areas?
Mr Errington: The West Midlands Metropolitan
Authorities welcome very strongly the
Government’s proposals within the draft Bill.
Where we do have a little concern is to ensure that
the Government’s proposals are looked at in the
broader context of our city and regions governance
proposals as they go forward. We are in the process
of setting up a board and, as we said in our evidence,
setting up properly a company limited by guarantee
to deliver the governance arrangements, and we
want to ensure that whatever transport governance
arrangements come forward are able to fit in with
whatever governance model we come forward with
on the city and regions and that in assessing that
transport governance model it is assessed with a
recognition that we are also trying to deliver on
other fronts, such as regeneration and housing and
so on, so we are asking the Secretary of State not to
look at it with transport blinkers.

Q433 Chairman: I think that is a very useful point.
Does anybody else want to comment on that?
Councillor Page: We would agree with that.

Q434 Chairman: Is it the right balance in the Bill
between flexibility and consistency and
transparency?
Councillor Dunkley: I think there is widespread
recognition that the passenger transport authorities
in particular need looking at. We have been saying
for 302 years now that local government has had
changes; we have remained very much the same. I
can say as a PTA member that it has been quite a
frustrating experience for the last eight years trying
to implement policies and yet not having the powers
and controls that we would like to work with others
to make sure that the best possible outcome is
achievable.

2 Note by witness: 20 years
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Q435 Chairman: We would also like to know
whether you think the level of involvement of the
Secretary of State in the process of changing
governance arrangements or geographical coverage
of a PTA is appropriate?
Councillor Page: The short answer is we would like
to see the Secretary of State’s powers reduced to
essentially reserved powers. We believe that the
bottom-up, voluntary collaborative approach is
best. We believe there is a real will to deliver on that
at local government level, and therefore powers
given to the Secretary of State should be reserved
powers. The other point to emphasise, very much
taking on board the point that has just been made by
Trevor Errington, is that areas outside
conurbations, towns and cities, such as travel-to-
work areas, need to be included in a flexible way, and
we would be very opposed to this uniform building-
block approach that has to have the whole of an
adjoining local authority area included rather than
part, and we think that that would be a recipe for
delay and inertia and therefore we are looking for
flexibility, and we think that local authorities are the
best to determine those voluntary arrangements and
the Secretary of State should be confined to
reserved powers.
Chairman: That may be something we want to
question you about. Mr EVord?

Q436 Clive EVord: Taken altogether do you think
that the regulations in the Bill will actually improve
bus services or make them worse?
Councillor Page: I think our view is that the
proposals are very welcome. They build
substantially on submissions that the LGA has made
over many years, and indeed to you Chairman and
this Committee, so there is a ring of familiarity about
the proposals. We have certain concerns but the
direction of travel is very welcome. There are aspects
of the proposals that we believe need some further
attention but overall it is a Bill going in the right
direction.

Q437 Clive EVord: What are they then? What would
you want to see in the Bill or what is in the Bill that
you would like to see taken out?
Councillor Page: There are aspects of the Bill
relating to the way in which quality contracts are
established. We do not believe that there should be
an appeals tribunal involved. We believe that the
fairly prescriptive consultation arrangements, for
example, that are laid down in the Bill are adequate
and that therefore there is no need for the appeals
tribunal which will add further delay. We also
believe that there are improvements to be made
around the quality partnerships and perhaps you
may come on to that later, Chairman, and there are
some other points that I believe colleagues will want
to add on that.
Councillor Johnstone: I was simply going to add on
that issues around sharing of information and
sharing of data to ensure that local authorities have
got the information around punctuality for bus
services, for example, that we would welcome the

opportunity for the traYc commissioner to share
those and for those to be publicly available in the
same way that currently rail punctuality is publicly
available. That will help local authorities much more
to be able to do their job, to be able to plan to know
where the congestion pinch points are on the
network in a way that at the moment is made much
more diYcult because that information is not
available and not shared.
Clive EVord: Also the regulatory impact assessment
does not include a figure for implementing the
measures in the Bill—

Q438 Chairman: Mr EVord, before you go on, I
think Councillor Blanksby wanted to make a
comment on that too.
Councillor Blanksby: I think one of the things where
we do require greater flexibility is in connection with
competition, because one of the diYculties we have
at the present time is a lack of flexibility, which
actually works against the interests of the passenger.
One of the things which is paramount is the
acceptance of other operators’ tickets on a
partnership working. It was done many, many years
ago and always worked in the interests of the
passenger and indeed in the interests of eYciency,
but the OFT has a reluctance to accept that and we
would like to see the issues surrounding competition
clarified so that there is greater flexibility.
Mr Errington: Another aspect of something we
would like changed relates to the role of traYc
commissioners. Certainly within the West Midlands,
we are very much of the view that local authorities
know best rather than independently appointed
people. Our view on the role of traYc commissioners
in ensuring that services are run punctually and
reliably is we think this sits within our statutory
responsibilities under the TraYc Management Act
anyway to ensure that all traYc moves
expeditiously, and you will see in our evidence and
the evidence that follows from ATCO a diVerent
model as to the role of traYc commissioners as
proposed, one in which local authorities and
operators work proactively to identify problems and
come up with solutions. The traYc commissioner
has a role where they perhaps receive an annual
report and in their view take a judgment as to
whether we, under our TraYc Management Act
responsibilities, are delivering what we should do
and, if not, inform the Secretary of State. The
Secretary of State already has powers to intervene
under that Act if we are not doing the job properly,
so there is already a statutory process for making
sure local authorities do the job. The bus reliability
and timekeeping section is just one part of that
already.

Q439 Clive EVord: If I did not follow that last
comment then forgive me, but what has been
described to us in the past is that local authorities in
transport areas have not been co-operating over bus
priority in particular so you will come up against the
border of a transport authority and that is where the
problem occurs and that is where reliability of bus
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services is aVected, and the proposal for the
transport commissioners is that they will now have
powers to actually sort that lack of co-operation out.
Are you saying that that is a problem?
Mr Errington: No, what I am trying to say is that
under the TraYc Management Act, local authorities
have a duty to ensure expeditious movement of all
traYc, which includes buses. There is already a
process in place whereby the Secretary of State can
intervene if he believes we are not doing the job
properly, and therefore a more positive way forward
is for the authorities and operators to work together
to identify where the problems are—partnership
working problems or physical problems—to look at
how they are coming forward, and to enlighten the
traYc commissioner as to what the problems are,
and the traYc commissioner can take a view as to
whether we are doing a decent job or we are not, and
if we are not the remedy is to say to the Secretary of
State “This area is not complying with its duties
under the TraYc Management Act.” We just do not
see we need another raft of legislation when there is
already legislation covering it.

Q440 Chairman: I think the problem, Mr Errington,
is that we have been told that in spite of the existing
legislation this thing is not working. If it were
possible for you to guarantee to me all these
operators are going to rush forth with all this
proactive, imaginative traYc planning, I think we
would be delighted. Forgive me, but on the whole
governments do this put in recommendations if they
think they are already covered by something else. In
fact, parliamentary draftsmen come over all peculiar
if you try doing that, so why do you think that this
is an extra power that is not needed? Perhaps Mr
EVord follows it but I am not quite sure I do.
Mr Errington: The TraYc Management Act is a
relatively new statutory responsibility—

Q441 Chairman: . . . I understand that but I am still
asking you.
Mr Errington: That is my perception and if I have
got it wrong I have got it wrong, Chairman.

Q442 Chairman: Councillor Johnstone, do you
think Mr Errington has got it wrong?
Councillor Johnstone: What I would say is that it is
absolutely right that local authorities should be held
to account for services for which they are
responsible, but buses do not always run over solely
local authority controlled roads, for example they
may run on roads controlled by the Highways
Agency, and therefore I think there is an issue about
local authorities being held to account for delays to
buses caused by roads for which the Highways
Agency has responsibility. That is the area that
needs a little bit more work and clarification in the
Bill.

Q443 Clive EVord: There is no cost in the regulatory
impact assessment for developing and implementing
quality contracts. Can you think why the
Government did not include a figure and is there
information available to them in relation to that?
Councillor Page: We have not had any statutory
quality contracts implemented so it is diYcult to
assess the cost. We would argue that if a more
streamlined approach could be adopted, as the Bill
in parts suggests, that could be largely achieved
within the existing budget. Clearly there is a separate
issue about the cost of future bus subsidies, and
obviously that is not quantifiable and would have to
be done on the basis of each local set of
circumstances, but in terms of the administrative
cost—if that is what you are driving at—that should
be covered within existing local authority budgets
and should be delivered on that basis.

Q444 Clive EVord: Do you think the proposed
amendment to the standard of service requirements
under the quality partnership schemes will make bus
services materially better?
Councillor Page: If by that you are referring to the
inclusion of fares, frequencies and networks, yes,
and that is a major omission of the original 2000 Act
which we lobbied strongly to have included but the
then Secretary of State was resistant to that
amendment, and that is the single biggest reason
why we have not seen statutory quality partnerships
taken forward. However there is one major omission
in the Bill in respect of that change and that is the
ability for operators outwith a partnership still to be
able to operate and “undercut” the partnership. It is
our view that if a statutory quality partnership is in
existence the traYc commissioner should have the
powers to refuse to register any operator that is not
part of that quality partnership because the central
point to emphasise is that statutory quality
partnerships represent minimum standards above
which improvements can be made, and it is
maximum fares and minimum standards of service
and frequencies that are so important to delivering
integrated local transport.

Q445 Mr Martlew: Looking at this from a
constituency level, I cannot get excited about this
Bill.
Councillor Page: You cannot?

Q446 Mr Martlew: I cannot get excited and you
know me well enough to realise that. The situation
is that I have a county town in my area which has a
monopoly operator which is Stagecoach, and there
is no competition whatsoever, so what diVerence will
this Bill make, other than make my local authority
pay Stagecoach even more money than now?
Councillor Page: I would suggest that the Bill with
some of the amendments we are pressing for will
enable—

Q447 Mr Martlew: Without the amendments it will
not make any diVerence; is that what you are
telling me?



3721512002 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 22:09:50 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 55

27 June 2007 Mr Martin Yardley, Mr Trevor Errington, Councillor Tony Page, Councillor Shona Johnstone,
Councillor Sylvia Dunkley and Councillor Malcolm Blanksby

Councillor Page: In your situation in Carlisle with a
monopoly operator I think there is the potential for
some change and improvement. As we said earlier, it
is going in the right direction, but in terms of the
ability to be able to deliver a step wise improvement,
I think there are still some changes needed to the Bill.
Councillor Dunkley: In SheYeld we held a public
consultation exercise on the issue of bus services and
12,000 people responded, and their main concerns
were reliability of service, the standard of the public
transport that they were using, and the cost of the
fares. Within north SheYeld we have recently
introduced the very first statutory quality
partnership in the country, and although we can
work with operators in terms of infrastructure and
in terms of the quality of the buses they provide; in
terms of the fares, the timetabling and the
frequencies, we have no say, and those are the things
that are really important to people. As members we
are actually going to put ourselves on the firing line
because at the moment if anything goes wrong we
can sit there and say, “It is the bus operators fault, it
is nothing to do with us,” (although people still think
we run the buses) but we feel in order to provide the
quality service that those people in SheYeld and
everywhere else want that we need the ability to be
able to do that.

Q448 Mr Martlew: Basically what you are saying is
that this Bill will give that power?
Councillor Page: Yes.

Q449 Mr Martlew: I have used my constituency as
an example but probably the majority of England is
in a similar position in the size of area if not the
population, and I do not believe this Bill will have a
major eVect, will it?
Councillor Johnstone: In terms of being able to
deliver better-quality public transport I think there
are things to oVer, particularly around the quality
partnerships. If it is a partnership then both sides
bring something to the table and in return for the
operators guaranteeing times, flexibility, reliability,
punctuality, et cetera, then it is the duty of the local
authority to be able to put those mechanisms in
place which will enable the operators—

Q450 Mr Martlew: The local authority will bring
money to the table; is that what you are saying?
Councillor Johnstone: In terms of perhaps more bus
priority measures which will allow the operators to
meet their requirements, so both sides bring
something to the table and that is where having a
statutory partnership is helpful, and that is what
Councillor Page was referring to in terms of those
who are not part of that partnership should not be
seen to benefit when both sides are bringing
something to the table and a third party comes in
which will potentially undercut—
Mr Hollobone: Are good local authorities not doing
that anyway without this legislation? In
Northamptonshire bus growth has grown by
something like 23% in the last four years and they do
not need what is in this Bill.

Chairman: Mr EVord wanted to clarify something.

Q451 Clive EVord: I wanted just to go back to your
answer, you are saying that where there is a quality
partnership in an area you should draw a ring on a
map and there should be no other operators that the
traYc commissioners should allow into that area?
Councillor Page: No, we are saying those operators
which are not party to the partnership—it could be
two, three or four operators—who have not signed
up to the statutory quality partnership and are not
bringing something, as Councillor Johnstone said,
to the table. That partnership represents minimum
standards in terms of the quality of the buses,
training of the drivers, fares, frequency and all the
rest of it. What we are saying is if somebody tries to
come along with 20-year-old buses and undercuts
but is not playing their part within the partnership,
that is not acceptable, and therefore we would be
saying that the traYc commissioners should have the
powers to refuse to register that operator, that is
simply what we are saying, so that the public get a
minimum standard of service and a quality of service
that goes across all the operators. That will extend to
interoperability of tickets and availability of tickets
because the likelihood is that the independent
operator who is trying to undercut will not be party
to allowing other operators’ bus tickets on its
services.

Q452 Chairman: I think we have got the point.
Councillor Johnstone, on what you were being
asked?
Councillor Johnstone: Many local authorities are
already doing good things but some are not and this
actually encourages them to be able to do that, it sets
up that framework. Coming back to the example of
partnerships, in Cambridgeshire we are just building
the longest guided busway in the world. We are
setting up a partnership with four operators that will
allow them to use that guideway and oVer a high-
quality service in terms of air-conditioned buses, in
terms of buses that have very low emissions so are
environmentally friendly, and in terms of quality of
service and reliability. Why should a fifth operator
come in and use the benefits of the guideway if they
are not signed up to those things which the other
partners are signed up to in terms of the types of
buses and services?

Q453 Chairman: On the same point, Councillor
Blanksby?
Councillor Blanksby: Yes, it is on the same point,
Chairman, and that is if an additional operator
comes in who has not signed up to the partnership
and is operating substandard vehicles there is the
opportunity for that operator to undermine the
whole partnership and destabilise it and that
removes all the benefits which have been achieved by
the other partners.
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Q454 Mr Hollobone: There does not seem to have
been a problem, with respect Chairman, in
Northamptonshire and what I am suggesting to you
is that without the need for legislation local
authorities seem to be dealing with these problems.
Councillor Johnstone: I think it is a problem in some
parts of the country and I think it depends very much
on the nature of the local authority and whether the
local authority is really enthusiastic and keen about
improving public transport . Where they are then
things are working; where they are not then it needs
this framework in place.

Q455 Mrs Ellman: Do you have any specific views on
the composition of the new board that would be set
up to decide quality contracts?
Councillor Page: Do you mean the appeals board?
Councillor Johnstone: I think we have concerns
about that board to begin with in terms of the lack
of democratic accountability. We would prefer to
see that responsibility resting within the local
authority.

Q456 Mrs Ellman: If a board is to go ahead what
would you like its composition to be? Could you see
any way to improve on the current proposals or do
you not want it at all?
Councillor Johnstone: We do not want it. We would
prefer that responsibility to rest within local
authorities where the democratic accountability lies
and where the expertise lies in terms of quality
contracts.

Q457 Mrs Ellman: Will the new rules on competition
make it easier to provide better bus services? I know
Councillor Blanksby mentioned that but is there
anything specific on that that you want to clarify?
Councillor Page: We would like to know what
exactly they mean. I was delighted to see in the
evidence that Mr Joseph gave to your Committee
last week, just to prove that I have read it,
Chairman—

Q458 Chairman: --- We are very impressed,
Councillor Page!
Councillor Page: --- that Transport 2000 have
commissioned the former Rail Regulator, Mr Swift,
to deliver a Counsel’s Opinion on this, and I think
this is excellent news and certainly the sooner the
better we can get an independent legal view on what
exactly is proposed. We believe the competition test
is a big problem, and again we drew attention as the
LGA eight years ago to the need for government to
eVectively put the competition element back in its
box. We are dealing with democratically elected
local authorities and we believe that the whole
competition issue has become too dominant and
been allowed to be used as an excuse by operators.
There is genuine uncertainty but it can be used as an
excuse and we need to get this issue bottomed out,
and the sooner we can get some independent
assessment of it the better. I think, Chairman,
perhaps we could reserve our position on that and
comment once we have seen the further Counsel’s

Opinion from Transport 2000 and other
organisations, but there is still much more work to
be done on that. Candidly, I do not think there has
been the political will to address this over the last few
years and hopefully this Bill will aVord that
opportunity.
Chairman: You may be asking a little much to have
every word of this piece of legislation to be explained
to your satisfaction, but who am I to make these
anodyne remarks! Mrs Ellman?

Q459 Mrs Ellman: The Bill provides more flexibility
for local road charging schemes. Has lack of
flexibility been the reason that so few local schemes
have come forward?
Councillor Johnstone: I do not think the current Act
is helpful in terms of encouraging local authorities to
develop schemes given the process that they have to
go through. I think what is in this Bill—and I speak
as someone coming from such an authority and
someone who will be submitting a business case later
this year—will be helpful for individual, locally
determined road pricing schemes.
Mr Errington: If I could just come in from the West
Midlands. We agree strongly what this has done is
tidied up a few loose ends but it has not prevented us
moving forward as we wished. The PTA has always
been an integral part of our plans and even though
it did not have a statutory responsibility and there is
nothing in there we would be unhappy with, I think
it is just making things a little easier from the process
point of view.

Q460 Mrs Ellman: Is it helpful that the Secretary of
State will no longer have to approve schemes?
Councillor Johnstone: Yes.
Mr Errington: We also believe so because it helps
closer partnership working with the department to
develop a scheme that is going to be successful, and
again we believe these are decisions for the local
democratically elected representatives.
Councillor Page: Chairman, could I just draw to
your attention a point that we will making in our
formal submission on road pricing, a draft of which
has already been sent to the Committee. There is a
current restriction under the Transport Innovation
Fund guidance which prevents local authorities
from using the road pricing revenue directly to
secure borrowing on the open market. At the
moment we are told that we can only borrow that
money from the Public Works Loan Board, which is
a much more inflexible body, whereas we would wish
to see the facility to use that anticipated revenue
stream to be able to go out onto the open market and
negotiate more flexible deals, which might for
example include two or three years’ “interest free”
loan and then enabling start-up costs to be absorbed
in a much more flexible way prior to the actual
revenue materialising. It just underpins the need, in
our view, for full embedding of public transport
improvements ahead of any road pricing. That
requires upfront investment, it requires upfront
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borrowing and it requires the flexibility that
currently these regulations do not allow local
authorities.

Q461 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that the current
proposals would give a local authority or a PTA
confidence that enough improvements would be
made in public transport before a road charging
scheme is implemented?
Councillor Johnstone: I think there needs to be
absolute clarity and transparency about the way in
which a scheme is set up and the way in which
revenue is used must be ringfenced directly back to
the local authority for use for transport
improvements within the area. There needs to be
clarity and accountability around that issue. The
other issue about the current legislation and what is
proposed in the current legislation is that that
ringfencing of the money is only for the first ten years
of any scheme. That will not work. Local people
need to see that the money that they pay for road
pricing comes directly back to the local authority to
see further transport improvements.
Mr Yardley: I would just like to add to that, in terms
of spending the money, it should not be completely
restricted to improvements in public interest but
should be seen as a holistic approach to the
improvement of the whole transport network as well
as the public transport element of that. I just wanted
to say that as far as we are concerned in the West
Midlands we are concerned to make sure that
prudential borrowing or anything that results from
congestion charging is seen to be spent on the entire
network and not just a particular part of it.

Q462 Mrs Ellman: Would you like to see more than
one PTA work together on a bigger regionally based
charging scheme? Do you think that would work?
Councillor Johnstone: I think there needs to be
flexibility for each individual area. It may work well
in some of the larger urban areas. In the more rural
areas, particularly for example in the East of
England where I come from, I can see no point in a
charging scheme being developed in any more than
one area since it is within that one area. For
Cambridgeshire for example, it would only be within
Cambridge city itself not for the wider county, so I
think we need maximum flexibility and you need to
look at what solutions are required for each
individual area.
Councillor Dunkley: I think that point of flexibility is
very important. If you take a place like Barnsley, it
looks both south to South Yorkshire and north to
West Yorkshire for its travel-to-work area, and
where one authority might be thinking of doing a
road pricing scheme (and I think West Yorkshire
have ideas on that) they would certainly need to
work with South Yorkshire in order to implement it
across the boundaries.

Q463 Mrs Ellman: There is a duty, too, to look at the
impacts of climate change. Do you think the criteria
for assessing that are clear enough and how do you
see that working in relation to a local charging
scheme?
Councillor Johnstone: There are a number of benefits
of a charging scheme and clearly reducing
congestion and reducing pollution and therefore
improving climate and working towards climate
change has to be seen as one of the advantages. It is
not simply about taking cars oV the road, it is about
the wider benefits, so climate change would be an
integral part of that.
Mr Errington: In the West Midlands in the work we
are undertaking in preparing our local scheme, one
of the evaluation factors we are using is impact on
climate. I do not have the details of how that is
weighted against other things but it is an important
element in our evaluation of whether we have a
sound case to go forward with.

Q464 Mrs Ellman: Do you think that could mean
diVerent charges for vehicles with diVerent
emissions?
Councillor Johnstone: Yes, I think it could. One of
the issues we are looking at in Cambridgeshire for
example is whether zero emission taxis might be free
whereas some that are older might pay to come in
and out of the city centre. We would be looking at a
wide range and looking at providing benefits for
those whose emissions are zero.

Q465 Chairman: To be devil’s advocate for a minute,
what you are asking for is a very interesting bit of
legislation because it might finish up saying
something like: “I give the local authorities
permission to do whatever they want in whichever
area they designate as long as it happens to be
convenient for them.”
Councillor Johnstone: Madam Chairman, that
would be a wonderful solution for local authorities!

Q466 Chairman: But is it an accurate assessment of
what you are trying to tell us?
Councillor Johnstone: I think what local authorities
have been saying for a very long time over a wide
area, not just transport, is that it would be good for
governments of whatever colour to give trust to local
authorities that they actually do understand local
needs and they can deliver local services.

Q467 Chairman: Trust is wonderful thing,
Councillor!
Councillor Page: Could I just add, Madam
Chairman—

Q468 Chairman: We have total faith in you,
Councillor Page. In spite of my many years of
experience, I have total faith in you.
Councillor Page: Central government has yet to set
out its stall properly in terms of the context of any
national charging scheme. I think the one concern
that we have is that these local schemes to which you
have been referring, and in which we obviously want
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as much flexibility as possible, can sit comfortably
together under a national scheme. I think previous
people before your Committee last week also drew
attention to this point. What we do not want is a
load of schemes (not that we are going to get a load)
materialising over the next few years which are then
incompatible with a national scheme. That would be
disastrous and I fear that may be the British
approach to this sort of problem and in a few years’
time you or your successor will be saying why did we
not get this right.
Chairman: I doubt that would ever happen on this
Committee! Mr Stringer?

Q469 Graham Stringer: Just going back to Mrs
Ellman’s question where I think everyone who
responded here thought it would be a jolly good idea
to have pollution-free vehicles, but does not that
then lead to the question as to whether this is dealing
with congestion or whether it is dealing with
pollution, and these can be in conflict with each
other? How do you design a scheme that meets both
of those objectives, because if you let lots of
pollution-free vehicles in you end up with
congestion, do you not?
Councillor Johnstone: That is where local flexibility
is important and the need before you consider any
form of road pricing scheme to actually understand
what you are trying to achieve.

Q470 Graham Stringer: What are we trying to
achieve by this?
Councillor Johnstone: Are you trying to achieve less
congestion, are you trying to achieve improvements
to climate? The two can go hand-in-hand but, as you
rightly say, there can be diVerences and I think you
need to be very clear before you go out to try to sell
any scheme to your local electorate exactly what it is
you are trying to achieve.

Q471 Graham Stringer: And what would you be
trying to achieve?
Councillor Johnstone: In Cambridge city we are
trying to achieve together—and I do not see in
Cambridge there is a problem with this—less traYc
and therefore less congestion and therefore
improved climate and improved environment within
the city centre. Those would be the twin aims.

Q472 Graham Stringer: If I can follow up Mr Page’s
answer, what you are really saying is you want the
right for more expensive borrowing, is it not?
Councillor Page: No.

Q473 Graham Stringer: Well, out there in the market
are there cheaper ways of borrowing money over the
period of the loan than the Public Works Loan
Board?
Councillor Page: We would like the ability to test
that. We are told by financial advisers that there is
that facility. At the end of the day—

Q474 Graham Stringer: Do you have any evidence
that there is anything cheaper than the Public Works
Loan Board?
Councillor Page: It depends what you mean by
“cheaper”. The PWLB will not, as I understand it,
allow a backloaded deal for example. They will be
requiring payment at a fixed rate over a fixed period,
as I understand it, and I stand to be corrected.
Private finance is much more flexible.

Q475 Graham Stringer: And expensive because of
that?
Councillor Page: It might be more expensive over a
30-year period. It might be considerably cheaper in
the first five or six years and you as a local authority
may well wish to argue that it is worth having that
cheaper initial period for the start-up and
embedding of the scheme and then to pay a bit more
over the longer term. I think that is something that
we would have to look at and justify, but I do not
think it is right to say because you can get the money
cheaper initially from the PWLB that is what you
have got to be locked into. Why should we not be
challenged to find a better deal and then justify it?
That is all we are saying.

Q476 Graham Stringer: But flexibility costs money
and I just wanted to be clear about that. You may be
interest free at the beginning but you pay more at
the end.
Councillor Page: Of course yes.
Councillor Blanksby: Just a point Chairman on this.
It may well be that the PWLB has a limit on its funds
and that would restrict the schemes coming forward
and that would be counterproductive. It may be that
if we were given the flexibility to explore all options
we could come up with a cheaper option and we
could come up with a scheme, and it may well be the
diVerence between having a scheme and not having
a scheme.

Q477 Graham Stringer: Councillor Johnstone was
saying that really you did not need traYc
commissioners and that county authorities and
PTAs should be left to determine what the scheme
should be in quality contracts and you did not need
an appeals board. When that was put to the bus
operators they said, in eVect, that that would mean
you were being judge and jury in your own courts.
What is your response to that?
Councillor Johnstone: I think I would come back to
what I said earlier which is I think that local
authorities are in the best position to determine local
circumstances and in terms of quality contracts local
authorities have the democratic accountability
which is lacking elsewhere if determination of such
schemes were to be done by another organisation
or body.

Q478 Graham Stringer: So you are happy being
judge and jury in your own courts?
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Councillor Johnstone: Yes.
Councillor Page: Yes, it is called democracy.

Q479 Graham Stringer: That is a fair answer.
Councillor Page: We are talking about a process of
consultations. For the bus operators to suggest that
suddenly one morning we are going to slap down on
the table and impose an arrangement, a quality
contract without any prior consultation is errant
nonsense because they are, as Mr Martlew rightly
said, a monopoly reality in most parts of the
country. We have to work with them and it is not in
our interests to unduly antagonise. What we want
you to do is to get a set of powers that actually put
us on a more equal footing with the operators—no
more and no less—and obviously they are squealing
because of course they have a very strong dominant
position. We are not asking for anything that does
not exist on mainland Europe, and indeed in
mainland Europe local authorities and the public
sector have a much greater role already and the
private operators work quite happily in that
framework.
Councillor Dunkley: It is not as if the local authority
is not going to have hoops to go through anyhow.
We are going to have to demonstrate the public
interest test; we are going to have to meet all the
guidelines which the Secretary of State is saying will
be issued; and we are going to have to do the
consultation. There is nothing to stop an existing
operator being one of the bidders for the contract
and even then if they are not happy with the outcome
they still have the right of appeal at the end of the
process. Our concern is that if you go through the
process of an appeals board and then a tribunal and
then the right of appeal at the end of all of that, the
Passenger Transport Executive group have worked
out that it will probably take a minimum of four
years. Quality contracts have been so diYcult to
implement that nobody has actually done one.
South Yorkshire and Tyne & Wear have been
working towards one under the existing legislation
and it has involved an enormous amount of work on
the part of both oYcers and members. I feel that the
local authority knows its area, it has all these hoops
to go through, and therefore all this approval by
approvals board and all that sort of thing is just
another barrier in the way of trying to achieve what
we want to do.

Q480 Graham Stringer: It is very diYcult to put
together the language of “we have to work with these
people in partnership” and then talking about them
“squealing”. The cadence of those phrases does not
sit easily together. Is the reality not that we have
particularly aggressive bus companies and working
in partnership with them, certainly in the major
urban areas, is going to be very diYcult and the
PTAs and PTEs and county authorities need these
powers and really the partnership talk is a
camouflage?
Councillor Johnstone: No, Chairman, I would not
agree with that. Certainly from my experience within
Cambridgeshire, where one operator does have 85%

of the market but we have other operators in there,
is that we have a very good relationship with that
operator. As a local authority we are able to
demonstrate to them that we share the same interests
in improving their business and growing their
business to the benefit of everybody in
Cambridgeshire. I see a quality contract as the final
solution if all else fails but I would see certainly for
many parts of the country the quality partnerships
we have been talking about as being the appropriate
way forward. I think a quality contract is almost a
sign of failure.
Councillor Page: The operators make whatever use
of the situation they find themselves in. The same
operators who are objecting to this Bill work quite
happily within the London regime. They might
prefer a slightly looser regime but they operate it
quite successfully.

Q481 Chairman: It has not exactly bankrupted
them, has it?
Councillor Page: Indeed not, Chairman.

Q482 Graham Stringer: I would like to interrupt
you, if I may. They do but the evidence we have had
before this Committee is that they earn twice the
return on capital employed outside of London so
they are not happy and that is why they are
squealing, and that is why I find it diYcult to put this
happy working partnership together with squealing
really.
Councillor Page: My point was that they are
obviously in a strong position now and they want to
defend the status quo. Perhaps squealing is a bit
pejorative but I think you understood the point that
I was making.

Q483 Graham Stringer: Precisely.
Councillor Page: Once the Act has been, hopefully,
put on to the statute book with amendments as well
they will work that system and local authorities will
be in a stronger position to improve public transport
in their areas. That is what we are saying.

Q484 Graham Stringer: On page 13 of the LGA’s
evidence you talk about—
Councillor Page: We did not do 13 pages.

Q485 Graham Stringer: It is under “Why road
pricing?” and it is the document that was attached to
the LGA evidence.
Councillor Page: That is the draft, yes, I am with
you, sorry, what page are you on?

Q486 Graham Stringer: Page 13. It is a very simple
point. Essentially you say that motorists do not pay
the full costs of their impact in congestion and on the
environment. That is in direct conflict with other
evidence that we have had.
Councillor Johnstone: Could you just point to the
paragraph.
Graham Stringer: It is the fourth paragraph along
under “Aren’t motorists already paying too much?”
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Chairman: It is a widely held view amongst the
motoring community.

Q487 Graham Stringer: All the other evidence we
have had is that motorists are contributing more
than their environmental congestion impact and I
just wondered what the working was behind this.
Councillor Blanksby: I do not have the figures with
me but I am given to understand that the real costs
of motoring have reduced over the years whereas the
costs of public transport to the passenger have
increased well above inflation, so there has been a
widening gap between the two.

Q488 Graham Stringer: That is undoubtedly true
but that is not the point. I think the point that is
being made here is that even if you take all the
surplus tax that a motorist pays against the
immediate costs of roads, all that surplus tax does
not pay for the environmental damage that
motoring does whereas the other evidence that we
have had says that it more than pays for the
environmental and economic damage caused by
congestion. I just wondered what the workings
behind that assertion were.
Councillor Page: We can certainly let you have a
note fleshing that out and indeed there is more
detailed information on that. I think the other key
point to make of course is about the deferred costs
that motorists benefit from. When it comes to
comparing the costs of travelling by bus or by rail
compared with motoring, the upfront costs that are
reflected in bus fares and rail fares are not the same
as for driving your car, and that point is well-
established and well-known, and motorists tend to
just focus on the marginal costs of petrol rather than
building in all the other fixed costs such as insurance
and depreciation which rail and bus passengers have
to pay upfront every time they use the bus or the
train.

Q489 Graham Stringer: The final question from me
is, do you believe that road pricing in urban areas is
a regressive or a progressive tax?
Councillor Page: It can be both depending on how
sophisticated a system we are looking at.

Q490 Graham Stringer: The only systems on oVer at
the moment are barrier systems, are they not, in this
country? That is what the Government have said to
us “Forget about it if it is satellite-based or distance-
based it will take too long to implement.”
Councillor Page: It need not be regressive if there are
compensating reductions elsewhere. This is the point
that we have made about the road pricing/
congestion charging debate. There need to be
transparencies to the whole costs as to what you are
seeking to achieve. If you relieve certain motorists of
road tax, if there is a compensating adjustment there
and charges are imposed at certain peak hours and
not at others, it need not be at all regressive. The
charging policy and the way in which it is
implemented can be entirely progressive or it can be
a pretty across the board and therefore regressive

tax. I understand what you are saying but I do not
think there is an easy answer just to say yes, it is
progressive or no, it is regressive.

Q491 Graham Stringer: This Bill separates out the
pilot schemes in built up areas/urban areas from a
national scheme so that means there is no possibility
of a reduction in the other taxes that motorist pay.
Do you think that will make it regressive?
Councillor Johnstone: I am not sure that I would
describe it as a tax in the first place. It is about a form
of demand management. We already have lots of
diVerent ways of managing demand. I do not think
anybody would call paying £10, £20 or £30 a day to
park in a car park a tax, it is something you pay, and
yet it is a form of demand management depending
on the price that it is set at. So I am not sure I would
agree with your first premise that actually it is a tax
in the first place.

Q492 Chairman: While we are on that subject of the
use of equipment, the consultation document says
that statutory guidance will ensure local charging
schemes have technical specifications which meet the
wider public interest. Do you think those regulations
have got the balance right between consistency and
flexibility? Mr Yardley, you are being volunteered.
Mr Yardley: I seem to be, yes! For me it is down to
the technical specification in terms of ensuring
that—and again I think it is a point that was built on
earlier—it fits within a national scheme and is not
technically separate and us ending up with four
diVerent types of scheme across the country.

Q493 Chairman: One understands that but is it
sensible to use regulation to specify data formats,
numbering systems and encryption and all the other
paraphernalia? Has the Department got the right
aspects to be specified?
Mr Yardley: I think it may help consistency if there
is a specification to do the thing within rather than
people coming up with their own solution which
then have no way of being brought back within the
national scheme.

Q494 Chairman: Then who should be responsible for
enforcing vehicle checks to ensure that this on-board
equipment has not been interfered with?
Mr Yardley: I would have thought that would fall to
the charging authority, so it is for the actual body
that is making the charging rate to be responsible for
the policing of that rate.

Q495 Chairman: So you are saying it should be
enforced and funded locally as well as controlled by
the authority which is making the decisions?
Mr Yardley: I think in terms of the funding there
should be assistance to get a scheme up and running
from the centre as much as expecting the local areas
themselves to meet the whole cost. I think there
should be a system centrally towards those costs in
the first place.
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Q496 Chairman: Although it may not have a direct
application, clause 77 gives the Secretary of State
power to give notice to the Greater London
Authority that its existing charging scheme is
incompatible with the new regulations and that they
may not use their equipment. Is that a reasonable
approach?
Mr Errington: I think it demonstrates the potential
problems in the future, that if individual authorities
do go ahead with local charging schemes that is a big
risk to them and that is why certainly we would
welcome at least a technical framework within which
to work. You will have to excuse me, Madam
Chairman, in the time we have had I have not got
down into the nitty-gritty of the detail, but I think it
is very clear that we all wish to have a clear technical
framework within which to work so that those who
are taking schemes forward do have the comfort that
if a national scheme comes on board or if schemes in
Manchester, the West Midlands and
Cambridgeshire do come forward there is some
commonalty between them, importantly so for
motorists who happen to travel between these
diVerent areas. It seems a pretty essential element of
any local scheme that it is within a set framework. As
to the minutiae of the regulations, I cannot comment
on that.

Q497 Chairman: You are really saying in general yes
you accept; compatibility, yes, the ultimate power
must lie with the Department to say “please comply
with these”; and, yes, you feel that is essential in
order to protect the motorist?
Councillor Johnstone: Yes, I think the word
“framework” is the crucial word here. We need to
ensure that if there are half a dozen or more schemes
around the country that you do not have to have half
a dozen black boxes within your car and that one
will suYce.
Councillor Page: It does seem unfair though,
Chairman, that the reward for being first in the field
is that you get penalised.

Witnesses: Mr Bob Saxby, Chairman, and Mr Alan Hill, Chairman, National Bus Sub-Committee,
Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers; Mr Jon Freer, Chairman of the TAG Transportation
Committee, Local Government Technical Advisors Group; and Mr Colin McKenna, Head of Highways &
Transport, West Sussex County Council, and Mr Andrew Stokes, Passenger Transport Manager,
Warwickshire County, County Surveyors Society, gave evidence.

Q500 Chairman: Gentlemen, can I say that I am very
sorry that you have had to wait. I am afraid these
matters are not within my control but I do apologise
for keeping you go waiting. Can I ask you firstly to
identify yourselves, starting on my left.
Mr Freer: I am Jon Freer and I am the Chairman of
the Technical Advisers Group Transportation
Committee.
Mr Saxby: Bob Saxby, Chairman of ATCO.
Mr Hill: Alan Hill, Chairman of the ATCO
National Bus Sub-Committee.
Mr McKenna: Colin McKenna, I represent the CSS,
the County Surveyors Society.

Q498 Chairman: Life, Councillor Page, is
astonishingly unfair! I just want to ask you one other
thing, is it reasonable (because you do, Councillor
Johnston, talk about the exchange of data,) for local
government to pay central government for access to
data and information that will enable them to deliver
this strategy?
Councillor Johnstone: When I was talking about
data I was referring to information on reliability of
bus services.

Q499 Chairman: But if this is an all-encompassing
scheme you will be expecting access to all sorts of
information, will you not? Are you really saying that
what you expect is that existing data should be made
public but you would not expect to go beyond that?
Councillor Johnstone: I think it depends on the sort
of data you are talking about.
Chairman: I can take you to clause 79 subsections (1)
to (5), but I think what we are really saying to you is
that there are new sections which allow national
authorities in England and Wales to require
information from a local traYc authority, which is
what you are talking about, or a PTA relating to an
existing or proposed charging scheme, and it can be
required in a specific period. As you know,
government departments do rather like somebody to
pay if they are going to have to deliver another
service and they come over all queer at the
suggestion that somehow or other it should be
provided free. Would you like to think deeply about
whether it is a provision that should be in the Bill.
The Committee is suspended preferably for ten
minutes, possibly for 15.

The Committee suspended from
3.33 pm to 4.02 pm for divisions in the House.

Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, can I say thank
you to the witnesses. You have been very helpful and
it has been a constructive session. We are very
grateful to you all and I look forward to seeing the
further notes that you are going to give us. May I
have my next set of witnesses please.

Mr Stokes: Andrew Stokes also representing the
CSS.

Q501 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed, that
is very helpful. I take it that you do not have
anything you want to say first? Does someone have
something they wanted to say first?
Mr Saxby: Only to flag up that as public transport
oYcers we will not have much to say—

Q502 Chairman: No, we understand that. Can I just
say in general we welcome the technical evidence
that you have given us. It is always helpful because
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you are the people who actually have to make these
schemes work and this is why we ask you to give us
evidence. I hope we will not put you in a position of
expecting you to hold forth on policy; we are quite
good at doing that ourselves! Does the proposed
governance framework give you the powers to
deliver eYcient and eVective transport services in all
urban areas?
Mr McKenna: Yes, Chairman, I think they are a
welcome step for shire counties who will be allowed
the powers to form PTAs. However, we do feel, as
was said by the previous speakers, that we do need
the flexibility to include less than the whole of the
county area into a PTA. There are very good reasons
for this which I could explain if you wish.

Q503 Chairman: Is that the only bit of flexibility?
What about transparency on the one hand and
consistency on the other?
Mr McKenna: That is the only bit of flexibility we are
asking for.

Q504 Chairman: Does anybody else want to add to
that?
Mr Freer: On behalf of the metropolitan and unitary
councils, I would also like to endorse that. We do not
see that it is necessarily the whole area that needs to
be incorporated within that. Many of us look for
travel-to-work areas to neighbouring authorities
and certainly we are in quality contracts in two
directions at the moment ourselves.

Q505 Chairman: How eYcient and eVective do you
expect the process of councils submitting reviews
and schemes to the Secretaries of State to be? Does
anybody want to take a punt at that? No? I cannot
record shaking heads. Well, let me put it to you, is
the power to create new PTAs a welcome power?
Mr McKenna: Yes, it is a welcome power. I think it
will provide an impetus to authorities outside of
metropolitan areas to combine and look at joint
ticketing arrangements, zonal fares and investment
for economic sub-regions. This is the flavour of the
way we are looking at investment these days in terms
of road infrastructure and public transport
infrastructure as well, so I think it will hasten a
process which has already started.

Q506 Chairman: Those are the circumstances in
which you think it would be helpful to create a PTA
in a non-urban area; is that right?
Mr McKenna: Yes.

Q507 Chairman: Does anyone else want to add to
that?
Mr Hill: I wanted to say, I am sorry—

Q508 Chairman: It is quite all right, if you agree with
him we will take it as read. Is there some particular
aspect that you think is going to be a problem?
Mr Hill: Yes, on the creation of public transport
authorities as such I wanted to reinforce something
that you heard from the previous witnesses that it
needs to be wider focused than to be just a public
transport authority, it needs to be an integrated

transport authority (and I believe you heard the term
“strategic transport authority”) because to take
public transport, our bread and butter job, out of the
context of what it is doing—getting to work, health
implications and all the local policies—although a
positive step for public transport in isolation would
be a retrograde step across the board.
Clive EVord: Are there any diYculties that you are
aware of that have arisen due to senior traYc
commissioners not having statutory powers?

Q509 Chairman: Has anybody had a problem?
Mr McKenna: No.

Q510 Chairman: Mr Stokes?
Mr Stokes: No.

Q511 Clive EVord: Is it right that the Secretary of
State should retain the power to issue guidance to
senior traYc commissioners?
Mr Hill: I think we welcome the consistency that
such guidance would give and the power of the
senior traYc commissioner to pass that on to the
individual traYc commissioners.

Q512 Clive EVord: Are the powers in the Bill to allow
traYc commissioners to require bus punctuality and
performance data from authorities and operators
suYciently robust?
Mr Hill: We have practical diYculty with that. We
worry that the traYc commissioner is remote and we
believe that we can tackle this. We know our bus
operations, we know our bus operators and we know
our traYc managers; we ought to be able to sit down
together—and I am repeating things you have heard
from the previous session—along with contributors,
the district council in the shire area that has
responsibility for parking, the Police if necessary, the
Highways Agency if necessary, and Colin would say
with Network Rail with regard to level crossings
which can be quite disruptive to bus services, in a
local partnership to take forward punctuality and
reliability, reviewing local problems within local
circumstances in the context of local policies but to
be accountable to the traYc commissioner as a
backstop if, as we heard earlier, a local authority
does not do its job properly or the operators do not
co-operate properly.

Q513 Clive EVord: We have heard evidence
previously that there have been occasions when
there have been problems when a bus route goes
across transport authority areas and holdups in an
area aVecting the services in an adjacent area and
that the powers of the traYc commissioner assisted
with sorting that out. If what you are saying is
correct that you could work in partnership, why is
that not happening now?
Mr Freer: The issue that we have is that traYc
commissioners are remote from any of the areas they
serve. They are not democratically accountable and
their powers for actually intervening and making an
improvement to bus services are somewhat limited.
If a bus is continually behind time on punctuality,
what can they do—suspend the licence and stop the
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operation—whereas a local authority needs to look
at punctuality improvement plans and have that
data. We also have TraYc Management Act
accountabilities now and it has only been recently
that the Secretary of State has given the intervention
criteria to try to map out more of the process that we
are obliged to follow. Now that we have got that we
are working to that. The revised guidance is just
coming out for consultation on local transport plans
and it sets out more of our responsibilities under that
to co-ordinate activities across the boundary.
Ministers have taken time to actually issue that
advice to follow on the TraYc Management Act and
now we are seeing the changes that that is bringing.
I think it is somewhat premature to change the
Transport Bill now when we have not really had the
opportunity to bring forward those measures in
previous Acts.

Q514 Clive EVord: The Bill proposes to give traYc
commissioners the powers to hold an inquiry into a
bus route. What is the problem with that?
Mr Freer: What is the remit of a traYc
commissioner? There are a lot of things like the
statutory and local transport plans which the traYc
commissioner is not obliged to take account of at
this moment in time. We also have the punctuality
improvement plans that we are devising with
operators today which again will not necessarily
form part of the evidence the traYc commissioner is
required to review when holding those inquiries.
Mr Hill: The power of a traYc commissioner to hold
an inquiry is well after the problems have manifested
themselves. We would prefer to be sitting down with
operators as problems are manifesting themselves
and, with a bit of luck, nip them in the bud or at least
understand and let operators understand what can
and cannot be done within the confines of the local
transport plan, the funding available and the wider
policy context. If you fail it should go to inquiry.

Q515 Clive EVord: Are you saying then that there is
something in this Bill that stops you doing that?
Mr McKenna: No, the Bill does not stop you doing
that. What the Bill does, I believe, is a distraction by
looking at this new power that the traYc
commissioner would have, the traYc commissioner
would want to exercise that power to gather data
and we will spend a lot of time providing
information and data to a remote person miles away
who has got to make a decision on whether or not we
are doing our jobs properly at a local authority level
in driving forward punctuality and reliability
improvements. I think that is a distraction from
actually getting on with what we should be getting
on with.

Q516 Clive EVord: Right, so you fear additional
demands on your resources to satisfy the requests
from the traYc commissioner for data that will
detract from getting on with improving services at a
local level?

Mr McKenna: That is right.
Mr Stokes: I think we are also seriously concerned
about the resources of the traYc commissioners. At
the moment there are considerable diYculties
actually monitoring services on the road and a lack
of resources there, and to give additional powers to
look into punctuality will further deflect those
resources and we will end up with actually
performing badly in all respects, whereas if we take
on board the punctuality partnership approach we
will be able to input into that alongside the operators
in a partnership way, and once again we would say
that the traYc commissioner can act as a backstop
and come in.

Q517 Clive EVord: One last question: would you say
then that traYc commissioner should be required to
give more reasons as to why they are holding an
inquiry into a bus route?
Mr McKenna: Yes, what we are proposing is that
local transport authorities perhaps produce
annually a report on reliability and punctuality in
conjunction with the operators and that the traYc
commissioner can look at these reports and decide
whether there is suYcient progress and that should
be the basis on which they call in the authorities to
test them.

Q518 Graham Stringer: Is this really the only way to
check on compliance with schedules and routes, to
have GPS systems on the buses? Would that not be
the cheapest way to do it?
Mr Saxby: It is certainly the most eVective way. If
you have a set sample, even if you have a fair number
of surveyors out surveying, that can only give you a
small percentage. In large parts of the country there
will be GPS systems to do with ticket machines and
Smart cards and so on, it depends on what types of
machinery they have, and also real-time information
systems could give that information. It will give us
very good samples but we feel local authorities are in
a better position to analyse the data and understand
it than someone who is remote.
Mr Hill: In an ideal world, where money was
unlimited, GPS would be correct. We might need
many rooms the size of this to store the data. That
really brings me to the point about local solutions.
For the person who is operating the bus on
Thursday, and the next one will be next Thursday, to
have GPS to track that bus in a rural area of West
Devon, with which I am familiar, would be, dare I
say it, a nonsense. There are other ways of doing it.
On-road observations might be one way. Looking at
the Wayfarer ticket machine outputs, which are
timed, would be another way. Where you have a
complex network, then GPS may be the only way
forward; the point being that we do not believe one
size would fit it all and the local authorities in
partnership with the operators would best tailor the
reporting mechanism to the scale of operations and
the scale of the problems. There is no point
monitoring if there are no problems.
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Q519 Graham Stringer: Then how would you know?
I am sorry, perhaps that is an obvious question. In
terms of traYc commissioners’ inquiries, under the
current system a traYc commissioner can hold an
inquiry but what she can do, having held the inquiry,
is very limited. She can take buses oV the route,
which then penalises the passenger—and sometimes
the company registers under a diVerent business.
What plans do you think the traYc commissioner or
the PTE county or authority should have where
there is persistent failure of a bus company to deliver
the service that they have said they would deliver?
Mr Saxby: On the point you mentioned about the
same company registering under a diVerent name,
the Bill seems to address that problem. You are right
that if you force someone to de-register a service it
will aVect the passenger. It then depends whether the
local authority is in a position to replace it or
whether somebody else could come in and do a
better job of it. The Bill does seem to address most
of what the traYc commissioner will need in terms of
what he can do to bus companies.

Q520 Graham Stringer: But not the situation where
there is a monopoly operation, it is taken oV the
route and—the dead mile issue—it is too hard for
them to get to the next nearest operation. There is no
solution. Have you considered that the Bill should
be amended to allow the county, authority or
Passenger Transport Executive to be operator of last
resort where that happens? Do you think that would
be a good idea?
Mr Hill: As an association of technical oYcers, I
think we would say yes. It is rather a political
question to which I would not give a political
answer. Obviously the point is very well made that it
is the passenger who suVers if penalties are imposed.
I have heard discussion, where there is the potential
for a remedy, that the traYc commissioner should
impose a deferred penalty, the scale of which exceeds
the cost of putting whatever was wrong right. If
something is put right, the deferred penalty is waived
because the passenger has what we all, including, I
would guess, the traYc commissioner, would want:
a better service. If the remedy is not put in place, the
penalty is brought into place and we are back to
what you are opining: the passenger will suVer. And
I will not answer the question of whether or not we
should really be the operator of last resort.

Q521 Chairman: I understand your sensitivity about
the political input. Surely counties, particularly, are
finding themselves increasingly faced with that
situation where they cannot find a reasonable
substitute and it is not only that the counties have to
pay extra money but the service is not provided.
Would it not be reasonable in that event to say to a
local authority, “You do have the power if this set of
circumstances arises to produce your own bus
equivalent”?
Mr Hill: Yes, I could not agree more. As a reserve
power, technically it is the right way forward. Of
course many authorities do have their own fleets;
albeit perhaps not best suited to public bus services,

because they are fleets of home-to-school transport
vehicles or social service vehicles. It would require a
diVerent philosophy.
Mr Stokes: I would agree with that position too. I
think it would be very sensible.

Q522 Graham Stringer: Both at this Committee and
when I have spoken at conferences, traYc
commissioners—and I think particularly of the one
from the South West, but it may be true of the
others—have said that their relationships with local
authorities are very poor indeed. Do you think that
is a fair comment? What could be done to improve
that relationship?
Mr Hill: I am surprised. ATCO has a good working
relationship, we believed, with the senior traYc
commissioner. Through his oYces and through our
own membership we encourage area traYc
commissioners and our own regional ATCO
committees to meet. In the West Midlands, where I
work, there is an annual meeting and in the east of
England, where I used to work, there was always an
annual meeting between the 10 ATCO senior oYcers
of the 10 authorities and the eastern region traYc
commissioner, so I am a little surprised.
Mr McKenna: I am surprised as well. My own
personal experience of relationships with traYc
commissioners in my part of the world, West Sussex,
is very good. We have found the traYc
commissioners very helpful, particularly where we
wanted to introduce innovative schemes. They have
bent over backwards to help us.

Q523 Chairman: It is a little bit diYcult to reconcile
that with what you were previously saying about
them being fairly remote. I personally would not
regard an annual meeting as being a very good
position. It is not my definition of a warm
relationship, to meet once a year—but possibly that
is lacking imagination on my part.
Mr Stokes: They are physically, quite often a long
way away.

Q524 Chairman: I understand that.
Mr Stokes: We try to meet then when we can. It may
be more than twice a year if there are issues we are
raising, but where things are not problems then we
do not usually generate a meeting.

Q525 Mr Hollobone: The answer to the question
“Could you imagine any circumstances where it
would be helpful to create PTA in a non-urban
area?” was simply yes, on the basis that shire
counties could get together and provide services over
a wider area. Would not that greater PTA be as
remote as the traYc commissioners?
Mr Saxby: I am based in Wales. We have gone some
way towards that already in Wales with regional
transport consortia. In North Wales six authorities
work together. There used to be two counties until
1996 and now there are six unitary authorities. That
is working quite well. We still do our own little bits
but we work together really well and that is what the
Assembly are encouraging.
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Q526 Chairman: You are saying there is a core set of
services that you can operate quite cheerfully
together.
Mr Saxby: Yes, they are very well organised.

Q527 Chairman: Mr Freer, would you like to add
to that?
Mr Freer: Yes. I work in the Berkshire area and that
is six unitary areas. Two of the government studies
that looked at the multi-modals of that area came to
the conclusion that we should look at a PTA for that
sort of area to deal with movements into Heathrow,
for instance. Yes, we think these sorts of powers
would have some benefits to the community at large.

Q528 Chairman: Mr Hill, unless it is something
diVerent.
Mr Hill: It is something diVerent. It is a question of
scale. I also have had experience of working in the
eastern region. The traYc commissioner overseas an
area of the 10 eastern region authorities plus
Lincolnshire and one other, I believe. There would
be no way that we would advocate a PTA that
covered the whole of the eastern regions, so thinking
that the TC or a PTA would be similar in
geographical spread is inaccurate and I would echo,
therefore, Mr Freer’s words that it would be more
focused on a group of authorities that had
something in common. Luton does not have much in
common with Norfolk, for example, but they are
both in the eastern region traYc area.

Q529 Mr Hollobone: If it is working so well in Wales
without legislation, why do we need the provisions
in this Bill?
Mr Saxby: We did have legislation. It is in the Welsh
Transport Bill that the Assembly have powers to
force us into joint transport authorities and take
transport powers away from unitary authorities. We
are doing the regional transport consortia on a
voluntary basis, with properly set up constituted
bodies, so that we are doing it without being forced
to do it.

Q530 Mr Hollobone: Is our friend from Berkshire,
Chairman, telling us that you are not able to do this
and you need the Bill in order to enact it?
Mr Freer: We are not able to form a PTA. There are
other things in terms of regeneration and
redevelopment where we find that the current Acts
and framework do not allow us to do some of the
things which would allow developers to bring
forward significant contributions to input into
public transport to start services. One of the things
is that the market, particularly when it is the private
sector, is somewhat reluctant to take a gamble on
investment in terms of additional services. The
development market may take that but at the
moment there is no regulatory regime that would
bring that money into the market to stimulate public
transport. We have talked to departmental oYcials
for a long time, probably eight or nine years, trying
to find the mechanism and it does not exist. The new
Bill starts to bring forward the ability to do that.

Q531 Chairman: Unless there is a new point, Mr
Stokes.
Mr Stokes: Yes, very briefly. I do not think anybody
is saying that we want to suddenly go away and
create new PTAs. In certain circumstances it may be
beneficial, where maybe there are some urban areas
adjoining existing PTAs, for instance, or key areas
where it may be beneficial to form a PTA, but we are
not suddenly going to rush out there and suddenly
create new PTAs.
Mr Hollobone: Are any of you happy with the new
power in the Bill for local authorities to issue a traYc
regulation order for a major road?

Q532 Chairman: Do any of you have views on
major roads?
Mr Hill: No.
Mr McKenna: No.
Chairman: Can we move on, Mr Hollobone.
Mr Hollobone: The Bill, with regard to road pricing,
again on the issue of boundaries, seeks to provide a
greater local flexibility for joint local authority and
Passenger Transport Authority charging schemes. It
says that a PTA, together with an eligible local traYc
authority can get together to form such a scheme. An
eligible local traYc authority is one which is in the
PTA’s area, adjoins the PTA’s area, or adjoins an
area which adjoins the PTA area. Do you think lack
of flexibility up to now has been a barrier to
introducing such a scheme?

Q533 Chairman: Does anybody have a problem?
Mr McKenna: We are not aware of such problems
but I am sure one or two exist.

Q534 Mrs Ellman: In the written evidence from the
technical advisors group, you say you are not
confident that PTAs necessarily are the right body to
take this forward. You talk about the importance of
local authority traYc managers being brought
together with the appropriate Highways Agency
people. Are these things necessarily in conflict?
Mr Freer: As the Chairman of that group, a number
of my colleagues have a concern that we have
disparate policies within the Highways Agency and
possibly the PTA which are not necessarily aligned
with some of the obligations we have under the
TraYc Management Act about the equitable
movement of all traYc. Some of the PTAs might
want a series of priorities for public transport which,
as a traYc manager, you may not necessarily have,
so there may be a conflict within a local authority.
Therefore, is the PTA the way to resolve this or
should PTAs look at local authorities? The power of
the transport manager is vested in the local transport
authority; the PTA is a diVerent body. It is the
tensions that some of these provisions within the Bill
could create, because you can have diVerent
priorities with the Highways Agency, PTA and the
traYc managers responsibilities, by the way these
are structured.

Q535 Mrs Ellman: You go on in your submission to
say more about the importance of traYc
management, including parking issues and high
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occupancy lanes and variable speed limits. Could
these things be addressed without new legislation?
Could they be addressed within the current
structures through perhaps guidance or regulations?
Mr Freer: I think there are a number of things that
are coming through in regulation and guidance at
the moment from what ministers have put within the
TraYc Management Act. Not all of the parts of the
TraYc Management Act have yet been enacted,
although it has been on the statute book for a
number of years. A lot of moving traYc oVences,
decriminalised parking, and other traYc order type
issues still do not have a regulatory framework.
Likewise, the control of utilities is another aspect
that delays public transport, delays the public, and
is still not yet properly enshrined within regulation
because there is still debate about it.

Q536 Mrs Ellman: If we look at air quality contracts,
are you satisfied with the new proposals for quality
contracts? Do you think it will make them easier to
operate?
Mr McKenna: We think they will be easier, but
whether they will succeed is still somewhat of an
elaborate process. As the previous speaker has said,
there are three bodies involved in gaining approval.
We would wish the local authorities to have the
major say in improving quality contracts. The other
aspect which has not been given a lot of attention up
until now is: How is this Bill going to help in quality
contracts for rural areas? In rural areas you are not
investing anything in infrastructure but we do have
a similar need to look at how public money is spent
to best eVect in rural areas. We find that in the
situation that we have where very few routes are
commercial, most of the funding is coming from the
public purse, either from the local authorities or
from BSOG towards transport provision in those
areas, and yet we do not have the powers the quality
contract would give us in order to maximise the
value of that subsidy to meet local authority
objectives in that area. We feel that is an area of
deficiency in the current Bill. My colleagues on
ATCO have proposals as to how that could be
remedied.

Q537 Mrs Ellman: You do not see anything in the
current Bill that will help you?
Mr McKenna: Not for rural areas.

Q538 Mrs Ellman: What about the competition laws
and the proposed laws on the competition test. Is it
clear to you all what that is?
Mr Hill: No.
Mr Saxby: No.
Mr McKenna: It is not clear.

Q539 Mrs Ellman: That is a simple answer. The Bill
puts a duty to look at climate change impact when
the authorities are looking at the charging schemes.
How do you think that will be implemented?
Mr McKenna: The previous speakers mentioned the
exemption from charge for certain types of vehicles
and that is one way. The flexibility of a charging
scheme as it applies to diVerent times of day and

diVerent charges can help. The provision of
alternative public transport will in itself, have to
have regard to climate change issues. For example,
park-and-ride car parks take up a lot of land and the
hardstanding in itself causes drainage issues, so there
is quite a complicated equation. I have looked at the
requirement. It is that we had to look at the
implications; not that climate change was necessarily
the driver but we had to look at how what we were
proposing fell in terms of the impact on climate
change.

Q540 Mrs Ellman: Do you think we have the
technical ability to work out in a more specific way
what the climate change duty might be and how the
criteria could be drawn up and measured? Do you
think that could be achieved?
Mr McKenna: Only when we can measure things.
We can measure pollution, emissions, mileage,
energy. Those kinds of measures are fairly easy to
work out and to evaluate our options against those
emissions.

Q541 Mrs Ellman: What about diVerent charges for
vehicles emitting diVerent emissions?
Mr Freer: You heard from the LGA and they talked
about an exemption scheme. We will not necessarily
want to exempt everybody from everything by
“These are green and friendly vehicles”. What we
have is a sliding scale about how sustainable these
modes of transport are. You have to ask the question
about whether or not just the travel itself is
sustainable. Mr McKenna has just said that things
like the park-and-ride provision may be sustainable
in climate change terms but have other impacts on
the environment, so the total sustainability type
option and then a sliding scale. It may only pay 1%
or 0% on a sliding scale, rather than just exemption,
so that people are incentivised to make the right
sorts of choices.

Q542 Chairman: You are saying that, where there is
the fiscal means by which you can measure either
pollution or damage to the climate, you would
certainly take account of that. You would expect
that to be part of your duty.
Mr Freer: That is correct.
Mr McKenna: Yes.

Q543 Chairman: Where you were required to look at
an overall scheme in a wider sense, as to whether it
could be justified in terms only of changes to the
environment, you would not regard that as part of
your duty.
Mr McKenna: I suppose it is diYcult to conceive of
a scheme which is driven purely for—

Q544 Chairman: I understand that, Mr McKenna,
but I am trying to work out where you envisage that
the provision in the Bill would be needed and where
you would say it was an unnecessary power because
you do not see the circumstances in which it would
be used. Is it possible for you to give us that kind of
dimension?
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Mr McKenna: At this stage, no. I would not add to
what I have already said.

Q545 Chairman: Your interpretation is that this
would be a useful power and one that could be used
in a particular way.
Mr McKenna: Yes.

Q546 Mrs Ellman: Does the Bill make it more likely
that charging schemes will be implemented?
Mr Freer: I am not convinced that it does. The
problem we have is mainly political. It is a question
of leadership within how you bring charging
schemes forward. People will bring them forward
but I think all of us have seen how we brought other
schemes forward only to find that the technology
was superseded and what we have created is
obsolete. We have done a lot of work, for instance,
on Smart card technology which could have sat
behind this. Even now, after all those years, we still
do not have properly compliant Smart card schemes
that could check concessionary fares, which is
somewhat simpler than the sort of technology for
charging. There is a reluctance as to how much we
can aVord to invest before somebody takes a
leadership and sets a new set of standards.

Q547 Mrs Ellman: How serious is the problem?
Mr Freer: I think it is a serious problem because the
funding streams we have seen in a lot of these, which
require identification that charges somebody back,
are significant. It is only in the private sector, when
they looked at things like mobile phones, that they
got charging regimes that track it back to the bill or
the people. On Smart cards it is much more diYcult.
The banks are probably having more success than
local government and government in those sorts of
technology areas.

Q548 Mrs Ellman: How can this be addressed? Are
there any answers?
Mr Freer: In the previous set of witnesses Tony Page
made some comment about going to the banks.
Certainly within Thames Valley we have been
talking to multinationals about them making some
of the investments. They may make low-cost loans
or interest-free loans for a period to help us bring
technology forward. So we are looking at how we
could use private sector partners rather than just
investors to help unlock some of the economic issues
behind congestion charging or congestion
management.

Q549 Graham Stringer: You make a really
interesting point which gets to the heart of what the
Government are doing in the TIFF process and
leading into this Bill, because if you look at the
schemes that are proposed in Cambridge, West
Midlands, Manchester, they cannot be experiments,
can they? They are talking about billions of pounds
worth; they are going to be there forever. It is not an
experiment to say, “Look, we’ve got it right, we’ll go
ahead” or “No, that’s not going to happen, we’ll
write oV £5 billion worth of expenditure.” Is there a
way through that, to have a genuine technical

experiment, or do we wait until the time when we
have enough satellites in the sky—Galileo,
Chairman—and we can have distance-based
charging?
Mr Freer: There certainly is a significant debate to be
had around those particular points. I think you can
do this but someone almost has to write it down
now, as to how you would want to do it. We are
seeing, however, that technology is moving forward
more rapidly than we can write this down. With the
bureaucratic processes that we have as local and
national government of trying to capture this and
put it into regulation, the market has moved on. I
work in Bracknell. We have 40-plus multinationals
based there. Their long-term planning cycles are 15
months; ours are ten and 15 years. The whole
technology cycle is moving at a rapid pace and we
cannot even keep up with it. I think there is almost
a question about what is it in the market-place that
can drive us rather than us trying to specify it. There
are ways of doing some of this. We have seen the
insurance industry starting to come forward with
options and trialling distance-based charges and
time-based charges for insurance. The Norwich
Union, for instance, is looking at younger drivers
and the time and the mileage they do, and charging
people back. That starts to legitimise and put the
total-cost-of-ownership type issues back into the
motoring costs. It may well be that it is the piece of
technology that we need to look at to drive forward
anything else that we take forward.

Q550 Graham Stringer: I do not want to push you
into political areas because that would not be fair,
but are you saying that there is a real worry about
the Government picking technologies, even after a
competitive process, in that they will be choosing
white elephants?
Mr Freer: Rather than white elephants, it is limited
technology. It will do a job but we have an
expectation and public expectation moves on more
rapidly than we can probably deliver the change—
certainly, if you are looking at regulatory
frameworks.

Q551 Graham Stringer: It is the same question,
really, but perhaps you can expand on it. You think
the answer to that is to move more to market-based
solutions and let that happen rather than the
Government picking winners.
Mr Freer: I think that is my gut feeling.

Q552 Chairman: The diYculty about that, Mr Freer,
is what becomes then of the, for some, big form of
coordination. For a motorist who is moving from
one area to another and driving some enormous
distance, the happy anarchy of the market might be
perfectly all right in theory but, in practice, might
make you one of the most unpopular authorities in
the world.
Mr Freer: I do not disagree. The alternative is, as my
colleague has said, you have an issue where we will
be investing billions of public money into a scheme
only to find that it does not work, or a billion in
Manchester, a billion in Birmingham, a billion in
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Cambridge and find that the three come up with
three diVerent answers which cannot then talk to
each other.

Q553 Chairman: What would your answer be? I have
to return to this because I think it is quite important.
There must presumably be some line at which
central government says, “If you are going to do this,
these are the lines and the general indications and
they must be compatible but also have suYcient
flexibility to incorporate new developments.” You
will forgive me for saying so, but I am always slightly
leery of people who go for the latest technology
because quite often you discover the latest
technology is just a diVerent piece of packaging and
a nice profit for whoever has thought of it. I am sure
that is not the case in transport planning, of course.
Would there not be a sort of way of saying, “Yes, we
must have compatibility” and this must mean almost
inevitably central government has to lay down a set
of at least parameters that can be defended.
Mr Freer: I think it is the process of trying to get
every piece of detail out. If you look at the mobile
telephone technology, then the Government has
been successful in laying the parameters out, which
has encouraged the market to develop; whereas my
experience of transport is that we have ended up
being too restrictive and then through all of our
channels we end up paying more per unit.

Q554 Chairman: Give me a specific example, Mr
Freer?
Mr Freer: I am thinking about Smart cards at the
moment. If you go to a bank, they give you a free
issue. I do not know what the unit cost is, but it is
probably very low, but Smart card technology,
because of some of the things we try to put on to
that, becomes a £10 per unit type charge rather than
a 50 pence per unit charge.

Q555 Chairman: Could that not be because the
banks are not above hiding their expenses and
charging some other poor devil for the cost of your
Smart card?
Mr Freer: I think there is an economies of scale issue
as well, because we are part of the market rather than
the whole market.

Q556 Chairman: Does anybody else want to
comment on that?
Mr McKenna: To come back to the question about
whether the provisions will make it easier. In local
authorities we have to decide what kind of charging
regime we would think would work with our
populations. Perhaps we ought not to go through
expensive experiments but start working with local
people on what regime would be acceptable and then
develop the technology.

Q557 Chairman: Mr McKenna, I can see some
diYculty in that. We cannot as a parliament say that
there is absolutely no point in producing machinery
or schemes which are not compatible, because it is
not beyond per adventure that somebody could
drive from Crewe to London and in that time they

will go through a number of counties and a number
of diVerent transport systems and they will, it seems
to me, be mildly unhappy if they have to have 20
diVerent forms of payment on their dashboard. But
perhaps I am unimaginative.
Mr McKenna: If it is a distance charge or some sort
of arrangement, then I think the technology would
follow what generally people would find acceptable
rather than put up the technology first and say, “We
can do x, y and z against the current technology”. As
Mr Freer said, technology is changing so much that
perhaps we ought to decide the general direction that
we feel people will find acceptable and then get the
technology protocols developed around that.

Q558 Chairman: I would like to move on a bit. Is it
reasonable to expect local government to pay central
government for access to data and information?
Mr McKenna: Not really because it is playing shots
with the cost of paying for data which is already
collected and in the public domain. In charges
between public bodies, the commissioning costs
outweigh any benefit there would be to the charge.

Q559 Chairman: All the revenue from local charging
schemes has to be spent on transport improvements.
Is that flexible enough for authorities to ensure the
“losers” of any scheme are properly compensated?
Mr Hill: We would reinforce what was said at the
earlier session: it has to be a holistic approach to
spending that money. Whilst ATCO might argue
that it should all be spent on buses—and we would
say that, wouldn’t we?—we recognise that walking,
cycling—and you heard it in the last session, so I will
not repeat it all—properly to fulfil the local
transport policies is the right way forward with
such funding.

Q560 Chairman: TAG have said that they think the
new draft Bill is a “useful but too small a step”. Your
written submission says there should be more
emphasis on traYc management techniques like
high occupancy lanes, variable speed limits and an
end to parking space subsidies. Do we need changes
in legislation?
Mr Freer: I think it is more to do with the fact that
this Bill focuses more on public transport rather
than saying there is toolbox of things that you could
use. There are tools that you could use and they need
to be promoted across the sphere and they need to be
integrated, so that we look at the needs of the
community rather than just promoting, say, public
transport. Look at what are the needs of that
community and whether it needs high occupancy
lanes and a proper system of regulation around that
for moving traYc oVences.

Q561 Chairman: Let me ask you all: What would
you rather have, funding for transport
improvements from road pricing revenue or a
central government grant? Do you have a view as to
which oVers you more security and more level of
influence?
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Mr Saxby: From my point of view, a central
government grant is a lot more secure. In rural areas,
there may not be so much scope for road pricing.
Colin McKenna has already referred to our
suggestions for organising bus services in rural
areas. Our fear with the Bill is that it is very much
focused on urban. The proposals for urban areas
support some of the regulations that LGA have, but
in rural areas we do not see there is much in there for
bus services. That is why we have come up with the
tendered networks zones approach. I had a lot of
success 20 years ago in procuring a tendered network
of services with 20 diVerent operators in a very large
rural area, but you did not need to know who

Witnesses: Mr Keith Halstead, Chief Executive, Mr Brian Shawdale, Advice and Training Director,
Community Transport Association UK (CTA UK), and Mr Peter Huntington, Chief Executive, GoSkills,
gave evidence.

Q562 Chairman: I am sorry you have had to wait.
These matters are not in my control, but I do
apologise for keeping you waiting. Could I ask you
to identify yourselves, please.
Mr Halstead: Keith Halstead, Chief Executive of
Community Transport Association UK
Mr Shawdale: Brian Shawdale, the Advice and
Training Director for Community Transport
Association. I am also declaring that I am a member
of the GoSkills board.
Mr Huntington: My name is Peter Huntington, I am
Chief Executive of GoSkills which is the Sector
Skills Council for passenger transport.

Q563 Chairman: Thank you very much. Do any of
you have anything to which you particularly want to
draw our attention?
Mr Halstead: Very briefly, Chairman, the draft
Local Transport Bill contains the most significant
government proposals on community transport
regulation for 30 years. CTA very much welcomes
the majority of these changes, which, if
implemented, will enable the community transport
sector either to deliver new services or sustain
existing provision for those who are most
disadvantaged in our communities. Thank you.

Q564 Chairman: Could I ask you about the current
arrangements for issuing section 19 permits by
designated bodies. Is there a problem at the
moment?
Mr Halstead: We do not think there is. CTA does
not agree with the proposal contained in the Bill to
remove the ability of designated bodies to issue small
bus permits. We have not seen any evidence in
response to your question that demonstrates the
present system has failed or is inadequate and there
has been no review of it, as such. The CTA is
concerned that if traYc commissioners have sole
responsibly for issuing section 19 permits then this
would lead to increased costs and time involved.

operated what any more than you needed to know
who runs the Number 20 from outside the door,
here. It had all the network features but it fell apart
after five years because of cherry-picking. We would
like to be able to harness the benefits of the few
commercial services that are there but as part of a
planned network and not have to risk that being
cherry-picked. We would like the traYc
commissioners to be able to refuse registrations,
once we have defined that sort of area, if they do not
fit in with the network, if they attempt to
undermine it.
Chairman: Gentlemen, I think you have been very
helpful. Thank you very much indeed. You have
trodden a very delicate line very well.

Q565 Chairman: Why should it be more expensive?
Mr Halstead: At the moment CTA is a body, for
instance, which issues permits and we charge £7 per
permit. Given the whole scale of the other costs
associated with those of the traYc commissioners we
feel that there would inevitably be an increased cost.
Also, at the moment, you can get a permit within five
to seven days in the current system. Most
applications for permits or registration with the
traYc commissioners can take anything up to 56
days.

Q566 Chairman: Why do you think the Government
decided on this change? You cannot personally
think of any evidence and none of your members
presumably have? Mr Shawdale is shaking his head
very firmly.
Mr Shawdale: No evidence at all.
Mr Halstead: We are not against a review of the
permit system. It may be that existing legislation
could be used to rationalise the number of
designated bodies who issue permits, if the
Government felt that appropriate—as has recently
been done with the CRB checking process. Also,
many voluntary organisations and community
organisations which come to the CTA often need
talking through the whole process and that takes a
lot of time that our staV give them. I am not certain,
given the other demands on the traYc
commissioners, that they will be able to provide the
same depth of service.

Q567 Graham Stringer: There is a blurring of the line
between private-hire minicabs, as they are called in
London, Hackney Carriages, and buses in this
process. Can you think of any problems that causes?
Do you believe that people driving these small buses
should be subject to the same testing to see if they are
on the sex oVenders’ register as taxi drivers are?
Mr Huntington: I think this is probably a question
for me, Chairman. It seems to me that there is a
diVerence between the small operator, the sole
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trader, a taxi or a private hire concern, often a one-
vehicle concern, and the bus operator, which is often
a substantial concern, often PLCs, of course. One
would quite naturally want to place less onerous
responsibilities on the sole trader, the owner-driver,
than one would on the larger concern.

Q568 Graham Stringer: Sex oVenders?
Mr Huntington: In terms of the Criminal Records
Bureau checks, the sex oVenders’ register, no the
onus is entirely the same on all parties where
vulnerable people are concerned. That is the law.

Q569 Graham Stringer: Do you think there should
be checks on people driving these small buses?
Mr Huntington: In my view, yes, there should be.
That is a personal view, not the view of GoSkills.

Q570 Clive EVord: These are the own licences, are
they?
Mr Halstead: Are you talking about the permit
scheme?

Q571 Clive EVord: Do these not operate on the basis
that you do not stick to a designated route?
Mr Shawdale: Perhaps I can explain. There are two
types of permits. There are section 19 permits which
are used by, typically, scout organisations, clubs and
societies, and they are also used by dial-a-ride
operators, to provide transport to their members.
There are also section 22 permits which are
designated routes, registered routes. There are very
few of those currently. The main restriction on
section 22 operators is that the driver must be a
volunteer. This Bill proposes that that restriction
should be removed. Our hope is that that will lead to
more of those types of services.

Q572 Clive EVord: To go back to the point Mr
Stringer made about the blurring of the edges
between bus service and taxi services, that will not
happen under this section.
Mr Shawdale: No, it is quite clear that permits can
only be obtained by non-profit organisations. Where
the traYc commissioner issues permits, as in the case
of section 22, they have a process for determining
that that organisation comes in that category. Where
bodies like ourselves issue permits, we too have a
process for establishing whether that body is a bona
fide not-for-profit organisation, which is generally—
not universally, but in the majority of cases—a
registered charity.

Q573 Chairman: When a minibus is taking a group
who are travelling together from the same point of
departure to the same destination, what would be
the diVerence in practice between group rate and
separate fares?
Mr Shawdale: The diVerence in practice would be
little or no diVerence. The community transport
organisation needs to recover the cost of the journey.
If it chooses to work through a separate
organisation like a scout group, it can send one
invoice for £100 to that group, or, alternatively, if it
wants to work through its own membership, as in

dial-a-ride operators, it needs to get either the local
authority or passengers to pay the cost of that
journey. We are a not-for-profit organisation, so we
need to balance the books.

Q574 Chairman: What is the rationale behind
allowing small vehicles to be used only where
passengers pay separate fares?
Mr Shawdale: I believe it is convenience of the
present descriptions within the law. As we say in our
evidence, it is an unfortunate outcome which forced
people using smaller vehicles with section 19 permits
into a regime of issuing tickets or having separate
fares and paying small amounts for the right to
travel, and it is unnecessary.

Q575 Chairman: You presumably have made this
case to the Government, have you not?
Mr Halstead: We have in our evidence.

Q576 Chairman: Because it is an amendment to the
Transport Act 2000, so you must have made these
suggestions to the Government. Have they
questioned you on why you feel this?
Mr Shawdale: We made the case for section 19
permits to apply to MPVs.

Q577 Chairman: Yes, but not section 22.
Mr Shawdale: No. Section 19 permits to apply to
MPVs, and that they have done. We were surprised
when the Bill came out to say that the way in which
they have chosen to do that resulted in this anomaly.

Q578 Chairman: It is the method which you find
unhelpful which you think will produce these
stresses and strains.
Mr Shawdale: Yes.

Q579 Chairman: How would you therefore suggest
amending the legislation?
Mr Shawdale: It is obviously a matter for the
practice of the regulations.

Q580 Chairman: In this instance, Mr Shawdale, take
a wild leap and try to guess what you would do if you
had responsibility.
Mr Shawdale: I would add: “It is the definition,
except that separate fares do not apply.”

Q581 Chairman: If that phrase were removed.
Mr Shawdale: No, you need to add the phrase. The
existing definition says that PSV vehicles in that
range will be operated at separate fares.

Q582 Chairman: I see.
Mr Shawdale: When you type this legislation into it,
you need to say it is that legislation that applies,
except that separate fares would not apply.
Mr Halstead: Our members say that this is quite an
issue, particularly in responding very much to the
local needs of small groups within the communities
they serve, such as scout groups, youth groups, even
schools that want to bring in small numbers from
outlying schools in an area to the main school for
after-school care. A lot of our members could
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provide a vehicle of, say, eight seats that could do
that, which fits the bill entirely, but at the moment
they would have to charge the pupils individual fares
rather than the school collecting them and paying
the community transport organisation in one go.

Q583 Mrs Ellman: Do you welcome the proposals
for the relaxation of the restriction on maximum size
of community transport vehicles?
Mr Shawdale: This is a request from our
membership. Remember that this is to do with
section 22, as I said previously. It is to do with the
very small number of operators currently who
operate smaller than 16-seat vehicles on registered
routes. They tell us that with various factors of
which we are all aware—increasing age of
population, the removal of bus services, etc—their
patronage is rising. Quite recently, of course, the
changes have come into concessionary travel, which
has meant that even more people are travelling on
these services and they are at that point where
something needs to be done. It was a request from
our membership. Obviously, in the new scenario,
where we can put paid drivers on these vehicles, if
that were to come about the number of such routes
would increase.

Q584 Mrs Ellman: Do you think this could lead to
community transport vehicles competing with
commercial vehicles?
Mr Halstead: I think the vast majority of section 22
services are operated by community transport
organisations, often at the behest of the local
authority. In most of these cases, the level of public
subsidy for the service would not be high enough to
attract the commercial sector.

Q585 Mrs Ellman: Should community transport
drivers be paid?
Mr Halstead: We feel they should be. That is why we
very much welcome removal of the restriction on
volunteers driving section 22 services and the
proposal in the Bill that section 22 drivers should
be paid.

Q586 Mrs Ellman: GoSkills suggests a new
provision of giving PTEs a duty to agree to annual
skills targets for drivers and other staV. What do you
see as the benefits of this?
Mr Huntington: Obviously skills are important to
the passenger experience and the Bill itself seeks to
address quality through improved partnerships
between operators and PTAs, here is an area where
partnership would be especially beneficial.
Partnerships already exist in some form or other in
West Yorkshire, for example, or in the Transport for
London area. It seems to me to confirm the direction
of travel that some more enlightened authorities are
already taking. It would improve arrangements for
integrated transport, it seems to me, as well as
raising quality.

Q587 Mrs Ellman: What are the particular skills?
Mr Huntington: Environment is referenced in the
Bill. Safe and fuel eYcient driving, I would have
thought would be a must. Customer service, by
which I mean dealing with all passengers equally,
looking them in the eye and making sure that you do
not start the bus before they are properly secure.
Joint recruitment initiatives where there are
shortages; for example, engineering shortages are
beginning to appear in some areas. Joint work in
schools to encourage people to think about careers
in the industry. Disability awareness. There is a lot
of migrant labour now used in the bus industry. The
Government has slowed down the rate of funding
for ESOL recently, with employers being asked to do
more, and here is another area where partnership
would be useful. Basic skills is another area, which is
very important in terms of human rights as well as
delivering a better service to people. There are a
number of areas.

Q588 Mrs Ellman: You also refer to taxis and
private hire. How would this be implemented there?
Mr Huntington: It seems to me that the Bill might
provide an opportunity to have a broad debate
about the place skills play in a service which is locally
licensed and authorised by 400-plus licensing
authorities, with no consistent approach to skills,
whether on initial licensing or in terms of ongoing
training. People’s expectations of the service
constantly are rising quite rightly. The service lacks
a certain amount of public esteem. It is essential to a
proper local transport system, so why not seek at
least to have some broad areas of agreement where
we are going to prepare the drivers, whether existing
or new drivers, on a consistent basis, with local
authorities clubbing together to provide some of the
brainpower behind that and some of the impetus
to that?

Q589 Mrs Ellman: Do you see that as a natural
scheme and not something where local licensing
authorities would have discussion?
Mr Huntington: Previous witnesses and you,
Chairman, have talked about parameters. I think it
is right that we set the parameters nationally but the
discussion and detailed planning goes on locally,
between the partners who are going to implement
the various training schemes.

Q590 Mrs Ellman: Would community transport
operators have to reach the skill levels of other
drivers or operators?
Mr Huntington: My own personal view is that
community transport is making a significant
contribution to training, and it would be useful in
the debate around the Bill, because there is public
consultation going on at the moment, to ask
community transport operators whether they wish
themselves to be included in target setting where
they were delivering a service on behalf of a PTE, for
example.
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Q591 Chairman: Mr Huntington, you know that the
so-called taxi industry, sometimes to its detriment, is
frequently regarded as a suitable repository of the
eVorts of people who have lost their jobs in other
fields. Certainly outside of the big urban areas, quite
often people feel that the ownership of a vehicle and
the ability to get more or less from A to B should be
suYcient qualification. I can see where we would
insist on a certain level—and I think most of us
would support that—but who would pay for this
function of training? Local authorities might think
that it ought to be paid for by the person applying
for the right to drive, in the same way that, for
example, in London, drivers of black taxi have to
spend a lot of money. Individual members spend a
lot of time and a lot of money on acquiring very
specific skills.
Mr Huntington: Indeed. They invest a lot of time in
that. There is an issue about the length of time that
the Knowledge of London takes to acquire now and
I think we need to look at that. Specifically, on your
question about the funding regime, we have
produced a report3—and I would be happy to leave
a copy with the clerk—considering the sustainability
of funding. The Leitch review of skills said there are
no free rides in skills and it was up to employers and
individuals to take skills more seriously. I think it is
very diYcult to propose a levy-based system on
small companies, sole traders. I think that should be
the last resort. However, I think we should have a
debate on how funding would take place. As we
discuss in our report that we recently produced for
the DfT, it could be the training loan scheme. It
could be paid by the driver; it could be some quality
assurance scheme; it could be some career
development loan. I would want to think that a
compulsory levy was there as a last resort, but of
course you will be familiar, Chairman, in other
industries where there is a lot of self-employment
there are levies in place for training schemes.

Q592 Chairman: Could I just give you a potted
history of taxis in my constituency. We originally
had a small number of quite eYcient firms who
covered the hours and had a number of vehicles.
Then it was decided, under a previous Conservative
Government, that anybody virtually who wanted a
permit could have one, as long as the local council
could not defend the fact that they had enough taxis.
The result is very simple. We now have large
numbers of vehicles, some which, frankly, are pretty
ropey by most standards, and it is increasingly clear
that there are so many in my constituency it is very
diYcult for individual drivers to make a living. They
are now driving longer and longer hours for the same
amount of money, which frankly is to the detriment
of the passengers, and yet I am convinced that unless

3 Note by witness: Skills Developed in the Hackney Carriage
and Private hire Vehicle Industry

we were to talk very seriously about a means of
funding these changes, very many of them would
simply not comply. As fond as Her Majesty’s
Government is of filling up the prisons, I think even
they might baulk at filling it up entirely with taxi
drivers.
Mr Huntington: I agree with you, Chairman, that
something does need to be done. We do need to raise
the problems of the service. You have asked me to
talk about the funding arrangements. We certainly
want a debate on that. We are negotiating with the
Learning and Skills Council in England to make
funding available for self-employed drivers through
the train-to-gain scheme. ESOL and basic skills
training, I think, under the Government’s new
arrangements, will continue to be free of charge to
the user where they are supported on an individual
basis. I think there is room for a driver/operator
contribution. I think you do two things, Chairman.
You raise the bar to entry by having skills
assessments made ab initio. You have ongoing
training and you challenge people to get up to that
level. That, in itself, should start to improve quality.

Q593 Clive EVord: I want to clarify your position
with regards to the training. Do you see the taxi
industry as at the casual labour end that should have
ease of entry?
Mr Huntington: Chairman, I know of Mr EVord’s
background and he is probably far more expert and
knowledgeable, I suspect, of the London Hackney
scene than I am. I think it needs to become part of
the integrated transport mix. One would not want to
regulate casualisation completely out of it because it
is the first entry to the labour force for many
migrants, for example, who want to get on in life, but
it seems to me that we do have to raise expectations
of what the service can deliver. Chairman, your
excellent characterisation of the service was spot-on.
There was a Private Eye cartoon in Scenes you
Seldom See two weeks back, where the driver is
saying to the passenger, “I have always wanted to get
into taxi driving.” You just never hear this said. We
need to encourage that sort of approach and make it
a worthwhile career, delivering what in fact it does
do, on paper anyway, a vital public service. I think
the arrangements in London are slightly diVerent
and have to be treated diVerently.

Q594 Clive EVord: I did not ask that. I am not sure
if we got an answer to the question to say yes, but do
you not think that if people are going to enter a
profession which is a public service they should
make some sort of commitment to it before they are
allowed to operate in that field?
Mr Huntington: Yes, I think they should.
Chairman: Gentlemen, that has been extremely
useful. Thank you very much. I am sorry that you
had to wait but, nevertheless, it has been very helpful
to us that you have. Thank you very much for your
evidence.
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Chairman: Good afternoon to you, gentlemen. You
are most warmly welcome. Members who have an
interest to declare?
Mr Clelland: I am a member of Amicus.
Mr Martlew: I am a member of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union and the General Municipal
Workers’ Union.
Clive EVord: I am a member of Unite.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, a member of
ASLEF.
Mrs Ellman: I am a member of Unite.

Q595 Chairman: Thank you very much for coming.
This is a report which is both far reaching and has
considerable implications for us and it is very helpful
that you can come along and tell us exactly what you
have in mind. Can I ask you first of all to identify
yourselves for the record?
Mr Walford: I am Andrew Walford, service head for
environment at the Audit Commission.
Mr Wilkinson: I am Peter Wilkinson, managing
director of policy, research and studies at the Audit
Commission.

Q596 Chairman: Do either of you have anything that
you want to say about your work?
Mr Wilkinson: From our perspective, we feel that
the Draft Local Transport Bill must be seen in a
wider context. There is other legislation currently
before Parliament, the Local Government and
Public Involvement in Health Bill, which is all about
shaping places; whereas the Local Transport Bill is
about moving people between places. What that says
to us is that there are some important points to bear
in mind. Perhaps I may make two. The first is that
the place shaping proposals mean that the local
landscape will be very diVerent from the way it is
today, once that legislation has had Royal Assent.
Local strategic partnerships will become a focal
point for area based activity and most of them will
be led by local authorities which are also highway
authorities. The local area agreements will have
become more important too. They will be a focal
point for the relationship between local areas and
central government, in particular about what outco-
mes need to be achieved in those areas by way of
improvement, and public bodies which will include
public and passenger transport authorities and the
Highways Agency will have a duty to cooperate in
forming the priorities that go into the local are
agreements. There will also be scope for voluntary,

multi-area agreements between several local areas
and again in the context of transport we think that
could be a very important development. There will
be an expanded role for government oYces n the
regions, negotiating central government priorities
with each of the local areas. We would expect trans-
port of course to feature within those negotiations.
As those who watch what goes on at local level will
know well, the inspectorate’s function will be chan-
ging as well. What is today the comprehensive per-
formance assessment will be very diVerent in terms
of the comprehensive area assessment. That will be
a forward looking risk assessment and I would
confidently expect that transport would feature
within that as well. My first point is that the world in
a few years’ time will look very diVerent at a local
level as a result of that Bill and you need to look at
the two Bills together. Secondly, eVective transport
solutions really do depend upon a variety of public
public and public private partnerships, in a variety
of forms, making them work well. A report by the
Audit Commission back in 2005 on governing
partnerships drew attention to the complexity invol-
ved in that and how diYcult it was to make
partnerships work very well. We did a further report
jointly with the National Audit OYce on, in particu-
lar, the PSA target to increase bus usage. That sho-
wed also how complex it was to work across the deli-
very chain in order to deliver that PSA target
eVectively. In summary, we very much welcome the
flexibility that the Bill proposes and the theme of
localism that runs through it, but we would sound a
note of caution. There will be a significant challenge
to make the most of these new arrangements at a
local level and it will need a concerted eVort to make
sure that transport contributes to rather than slows
down the place shaping agenda.

Q597 Chairman: We understand your worries but, if
you do not think there is suYcient integration
between transport and the local development frame-
works, what do you think ought to be in the Bill that
is not there now?
Mr Wilkinson: From our perspective, we think the
Bill is an enabling Bill and we therefore welcome the
way in which it is put together. The question that I
am raising is the importance of making sure that it is
implemented in the way that is intended and that sets
a high priority on local partners of a variety of sorts
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that you will be well aware of working well together
to carry out the spirit as well as the letter of the inten-
ded legislation.

Q598 Chairman: I understand that but what is not in
the Bill? Forgive me. If you say firstly that when we
pass a Bill it is better if it is implemented, I think that
is fair. Most of us have this old fashioned idea that
all legislation that is passed ought to operate in the
way it is written. What are you telling us ought to be
in the Bill that is not there now?
Mr Wilkinson: We are not saying that anything in
the Bill that is not there would make a diVerence.
The point we are making is the way in which it is used
and the freedoms and flexibilities exercised will make
all the diVerence between the Bill being eVective and
the Bill not being eVective. The way in which the
incentives operate and partnerships operate at a
local level needs to be seen as a whole.

Q599 Chairman: The Freight Transport Association
thinks that the emphasis of PTAs will put passengers
before freight. Do you think that is a problem?
Mr Wilkinson: We would not have any evidence to
support that or indeed to run counter to it. We are
an evidence based organisation. I have no evidence
to suggest that that would be the case.

Q600 Chairman: Local transport plans have been
reviewed every five years and this has been seen as
successful. Do you think a review period should be
specified for integrated transport strategies?
Mr Walford: My understanding of the way that the
integrated transport strategies will be developed in
metropolitan areas is that it would seem sensible to
me for there to be a means of reviewing those strate-
gies. The danger is that the review concentrates on
scheme A, B or C delivery rather than how those
schemes add up to what the area is trying to achieve.
In developing it, it needs to be closely related to the
major objectives for the area rather than just a deli-
very of the schemes in the list of schemes in the stra-
tegy.

Q601 Chairman: I need to be exactly precise about
what it is you are saying, Mr Walford. On the one
hand, Mr Wilkinson says, “This s a completely new
idea and it will be much broader than anything you
have had before. It will have to work properly
because the partners will have to be much more ener-
getic.” On the other hand you, Mr Walford, say that
if you do have a review on local strategic
partnerships it will have to encompass something
which is much broader than what is envisaged in the
Bill. I need to know exactly what it is that you are
both not telling me.
Mr Walford: We are not trying to not tell you any-
thing.

Q602 Chairman: I am not saying you are necessarily
being perverse. You do understand what worries
me? We have a specific Bill. We have taken evidence.
We are trying to sort out whether it is a good thing
or a bad thing. We are dealing with local government
reorganisation on a fairly big scale which will enable

them to do many of the things they desperately need
to do and along you come and say, “It is all well and
good but when it comes to the point of doing a
review you have to understand that there are many
more objectives” and, in Mr Wilkinson’s case, there
is another Bill. Where are the lacunae? What are the
things you do not think are in the Bill? What are the
things we should be looking at?
Mr Wilkinson: It is not that there are things that are
not in the Bill. The Bill is an enabling Bill and it the-
refore creates the right environment. The question
from our perspective is the way in which that then
plays out for the Secretary of State and at a local
level people use their freedoms—
Chairman: You did say that but I am trying to work
out what you mean.

Q603 Clive EVord: We have been circulated a docu-
ment from the National Audit OYce, “Delivery
Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England.” In
there, there is a number of recommendations about
achieving eYciencies within delivery of bus services.
Would you say the Bill assists in the objectives in
that report, makes no diVerence, or puts barriers in
the way of achieving those eYciencies?
Mr Walford: My reading of the Bill is that it was not
intended as a response to that report alone but, yes,
it does indeed seem to address many of the recom-
mendations there. A number of the points around
concessionary fares and the role of traYc commis-
sioners are mentioned in that report and the Bill
seems to deal with it perfectly adequately, in our
view.

Q604 Clive EVord: There are areas within this
report: delivery chains for London are fit for pur-
pose—page 16, section 17. There is a heading. It
says, “The bus service delivery chains in London are
fit for the purpose of delivering growth in passenger
numbers but are more complex outside of London.”
Would you say that the Bill is going to deal with that
complexity outside of London that may be causing
problems in delivery or vice versa?
Mr Walford: Where I am nervous is where the level
of expectation is being pitched. The Bill as it is fra-
med at the moment is enabling those authorities that
are willing, able and can organise joint agreements.
They will certainly unblock some of the things that
are identified with blockages in that report to deli-
very of, in that case, bus usage. Our point is that the
Bill will not make it happen purely in itself. It will be
the people that operate within the framework crea-
ted by the Bill that make progress.

Q605 Chairman: How long have you been in the
Audit Commission?
Mr Walford: Seven years.

Q606 Chairman: Do you know any Bill that automa-
tically writes in, “You will definitely do what we
want done in this Bill”? Could you quote me one sin-
gle bit of legislation that ensures that everybody who
uses that Bill does exactly what it says?
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Mr Walford: No.

Q607 Chairman: What is diVerent about this in rela-
tion to your own report? That is what Mr EVord and
all of us want to know.
Mr Wilkinson: In terms of the report that we did
jointly with the National Audit OYce, this Bill picks
up on the sorts of issues that we were addressing. We
therefore are pleased by that. In terms of will it
create the conditions in which you can deliver
improvements more eYciently, we would say it does
create those conditions. When you ask me is there
something specifically missing from the Bill, my
reply to you is not from our perspective.

Q608 Clive EVord: Is there anything in the Bill that
you would suggest would make that more diYcult to
achieve? Is there anything in there that you think
needs ironing out, that may be introducing increased
bureaucracy in delivering and streamlining bus ser-
vices in outer London areas, for instance?
Mr Wilkinson: The clear message from our perspec-
tive is that it does respond to the report that we put
out and therefore sets scene in the context of the
other legislation as well. The conditions are being
created for a more eYcient and more locally variable
approach to transport which we think is in the public
interest and therefore the conditions being created
are appropriate. That is why we do not have a speci-
fic set of comments about provisions in the Bill.

Q609 Chairman: You do suggest putting transport
policy under the aegis of local strategic partnerships
alongside economic development policy. Why is that
better than what is in the Bill at the moment?
Mr Wilkinson: A local strategic partnership will
need to pay attention to transport issues by defini-
tion. That is one of the things that they will need to
have awareness of. The issue of the relationship
between individual local strategic partnerships and
whoever is responsible for passenger transport will
need to be one of a good partnership, which was the
point I was trying to make at the beginning.

Q610 Chairman: That is the point you have made
now I think about four times, but you make a sug-
gestion. You say, “Local strategic partnerships
should have responsibility for transport policy.”
Why? You are saying because the atmosphere would
be better or because they ought to have the same
objectives?
Mr Walford: The emerging landscape, as I see it, for
local strategic partnerships is that they are defining
the big objectives for the area. They are trying to
capture that in their sustainable community strate-
gies. They become essentially master plans for an
area. Clearly, transport is an important part of
achieving whatever those objectives are. What we
were trying to convey here was the importance of
ensuring that whatever was being developed and
thought through on the transport side was linked to
those wider objectives. It seemed a plausible sugges-
tion that maybe the organisation that was thinking

through the big picture also thought through some
of the issues around transport policy as well. That is
the basis for that thought.

Q611 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the proposals for a
new approvals board to decide whether quality
contracts can go ahead are going to help accountabi-
lity?
Mr Wilkinson: We noted in our report with the
National Audit OYce that quality contracts had not
been implemented so there was enabling legislation
that had not been used. We noted in there the poten-
tial of the benefit that they would bring but also that
that was a barrier to them being used. It is hard for
us to predict, as we try to be evidence based, whether
the new arrangements will enable them to be used
more, though they do seem to be a lower barrier to
them being used. We would be optimistic that it
would be. As for whether that strengthens accounta-
bility, it would be dependent on the way it was ope-
rated and the rationale and the transparency with
which the process was operated.

Q612 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the current propo-
sals for who should be on that approvals board are
satisfactory?
Mr Wilkinson: I do not think we feel we are in a posi-
tion to make a judgment on that. That is clearly a
matter for Parliament. We do not have a particular
view.

Q613 Mrs Ellman: You do talk about problems you
see on accountability between the PTAs and the
local authorities. Where is the problem, given that
PTAs comprise local authority representatives?
Mr Wilkinson: That is why I referred to the gover-
ning partnerships report in my opening statement.
Where there are organisations which have people
who are representative of other organisations on
them, there then comes a potential for a conflict of
interest in terms of the way in which people operate
and also in terms of the relationship, in that case,
between a local authority and the PTA. What we
pointed out in that report on governing partnerships
is that it is very important to make sure there are
good communications, good relationships and a
good understanding of diVerent priorities between
the diVerent bodies.

Q614 Mrs Ellman: Where are the conflicts of inter-
est?
Mr Wilkinson: If you are operating in a body which
is representative of more than one body but you are
also, let us say, an elected member of a council which
is a member body of that, the way in which that indi-
vidual council views its particular priorities may well
be diVerent from the way the partnership does. The
point being made in that report is that it is very
important to get these clear and in the open and our
observation about what happens when there are lots
of forms of partnership working because they are
not as clear as they should be.
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Q615 Mrs Ellman: Would you move from that to
saying that there should be a diVerent structure and
that PTAs should be either elected directly or be part
of the directly elected structure that is wider than
individual local authorities? Would that follow from
what you say?
Mr Wilkinson: In all of these issues around structure
and how you do things, there is a number of diVerent
ways in which you can do it. I do not think it necessa-
rily follows from what I have said that you should
therefore have an elected PTA. That is more a matter
for how you want to establish, in that case, sub-
regional governance. We have put in a submission to
the Treasury review of sub-national governance
which highlights that there is not a consensus about
the best way of doing these things, but there is a
number of characteristics which need to apply at the
sub-regional level which will make them work more
eVectively. Whether you have those elected is not per
se the answer because whatever you have by way of
constitutional reform you need to have good rela-
tionships between a variety of diVerent partners
which again is why I made the point at the beginning
that it requires good working between lots of diVe-
rent partnership organisations. The world we are
moving into will require that to be ever more the
case, which is why my organisation is doing a series
of work to look at how partnerships can be made to
work eVectively.

Q616 Chairman: Forgive me for saying so but this is
the most diVuse rubbish I have ever heard in my life.
Local authorities frequently put members who have
been elected and who represent the authority onto
all sorts of things—health bodies, energy bodies—
without any great problems. You are being asked
perfectly legitimate questions. What is your objec-
tion? You have said there are various ways in which
you can deal with it. Yes, but presumably that is why
you are doing the work.
Mr Wilkinson: I cannot quote you the precise figures
now but we have done quite a lot of research into this
issue. I am sure that there are authorities which are
very successful in the way that operates. That is not
universally the case and the point we are making is
that there is a variety of diVerent issues. We try to
research them and bring evidence to bear on them.
Certainly there are issues of the nature which I have
just described.

Q617 Chairman: You have not brought it with you,
although that is the burden of your song. You are
giving evidence to us but you do not have the figures
which would demonstrate the case which you are
making.
Mr Wilkinson: I do not have to hand the specific
figures. I am trying to make a point. I am very happy
to respond to the Committee subsequently and give
you the detail.

Q618 Mrs Ellman: How would the situation that you
describe as a conflict of interest be aVected by the
provisions in the draft Bill?
Mr Wilkinson: I do not think the provisions in the
draft Bill specifically aVect it.

Q619 Mrs Ellman: If the draft Bill is about increa-
sing the ability of the PTA to deliver the transport
strategy and you see a conflict of interest between an
individual councillor representing a local authority
and that person’s role in the PTA, surely you would
see a conflict between those two situations and the
way that you see the situation?
Mr Wilkinson: I drew attention to the potential
when people are operating in diVerent roles, in a
diVerent function and in diVerent partnerships. I do
not think this particular legislation changes that.
The governing partnerships report that we published
back in 2005 drew attention to the fact that indivi-
duals report that that is how they sometimes feel. I
do not think this particular Bill changes that but the
point I was trying to make to the Committee was
that it is something just to bear in mind in terms of
the way in which things operate, which was the point
I was trying to make at the beginning of the session.

Q620 Mrs Ellman: You also refer to what you see as
a problem of leadership. How is that going to be
dealt with in the draft Bill? What do you mean by
“leadership”? What is the problem that you have
identified?
Mr Wilkinson: The report that we did with the
National Audit OYce made it clear that within Lon-
don there had been a very clear leadership within the
transport field and that that had been, we believed,
one of the significant factors contributing to the
increase in bus use within London. There were
clearly some other factors around London. First of
all, there is the nature of London but also the fact
that the level of subsidy of passenger travel was
higher in London than elsewhere. We did draw
attention to the fact that there was a very clear leader
and democratic accountability in respect of that as
well. This Bill I do not think specifically addresses
the issue of leadership at a local level but it does ena-
ble local areas to look at what would make sense
from their perspective and make proposals for chan-
ging the governance arrangements. One would hope
that that would enable them to come up with a more
eVective solution for their local areas.
Mrs Ellman: What exactly are the problems in rela-
tion to leadership that you have identified outside of
London?

Q621 Chairman: Could you also give us examples of
particular cases?
Mr Walford: In our report we identified outside
London a number of places which had succeeded.
That was often down to the local leadership, the
determination of local members, oYcers and
partners to bring about, in this case, an increase in
bus patronage. We found that was relatively rare
and isolated. The rest of the country was where this
leadership was not operating. It is hard to characte-
rise a single factor around that leadership but essen-
tially it seemed to be about the unwillingness to
address the diYcult issues that need to be overcome
in order to move forward, diYcult things like mana-
ging demand alongside the positive things about
providing bus services and increasing the quality.
Often we noted that diVerent partners had diVerent
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agendas. Without eVective leadership, those agen-
das stayed separate. Although they were talking,
nothing was happening. In our submission to you,
we noted that for example none of the passenger
transport authorities, at the time we conducted this
report with the National Audit OYce, had managed
to increase overall passenger numbers. There was
some success on individual routes but not overall.
Some work we have done for those bodies since does
seem to point to the fact that not all the partners are
at one on these issues and there are fundamental
diVerences that are unresolved. The issue about lea-
dership is about trying to bring those issues to a head
and resolve them rather than leaving them unresol-
ved over a long time.

Q622 Mrs Ellman: Will the provisions in the Bill
improve the situation you describe?
Mr Walford: I can foresee that they will certainly
help to unpick some of the barriers that exist at the
moment.

Q623 Mrs Ellman: Which ones?
Mr Walford: Looking at the example of the Passen-
ger Transport Authority executives at the moment,
they have been defined in areas that were essentially
the old Met counties. Whether those Met counties
are coherent, local areas with a single focus is deba-
table in some cases. There are smaller, tighter local
areas that have characteristics that it may be possible
to move forward on. If I can pick two areas, for
example, South Yorkshire? Does Doncaster have
exactly the same agenda as SheYeld, Rotherham
and Barnsley? I would argue that maybe they do not
and maybe the current structures therefore are a bit
too unwieldy and what the proposed Bill proposes
starts to unpick some of that. I would welcome that.

Q624 Mr Clelland: I agree with you that there is
nothing unusual or new about local authorities
coming together to develop issues in the interests of
a wider area. The Tyne and Wear metro system came
about because four local authorities came together
voluntarily even before PTEs and PTAs invented. I
am curious as to what you mean by this word
“accountability”. Should these organisations be
accountable to the electorate, to the passengers or
the road users? What does this word “accountabi-
lity” mean in that context?
Mr Wilkinson: Accountability is about the process
by which people make their decisions transparent
and are answerable for their decisions. I think there
are a number of ways in which that can be done. I do
not have specific figures but I was trying to look up
what people had said to us in research we did on sub-
national accountability. There are councillors, it
says here, who are in particular very aware of their

own status as directly elected representatives. They
sometimes take the view that powers exercised at a
regional level could be more appropriately exercised
at a local level and they feel they have insuYcient
influence over regional bodies and find their own
roles and responsibilities at regional level confusing.

Q625 Mr Clelland: Does that lead us to the conclu-
sion that these organisations should be directly elec-
ted?
Mr Wilkinson: It is not in one sense for the Audit
Commission to give an opinion about that. That is a
diVerent matter. However, the elected nature of the
representatives who are on the PTA, they feel very
accountable to their electorate. That is welcome.

Q626 Mr Clelland: They are accountable to their
constituent local authorities, the people who sent
them there.
Mr Wilkinson: They are also reporting that they feel
that there are multiple lines of accountability at sub-
national level and they find that confusing. The
accountability is itself confusing. In our submission
to the Treasury, what we are actually saying is we
need to get a degree of clarity about that, but the pre-
cise form in which you achieve that is not really for
my Commission to have an opinion on.

Q627 Mr Clelland: I am not sure we are getting very
much clarity on how the situation might be impro-
ved. This is not leading us to where we can say in our
report, “This is how we improve this accountabi-
lity.” We do not seem to be getting any further for-
ward on that.
Mr Wilkinson: I apologise for that. I was asked spe-
cifically what would we change in the Bill. From our
perspective, there is nothing that we feel we are in a
position to say should change because it would make
things better or worse. The point that we are making
from the beginning is that this is an enabling Bill that
has the potential to make things better but Whitehall
cannot mandate that. The question for us is how all
this is implemented at a local level, which we feel is
a very important and quite complex issue.

Q628 Chairman: Do you have any issues about
traYc commissioners, their powers, their staYng or
their budget?
Mr Wilkinson: We do not.

Q629 Chairman: Do you have any view on whether
the powers of the PTAs to raise money should have
been included or not? Should they have the right to
issue precepts borrowing or otherwise?
Mr Wilkinson: Again, we have no view on that.
Chairman: Thank you very much, gentlemen. You
have been very instructive. We are very grateful to
you.
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Q630 Chairman: Good afternoon. May I welcome
you most warmly and ask you to identify yourselves?
Mr Macartney: Tom Macartney, traYc commissio-
ner for the north east traYc area.
Mr Brown: Philip Brown, senior traYc commissio-
ner, Great Britain, formerly traYc commissioner of
western when I saw you last year. I did that for seven
years. I have just moved to look after south east and
metropolitan.
Mrs Bell: Beverley Bell, traYc commissioner,
North West.

Q631 Chairman: We really are pleased to have you
here this afternoon. You feature fairly largely in our
debates and also in the debates connected with this
bit of legislation. Did you have something you wan-
ted to tell us on behalf of all other traYc commissio-
ners?
Mr Brown: You have our paper. We tried to keep it
succinct so you could see where we were coming
from on the limited information available from the
consultation paper and the draft Bill. We require
further and better particulars before we can com-
ment further which we will attempt to glean in the
time frame. For ourselves, there are two points. One
relates to the role of the senior traYc commissioner
and the independence of traYc commissioners. Inde-
pendence has featured since we came into existence
in 1931 and that is still a very important feature of
what we do, both as independent regulators and as
independent judicial decision makers when we sit as
a single person tribunal. The second point is that,
personally, I am quite pleased that some of the pro-
posals in the Local Transport Bill arose out of some
of the evidence which I gave to you last year and
which I then spoke to the then Bus Minister about in
September of last year. Some of those are in the Bill
in relation to the regulation of bus services. Other
than that, we are open to answer any questions that
you have.
Chairman: I am sure we will want to explore the rela-
tionship with the senior traYc commissioner a little
more because that obviously concerns us.

Q632 Mr Hollobone: I have never seen a traYc com-
missioner before and now three of them come along
at once. Have you had any problems fulfilling your
role as senior traYc commissioner without a statu-
tory position?
Mr Brown: Not really. The only problem in fulfilling
the role of senior traYc commissioner is in making
sure that I am fulfilling the role as perceived by
various diVerent people and a definition of the role
somewhere. We can work on that, whether by statu-
tory or non-statutory means, but fulfilling that role
is sometimes diYcult because of the perceptions of
diVerent bodies and organisations, both within and
without government. Some people think that I am
here to tell other traYc commissioners what to do. I
am not. I act as spokesperson for them and I try and
put together all the views of the traYc commissio-
ners to present a view to government and to anyone

else like ourselves here today. That is the first issue.
It is more the perception of others than the percep-
tion of ourselves amongst ourselves.

Q633 Mr Hollobone: Do your colleagues have any
concerns about being placed on a statutory basis?
Mr Macartney: I am personally strongly opposed to
it. In 1930 we established traYc commissioners on
the basis of them being independent and impartial.
The perception of the public is sometimes that the
senior traYc commissioner has some means of
directing us and the Secretary of State has some
means of directing the senior traYc commissioner.
In the past we have been able to defend that. We
have been very useful politically in that we have
sometimes made uncomfortable and diYcult deci-
sions which the politicians have said they cannot
influence because the traYc commissioner has done
it and the traYc commissioner is independent. If
there is a change to that, there will be a perception
by some bodies that we are less independent and less
impartial. I would find that a great pity.

Q634 Mr Hollobone: My understanding is that
under clause one of the Bill he will be able to tell you
what to do.
Mr Macartney: I agree with that firstly and it is an
expressed opinion by some senior DFT oYcials and
by some VOSA oYcials that traYc commissioners
will become more subservient under the new system
as proposed. I would find that unfortunate.

Q635 Mr Hollobone: Is it right in any of your views
that the Secretary of State should retain the power to
issue guidance to the senior traYc commissioner?
Mr Brown: We have not had a definition of what that
guidance should be. That is the problem. That is
where I think I said in the paper that we do not know
what it is. If it is anything which interferes with our
role as independent regulators or as independent
judicial decision makers, we would all oppose that.
It may well be that there are administrative issues
which the Secretary of State may wish to issue gui-
dance on but again, in the same way as presidents of
other tribunals, they act independently. Whilst there
may be guidance issued by the relevant Secretary of
State, whether that is the Minister of Justice or
somebody else, it is up to the independent members,
the independent tribunal, to decide how if at all to
implement that. I can give you examples from when
I worked in magistrates’ courts if you wish where the
Home Secretary used to issue guidance saying,
“Whilst the Home Secretary is not able to tell you
what to do, this is his guidance and this is his view
on the law.” The justices’ clerks, the legal advisers to
magistrates—I was one of those for several years—
would say, “This is what we have had from the
Home OYce but when you are sitting in court you
make a decision based upon the evidence. You act
independently.” That is really what the judges are
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saying at the moment to some of the other govern-
ment guidance coming out from what is now the
Ministry of Justice. It is that fine line between inde-
pendence as regulators and tribunals.

Q636 Chairman: Is the wording in the clause diVe-
rent from the sort of powers that you are talking
about in other areas?
Mr Brown: A lot of that is not defined. The role of
the president of a tribunal is not defined. It just says,
“A member of the tribunal shall be the president to
represent the views of the tribunal to government”
full stop, end of story. This is trying to narrow it
down and define it. I think that is where we need to
be clear exactly what that means and we are not.

Q637 Mrs Ellman: Are you clear what the new com-
petition rules are in relation to agreeing quality
contracts?
Mr Brown: At the moment, no.

Q638 Mrs Ellman: Is that just a straight no, not at
all, or are there particular areas?
Mr Brown: We have not examined it in full. All this
has been done in a bit of a rush. We need further and
better particulars to be absolutely clear as to how
they are interpreted in terms of competition and in
terms of the way we have to deal with competition
issues, which is on a fairly narrow canvas in relation
to bus services, but it will gain more importance if we
deal with quality contracts, for example. In general
terms, the answer to that is no, we have not yet, or I
have not anyway.
Mrs Bell: I have had either the fortune or misfor-
tune, depending on where you are sitting, to have to
deal with some pretty hefty competition issues in the
north west, particularly recently in Manchester.
Now I am going to have a similar situation in
Preston. I have to decide as a regulator whether com-
panies are engaging in free, open and appropriate
competition or intentional interference or, as some
people have referred to it, predatory competition.
That is a real diYculty for us as regulators in that we
are trying to balance on the one hand the free market
economy so that people can get a diVerent, better,
cheaper service and, on the other hand, anti-compe-
titive practices which might be dressed up and sold
as competition. It can be very diYcult for us as the
end product as regulators to try and deal with that.
Fortunately, so far, I have not had to make a legal
determination but I know that one day I will have to.
Then it will be for the transport tribunal to put me
right if I have gone wrong.

Q639 Mrs Ellman: Have you been consulted on the
drawing up of the new competition rules?
Mrs Bell: I do not think we are consulted to a huge
extent.

Q640 Mrs Ellman: Have you any views based on
your experience?
Mr Brown: That is the only way that we can interpret
the competition rules. We know that they have chan-
ged but we were not consulted before they did.

Q641 Mrs Ellman: What about the new approvals
board that is going to be set up? Do you have any
views on that board, on its composition or on the
proposal to set up such a board?
Mr Brown: From my own viewpoint, I believe that
as a regulator a traYc commissioner needs to be
involved in that. I know that my colleagues have
views as to how that ought to be comprised. I
understand the reason why certain expertise may be
required to deal with that as the approvals board. In
terms of which traYc commissioner should do it, I
believe there is certainly a justification for saying it
should be the local traYc commissioner who deals
with that issue because it is the traYc commissioner’s
role to have local knowledge and be aware of the
issues. For example, if Mrs Bell has an issue relating
to Manchester on a quality contract approvals
board, she will know the background. It is not a
question of her being tainted by having knowledge
of it. That is a positive advantage because she is,
when all said and done, the independent regulator to
deal with the issue and to bring her knowledge and
experience to the decision making process.
Mrs Bell: Our strength is our regional regulation. I
hope we understand our area. I hope that those we
regulate think we understand our area and our local
operators and the operating conditions in which
they work. Whilst we have liaison with and discus-
sion and dialogue with for example the PTEs in my
area, Mersey Travel and GMPTE or the local autho-
rities, we are one step removed from that and again
I think that is our very strength. I would be very
uncomfortable with for example Philip Brown
coming in as the senior because he could be led up a
blind alley by somebody who is trying to pull the
wool over his eyes in respect of his lack of knowledge
that is local. I think we all share that concern. My
final point is that I think sometimes we are a bit of a
victim of our own success and people try and keep us
away from regulating in a particular area. If we are
not seen as the local, regional regulator, our position
could be undermined.

Q642 Mrs Ellman: Do you agree with the criteria set
out on when the board can conduct a local inquiry?
Mr Brown: Part of the problem is this is one of those
areas where further and better particulars are requi-
red in terms of that particular board’s function.
Depending on which consultant you talk to, it is
going to take five years for the first one to come
before the board because of all the procedures which
need to be adopted in order for it to happen. Then it
is going to be a long, drawn out, legal struggle of
many weeks before the board itself gets to decide the
issue because it will be hearing evidence by local
authority and local authorities or operator and ope-
rators to persuade one way or the other as to whe-
ther such a scheme should be approved. I do not
know because we do not know what is proposed in
terms of the way in which it can work. The principle
is absolutely fine but whether anything ever gets
heard by that board I do not know.
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Q643 Clive EVord: If a region goes beyond the bor-
der of a local PTA and wanted to introduce some-
thing like a congestion charge scheme and there were
diVerent opinions about that, how do you think
those issues might be resolved? You will be aware
that congestion charge schemes are very political.
One area may see their desirability; another might
not. How can we see our way through those situa-
tions?
Mr Brown: I guess that would only come to us in the
context of a bus priority scheme or a quality contract
scheme. I guess we would need to take it all in the
round. It depends on the criteria upon which we are
then asked to make a decision. If it is to do with the
improvement of bus services, politics or not, we
would not take that into account.

Q644 Clive EVord: It would come to you in the sense
that dealing with congestion is about ensuring that
public transport services can operate eYciently. I do
not deal with traYc commissioners in London so
you will have to educate me. Would you have any
input into that? How do you see it working?
Mr Brown: No, none whatsoever. We do not get
involved in the political decisions. All we are interes-
ted in is the punctuality of bus services and the provi-
sion of routes.

Q645 Clive EVord: This Bill plans to give you powers
to deal with matters relating to timetabling buses
and making sure they are punctual?
Mr Brown: Absolutely.

Q646 Clive EVord: In that context do you have an
input?
Mr Brown: Only to the extent that, if it means that
the creation of bus priority measures which may
include a congestion charge—if that is put up as a
priority measure—that would clearly be taken into
account in assessing whether action should be taken
for example against a bus operator where the bus
operator does have the ability or a better chance to
run services on time and fails to do so; but only
within that context I think and in the context of whe-
ther a local authority has done suYcient, looking at
the clauses in the Bill, to be able to assist in the deli-
very of punctual bus services, but only in that very
narrow context. It would not be an overriding factor
or anything like it.

Q647 Clive EVord: Do you welcome the Secretary of
State’s power to create new PTAs?
Mr Brown: I do not think we have a particular view
on that one, except that it depends on whether in a
particular area you have local transport authorities
fighting against each other, unable to agree, and you
have cross border movement of vehicles, even within
one traYc area. That sometimes can be an issue. For
example, in the west of England with the various uni-
tary authorities around Bristol, one could not agree
on a route and therefore the whole scheme was
scrapped.

Q648 Clive EVord: How would the Secretary of State
come to a decision about creating a new PTA if he
did not have the views of traYc commissioners?
Mr Brown: I am very happy for traYc commissio-
ners to give a view on whether punctuality is working
and the fact that there are about five local authorities
to work with as opposed to one PTA. It may well be
something that the Secretary of State would be inter-
ested in knowing.

Q649 Clive EVord: Can you envisage any cir-
cumstances where it would be helpful to create a
PTA in a non-urban area?
Mr Brown: Only where there are cross border routes
to take into consideration, I would think. I need to
hand over to my colleagues who have experience of
PTEs because I did not have any in the west of
England.

Q650 Chairman: Mr Macartney, is that a problem
that you know anything about?
Mr Macartney: I have not experienced a problem. I
think PTEs have an expertise that is helpful to me
and I do not have a particular view on the struggle
between PTEs and big operators about the power
base.

Q651 Clive EVord: What about where there are
regional boundaries and if there were a PTA that
crossed the regional boundary? Would this create a
problem for traYc commissioners?
Mr Brown: Not at all.

Q652 Clive EVord: Would it be helpful if parts of a
county council bordering a metropolitan area could
become part of a PTA? Would that cause problems?
Mrs Bell: It certainly makes my life easier as a regu-
lator in the North West dealing with the PTEs
because I am dealing with fewer people. I am dealing
with a much clearer political picture so that I know
what I have to deal with. If I can speak plainly, it
seems to me that the PTEs have all the money and I
have some of the power to regulate. Our advantage
is that we are free from the political aspects of that. I
certainly see it as an advantage; I hope others would
agree as we are regulators. I would like to see how we
can somehow be innovative in the way that we utilise
the power we have and the power we might have
with the resources and the expertise that the PTEs
have.

Q653 Mr Martlew: I have been a Member for 20
years. I rarely have contact with traYc commissio-
ners. The last one I had was very bizarre, with a
traYc commissioner—not in the north west—who
was threatening a large number of haulage jobs in
my constituency. When I checked with everybody
else they all said, “This traYc commissioner is a bit
bizarre” so sometimes independence may not be all
it is cracked up to be.
Mrs Bell: Independence with accountability.
Mr Martlew: It seems that nobody could do very
much about this particular traYc commissioner.
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Chairman: I am sure this was an exception.

Q654 Mr Martlew: I am sure it was. You can proba-
bly guess who it is but that is something else. The
situation with regard to shire counties and the Bill is
not so much your role. A lot of the shire counties like
mine in Carlisle for example will have a monopoly.
What eVect will this Bill have on the services in those
areas and how can you get involved?
Mrs Bell: It is a diYcult question. As regulators we
try to engage with those shire counties just as much
as we try to engage with the PTEs and the PTAs.
There is always a “but”. It seems to me that when we
are trying to regulate—I am not speaking for my col-
leagues here—we are reliant on a local authority
such as a shire county coming to us and saying,
“There is a problem here. Please will you act?” As
regulators I would like to be able to act before you
have to come to us and say there is a problem. I
would like to be more pre-emptive.

Q655 Mr Martlew: Does Cumbria often come to you
and say this?
Mrs Bell: I think we have regular meetings.

Q656 Mr Martlew: Do they come to you and say,
“We have a problem”?
Mrs Bell: They will come to us and say, “We have a
problem” or, if we are told about a problem, we will
go to them. In Preston at the moment there is a pro-
blem. It is in the press and all over the newspapers.
My oYce is regularly liaising with the local autho-
rity, Lancashire County Council, and that is done
both formally and informally.

Q657 Chairman: I have come to you with individual
problems so it is not that unusual for people to raise
problems of bus companies.
Mrs Bell: It certainly happens, and the public do
as well.

Q658 Mr Martlew: Will the Bill make any diVerence
to how the bus services will run in the shire counties,
in your opinion?
Mrs Bell: Not a huge diVerence, I do not think.
Mr Brown: That is down to politics, to be honest.
You will remember I spoke last year about how we
upset a load of local politicians by suggesting we
take the politics out of it and it would be absolutely
fine. If we all had the same transport policy it would
be fantastic because none of them would get voted
out on that issue.

Q659 Mr Martlew: Does the Bill give any powers
that will make any diVerence?
Mr Brown: No, probably, because there are other
issues. Not by itself.

Q660 Mr Clelland: Perhaps it is because traYc com-
missioners have to take a rather sober view of things
but I get the impression that you are not particularly
excited about this Bill. Do you think the measures
taken together in the Bill have the potential to
improve public transport?

Mr Brown: If I take the example of the ability to say,
“Whichever big bus group you are you have not per-
formed properly in this particular traYc area, not
only will I reduce the number of vehicles and stop
you running these routes; I will stop any of your
other associated companies operating in this area”,
that has happened before, whereby they just ignore
the direction. I think that should make a diVerence
in terms of the operators. It depends upon the other
issues. It cannot do that alone but there are some
very good ideas in there on focusing the minds of
operators and local transport authorities on the fact
that there is an independent regulator who can take
action against both of those bodies and say to the
Secretary of State for example, “It is not working.
What are you going to do about it? I will send you
this report. What do you want to do under the
TraYc Management Act?” There are possibilities
in there.

Q661 Mr Clelland: Are there any good ideas that are
not in there?
Mr Brown: Yes.
Mr Macartney: I have one or two. I am principally
concerned with safety, as I hope we all are. At the
moment, VOSA is entitled to impound illegal and
unlicensed goods vehicles but not passenger vehicles.
I think that is a terrible mistake. There are known to
be some unsafe, unlicensed passenger vehicles in
operation. Some in my area are the subject of great
complaint by other operators and members of the
public. If those unsafe, unlicensed vehicles could be
impounded, it would solve the problem very quickly
and the legislation already exists for goods vehicles.
It would be easy to copy. The second issue I have is
on section 19 powers. It is in the Bill that these will
come to traYc commissioners. Those are largely
unregulated at the moment. There are roughly 3,500
section 19 powers issued by traYc commissioners,
roughly 4,500 issued by local authorities. They cost
£11 each and they are issued for life on a single sheet
of paper. There is very little regulation over them.
We have no idea how many have expired. When they
come to traYc commissioners, as is envisaged in the
Bill, we need to regulate them a little bit more with
a light touch, but nevertheless I am concerned that
we keep them safe.

Q662 Chairman: Can I ask you about your powers
because I think these are the details we really want
to know. You have a new power to attach conditions
on bus licences. Have you had diYculty in the past?
Mr Brown: I think part of the problem, as I alluded
to previously, relates to attaching conditions. The
existing conditions there mean eVectively that a local
authority, for example, has not got any alternative
provider. We are back to competition again. Then,
of course, that means that the travelling public do
not have a bus to travel on anyway.

Q663 Chairman: Supposing you take such a deci-
sion, is there an appeal procedure?
Mr Brown: Yes, there is one to the Transport Tribu-
nal against anything that is done in relation to any
conditions imposed on them.
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Q664 Chairman: Is that going to be reflected by your
new powers?
Mr Brown: Only that it may provide another leg for
an appeal by virtue of the additional powers created.

Q665 Chairman: You are going to have new powers
to require bus punctuality before there is data. Is
that good?
Mr Brown: Yes. That is most important. It is impor-
tant and potentially most eVective because it means
we should get information, proper and comprehen-
sive information, and not only that, but the other
issue is to ensure that we get it speedily to enable us
to take prompt action rather than six, nine or ten
months or a year after the event.

Q666 Chairman: Are you going to be happy with the
amount of discretion that you have? Are the powers
on investigation well drawn?
Mrs Bell: We like having our discretion. Obviously
we think that is good. I like it.

Q667 Chairman: We are not suggesting that. We are
just talking about the amount that you will have
under the new power; is the investigatory power
well drawn?
Mr Brown: I think it probably is, yes. I think they
have listened to the views that we have had for
some while.
Mrs Bell: Provided we have the resources to go with
it as well.
Mr Brown: Resources is an issue.

Q668 Chairman: How are you going to enforce your
directions against local authorities or operators?
Mr Brown: In terms of the operators, of course, the
ultimate sanction is the imposition of a financial
penalty and the removal of routes or indeed the ope-
rators from running those routes. As far as local
authorities are concerned, that is down to the Secre-
tary of State.

Q669 Chairman: Would you oppose the publication
of data because normally that is done at your discre-
tion?
Mr Brown: That would be a very good idea. It would
be a very good idea so that everybody knew.

Q670 Chairman: So it could be done routinely?
Mr Brown: I think it should be published routi-
nely, yes.
Mrs Bell: It is my understanding that the operators
are very loath to do that.

Q671 Chairman: We want to know what you think.
Mr Brown: We think it is essential. This comes back
to accountability again. If you are running a public
service, then I think passengers and everybody else
should be entitled to know how eVective you are
and, if you are not eVective, why not?

Q672 Chairman: You will be aware that there are
some local authorities and some PTAs that say you
are not accountable, you do not have any local

knowledge, and you really ought to leave this to
them and they ought to be able to approve it. I take
it that is not your view?
Mr Brown: I think that is a factually incorrect pre-
mise on which to base that point of view.

Q673 Chairman: What about the powers? We were
very concerned about the powers and the staV and
the money. Are you going to be able to do all these
extra things without extra staYng and more money
or more powers?
Mr Brown: Everything we say has been prefaced by
the fact that if we are given new powers, we need the
resources to enable us to exercise those powers in
appropriate cases, to exercise the powers, for exam-
ple, of investigation, to acquire information from
bus operators, et cetera, and then to be able to exer-
cise those powers by bringing operators in appro-
priate cases to a hearing quickly in order to be able
to make a timely decision. We have said that all the
way along. So far, we have been told that resources
will be provided but we have not had any more than
you have as an indication of how that is going to
be done.

Q674 Chairman: In other words, no one has specifi-
cally said to you, “We want you to do this extra work
but we will guarantee that your budgets will be
increased by X”?
Mr Brown: Yes, and we have absolutely no budge-
tary control over what we do.
Mr Macartney: The end of the Bill it specifically says
that no extra costs, no extra resources, will be nee-
ded.

Q675 Chairman: Presumably this is something you
have raised directly with your masters?
Mr Brown: Yes, it has been raised with the DfT.
Every time I have been to one of the regular meetings
of the group which is dealing with the Local Trans-
port Bill, I have raised this and have been told, “Do
not worry, it will be provided for”. I have not had
any specifics yet.

Q676 Chairman: So you have nothing in writing and
you have nothing that indicates that the powers that
you get in the Bill can be exercised because you will
have suYcient staV and suYcient money to do it?
Mr Brown: Not yet, no.

Q677 Chairman: Are you worried that local authori-
ties could issue a traYc regulation order for a
major road?
Mr Brown: Yes. They issue traYc regulation orders
now for major roads at very short notice and bus
operators then come running to us to say, “Can we
have a short notice variation of our timetable,
please?” Yes, they do, although some bus operators,
particularly the big ones, have managed to get their
act together and so we will get a weekly list in my
oYce, a print-out, which says where bus operations
are and where they may need to vary their timeta-
bles, or, if it is a very short roadwork and a change
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of route, a temporary issue, then they will say,
“Please bear with us” and we will not even ask for
anyone to enforce it.

Q678 Chairman: I really think what we would like to
know from you specifically is whether you think a
revised schedule 10 is going to be a cover-all for the
requirement in the UK Competition Act and the
relevant articles of the EC Treaty. This is about the
competition test. Are you quite clear about the chan-
ges in the Bill and the competition test?
Mr Brown: I cannot say that we have examined it at
all, let alone in detail.

Q679 Chairman: It would be helpful if perhaps you
could give us a little note. Have a look at this particu-
lar bit, particularly in relation to the revised schedule
10 and the relevant articles of the EC Treaty,
because your advice would be helpful on that. Then

you might also look at the same time as to whether
you think it will make a diVerence to operators and
the transport authorities to work together. It is the
point that was being raised in a slightly diVerent way
by Mrs Bell earlier, but it would help us to have it
precisely. I think in general terms we would like to
know, because you have been very open and helpful,
whether you think there is anything very specifically
missing from the Bill in relation to your powers and
the way that you work. I take it that for you the
really important sticking points are the indepen-
dence of the commissioners, the fact that you feel
that the direction to you from the Secretary of State
could be much more precise and much more encom-
passing in the way it has been in the past, and the
problems that you would have in actually carrying
out this work simply in technical terms. Is that right?
Mr Brown: That is probably correct, yes.
Chairman: Thank you very much. We are grateful to
you. The committee is adjourned.
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Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Mr David Clelland Mr Eric Martlew
Clive EVord Mr Lee Scott
Mrs Louise Ellman Graham Stringer
Mr Philip Hollobone Mr David Wilshire

Witnesses: Rt Hon Ruth Kelly MP, Secretary of State for Transport, Mr Steve Gooding, Director of Road
Pricing and Statistics Directorate, and Mr Bob Linnard, Director of Regional and Local Transport Policy
Directorate, Department for Transport, gave evidence.

Chairman: Secretary of State, you are most warmly
welcomed, but we do have a little bit of
housekeeping before we begin. Members having an
interest to declare: Mr EVord.
Clive EVord: A member of Unite.
Mr Clelland: A member of Amicus.
Mr Martlew: A member of Unite and the General
Municipal Workers Union.
Graham Stringer: A member of Unite.
Chairman: Aslef.
Mrs Ellman: A member of Unite.

Q680 Chairman: It is very nice to have you here,
Secretary of State, we always welcome new faces as
they say and we hope you are going to enjoy your
new task. I wonder if you have something you would
like to say to us before we get onto the Bill.
Ruth Kelly: I would be very grateful for that
opportunity, thank you. I would just like to say
really how pleased I am to be taking over
responsibility for the Draft Local Transport Bill. I
know the importance of this legislation.

Q681 Chairman: Secretary of State, I am going to be
a damned nuisance, you should have identified the
people who are sitting with you.
Ruth Kelly: I apologise. Perhaps, Steve, you could
introduce yourself.
Mr Gooding: I am Steve Gooding, I am the director
responsible for development of road pricing at the
Department for Transport Policy.
Mr Linnard: Bob Linnard, Director of Regional and
Local Transport.

Q682 Chairman: You are most welcome, Mr
Linnard. Mr Gooding, just remember that this room
absorbs sound. Secretary of State, oV you go.
Ruth Kelly: If I could just say how important I think
the draft Local Transport Bill is, it is really
important that we get it right; delivering bus services
that our constituents demand and deserve is hugely
important—I am sure that your postbags are as big
as mine on that subject—also putting in place fit for
purpose transport governance arrangements for our
major urban areas and taking forward the debate on
road pricing in what I consider to be a pragmatic and
considered way. I would like to put on the record my
thanks to my predecessor Douglas Alexander and
my oYcials for the good shape in which I find the
draft Bill and the thorough consultation on its

proposals which is being undertaken, but I would
also particularly like to thank you and your
Committee for the work that you have done so far,
particularly given the condensed time frame in
which I know you have had to consider this Bill. It
is striking how far the Bill goes in responding to
some of the key issues that you have raised in the
past; the proposals have been largely shaped by
some of your recommendations and I am sure that
will continue to be the case as we bring forward the
legislation in due course. In many ways this is a
model of how good legislation should be developed.
There have been many opportunities for
contributions and the engagement of a wide range of
stakeholders should result in a better Act and enable
real change to take place on the ground. Of course,
we are in the middle of this process at the moment
and so I personally will want to look through all the
comments that you have already made and will
make of course in your final report on this, but I am
so far convinced that at least the draft Local
Transport Bill seems to have a broad stream of
consensus running behind it. Before I conclude my
short opening remarks I would like to inform the
Committee of two papers which I will be publishing
shortly, both of which have been foreshadowed in
the draft Bill consultation document. The first
consultation paper sets out the proposals for the
future governance arrangements for the traYc
commissioners; I know that is an interest in which
the Committee has been particularly concerned and
the paper will address concerns about whether the
traYc commissioners and their support staV have
the right skills and expertise to perform their
proposed new functions under the Bill. The second
consultation paper includes among other things
initial thinking on the local transport planning
system after 2011, including possible changes to
legislation through the draft Local Transport Bill. It
also includes some proposals in the shorter term
which have been developed in conjunction with local
authorities and practitioners. I apologise to the
Committee that it has not been possible, for obvious
reasons, to publish these consultation papers before
now and that you may not be able to take them into
account in your final deliberations, but I would like
to at least inform the Committee that those will be
published shortly. I now hand back to you and look
forward to a lively debate.
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Q683 Chairman: Secretary of State, the whole
purpose of a Select Committee looking at legislation
before it is introduced is to come up with some fairly
tight evidence of where there are problems and
where we think that the general public have a very
specific and sensible argument to make. It is very
flattering to have you here to say all these nice warm
things, I hope you will still continue to say them after
this session, but I do think it is important that we
discuss with you several of the things that you raise,
and I am sure you will not be surprised if our
inability to see these documents that you are now
proposing might have an eVect upon the questions
that we ask. I am sure you nevertheless will have all
the answers at your fingertips. There are serious
powers being given to traYc commissions,
particularly to the senior traYc commissioner; why
is there no provision to increase their staV and
their funding?
Ruth Kelly: StaV and funding will be an issue as we
go forward. One of the things we have got to get
right is to make sure that the traYc commissioners
have suYcient powers to fulfil their responsibilities
and the enhanced responsibilities that we are going
to require of them. It is important that they have the
right skills, the right expertise and indeed the powers
to make sure for example that they are able to
monitor bus punctuality at a national level and set
local benchmarks which they would expect to be met
in particular circumstances.

Q684 Chairman: Forgive me, Secretary of State, but
you are just making a very good case for them
having more money and more staV; why is it not in
the Bill?
Ruth Kelly: This is not necessarily a question for the
Bill and one of the things we will want to do in the
consultation process is think about what else might
be required for traYc commissioners. One of those
issues will clearly be the resources that are granted
for them; another is whether, for example, there
might be a case for a board to oversee the work of
the traYc commissioners, that is one of the ideas
which is actively under consideration and the remit
of the new board would, for example, mean
overseeing the overall performance of the traYc
commissioner system, how casework is allocated
between individual traYc commissioners,
identifying key bus punctuality hotspots and, as I
said, making sure there is a consistent basis for
measuring those and holding individuals to account,
but clearly we have to make sure that there are the
right skills, the right expertise, the right resources
which flow from that. Those are not necessarily a
matter for legislation however.

Q685 Chairman: You appear to be calling into
question the whole role of the traYc commissioners.
We have taken clear evidence that they are very
concerned about the maintenance of their
independence, something which this Committee
supports, and one of their strengths of course is their
ability to obtain from the regions that they represent
detailed information on how the system is working.
Although the increase in powers is very important,

had you thought for example not of changing some
of the basic suggestions that you make but perhaps
you could split the bus functions oV into a dedicated
bus commissioners’ body and have it simply
responsible for the bus industry.
Ruth Kelly: We have thought that through and we
decided that that probably was not the appropriate
way to go, partly because we already have a traYc
commission system in operation, and if you follow
the Hampton principles of regulation which we as a
government have committed ourselves to do, it
suggests not setting up new regulators where there
are indeed existing regulatory bodies which could
achieve their functions. What we are proposing to do
is issue a consultation document which I agree will
lead to a significant reworking of the existing traYc
commissioner system, but not only give them new
powers but, as I would suggest, Chairman, also
make sure there are robust arrangements in place to
ensure their independence from government.

Q686 Chairman: If, however, you are not seriously
talking about their budget and their staYng you are
also handicapping them before they have started
work, are you not, which might have some influence
upon the perceived results?
Ruth Kelly: Of course, that is one of the issues that
we will have to consider through the consultation
processes, precisely how they are staVed and how
they are funded, but at the moment what we are
concentrating on is making sure that we have got the
right powers identified and that we have suYciently
robust arrangements to preserve their independence.
For example, we are moving from a situation where
the Secretary of State can issue directions to the
senior traYc commissioner to one in which the
Secretary of State cannot issue directions but can
only issue guidance. We are moving towards a new
framework for the traYc commission body which
preserves their independence but also begs certain
questions about how they are going to be funded and
staVed in the future.

Q687 Chairman: What deficiency is clause 1 trying
to address?
Ruth Kelly: I will have to defer to greater expertise
on the numbering of the clauses.
Mr Linnard: Clause 1 gives the senior traYc
commissioner a form of statutory identity and
enables the senior traYc commissioner to issue
directions and guidance to other traYc
commissioners, and that is really to provide for more
consistency in the way the traYc commissioner
operation works.

Q688 Chairman: It is your view that the senior traYc
commissioner should have the right to oversee the
work of his fellow commissioners and direct them in
the decisions of the day?
Ruth Kelly: It is absolutely right that the senior
traYc commissioner ought to be able to issue
guidance.

Q689 Chairman: They do that now, Secretary of
State.
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Ruth Kelly: Guidance which they do not have to
follow. We are building into that process a
requirement also to consult all of the other
commissioners to make sure of course that the
system has widespread support.

Q690 Chairman: What, Mr Linnard, is diVerent
from what they do now, which is the question I
asked?
Mr Linnard: The senior traYc commissioner could
direct on procedural matters such as the balance
between hearings that are taken by a traYc
commissioner and hearings that are taken by
deputies. What the senior traYc commissioner
cannot do is direct other traYc commissioners on the
findings that they are to reach in specific cases, so to
that extent the traditional independence of
individual traYc commissioners is maintained.

Q691 Chairman: You will be aware that the
commissioners told us last week they are concerned
about the lack of clarity regarding the directions the
Secretary of State will be able to make and the
clause.
Ruth Kelly: There are two diVerent things here, if I
may, Chairman. There is the power of the Secretary
of State to issue guidance and there is the power of
the senior traYc commissioner to issue guidance.
The power of the Secretary of State is actually a
dilution of the power that we have at the moment to
issue directions, so in eVect we are moving in a
direction in which they have more operational
influence than they currently do. Then there is the
power of the senior traYc commissioner to issue
guidance such as the general interpretation of the
law, which would mean that there would be
consistency of approach and interpretation across
the whole traYc commissioner body. That is a
reasonable balance to strike between operational
independence and ensuring consistency and
coherence of approach across the network.

Q692 Chairman: How do you intend to ensure that
their powers are executed in clarity and openness?
Ruth Kelly: Clearly, the traYc commissioner himself
would need to be held to account and one of the
proposals as I said during the consultation process
that we want to test is whether there should be a
board overseeing the traYc commissioner body
which would be responsible for example for advising
the Secretary of State on the appointment of
individual traYc commissioners but also on making
sure that the operation of the traYc commissioners
is robust.

Q693 Clive EVord: One of the points that has been
made to the Committee in evidence is that traYc
commissioners appear to be at times too remote. If
we have a board above the senior traYc
commissioner how are we going to avoid making it
even more remote? How will we encourage more
localised decision-making in a structure like that?
Ruth Kelly: The current system is set up on a regional
basis and that is for a very understandable reason:
that transport issues are predominantly local in

nature and a local traYc commissioner can build up
expertise in that field. What we are proposing and
will be issuing in the consultation process is a slightly
diVerent approach which builds in both local and
regional flexibility but also flexibility to deploy
resources at appropriate hotspots across the nation
so that you do not as it were tie people down to
specific regions but in which it is likely that the traYc
commissioners would tend to be responsible for a
certain region. I think that is a reasonable balance to
strike between trying to get that local expertise and
regional knowledge developed, but also making sure
that if necessary we can deploy staV or the senior
traYc commissioner could employ his or her
resources across the nation in diVerent ways.

Q694 Clive EVord: Who do you envisage the Board
being made up of? Who would you appoint to a
board overseeing traYc commissioners?
Mr Linnard: This is very much a consultation.

Q695 Chairman: Yes, that is why it might have been
helpful if you had consulted us, Mr Linnard.
Mr Linnard: Clearly, the Committee will have a view
on whether it is a good Act. The senior traYc
commissioner we imagine would clearly be part of
the board. There would need to be a responsibility
within the board for the licensing function that is
carried out, both for goods vehicles and for public
service vehicles, and we think that there could be a
strong case for having on the board somebody who
was able to provide a greater focus on bus
punctuality.

Q696 Chairman: Like who? What sort of person
would have this facility. Mr EVord is looking mildly
confused and I am confused.
Ruth Kelly: The idea is that we go out to
consultation on the overall principle of having a
board in place—

Q697 Chairman: Secretary of State, you have just
suggested that we would have someone who would
have better expertise. What sort of person would
have this expertise apart from a traYc
commissioner, Mr Linnard?
Mr Linnard: There are arguably two separate
functions here. One is monitoring the performance
of bus services; are they running in accordance with
the timetables that have been registered? We have
said before in the Putting Passengers First document
that we wanted to get to a situation where more
information is coming to the traYc commissioner
network about the punctuality of bus services, and
doing that on a more systematic basis and in a way
where you can compare the performance of services
in one part of the country with performance in
another needs more resources than are currently
available within the network at a national level.
There is a completely diVerent function which is
what to do about unacceptable standards of service
and that will remain a key role for the individual
traYc commissioners.
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Q698 Clive EVord: This overall board then will have
a monitoring role to see if performance is up to
expectations in each area.
Ruth Kelly: Could I just say that at the moment these
are initial proposals; I have not yet had the time to
fully consider, which is why we have not yet
published a document. The proposal that I am
considering within the department is that there
would be an expert on bus punctuality.

Q699 Chairman: An expert.
Ruth Kelly: Someone might develop that expertise,
of course, and we have not yet gone through the
process of developing precisely what the job
specification would be, but the function of the
person would be to monitor bus punctuality and
hold to account the traYc commissioners in the
exercise of those functions.
Chairman: It would be another traYc commissioner,
is that what we are saying, Mr Linnard? Where is this
experienced person to come from?
Clive EVord: Waiting at every bus stop.

Q700 Chairman: We are not thinking of
subcontracting it out to Stagecoach?
Mr Linnard: The identity of the individual or the—

Q701 Chairman: No, it is the expertise I am looking
for, Mr Linnard. I do not care who we are talking
about; what is this person going to do and how are
they going to do it? I do sympathise with you,
Secretary of State, saying it is a pity you have not
had the time to look at it because that is how this
Committee feels.
Ruth Kelly: Can I just say we are in the process of
identifying the sorts of functions that members of
the board might possess and whether or not that
would be a helpful addition to the role or not. We
currently envisage a process in which the Board
might be responsible for overseeing the performance
of the traYc commissioners but might also allocate
individual casework to individual traYc
commissioners. In other words, they would be
responsible for deploying those resources.
Chairman: So they are not going to be independent
any more, they are going to be in control. Mr
Stringer.

Q702 Graham Stringer: Two questions, if I may, on
this very point. Why do you need anybody more
than a junior clerk in a PTA with a GPS system and
a clock?
Ruth Kelly: That would be a local approach and
presumably local authorities would want to make
sure that their PTAs or whoever it is in the local area
would want to be aware of what is happening to
performance in their local area, but what we are
talking about is a national system with local
benchmarks.

Q703 Graham Stringer: So you have a lot of clerks
that pull the information together.

Ruth Kelly: Sorry?

Q704 Graham Stringer: If it is the responsibility of
every transport authority to look at punctuality, you
need a junior clerk with a GPS system and a clock.
Ruth Kelly: Of course, not every bus has the fittings
that would be compatible with the GPS system.

Q705 Graham Stringer: How do you measure
punctuality, Secretary of State, without a GPS
system?
Ruth Kelly: We are not necessarily at this stage
proposing that there should be a nationwide
uniform system for measuring punctuality, what we
are saying is we will build on the systems already in
place in diVerent areas and so if a GPS exists with
regular monitoring of information that would
clearly feed into the board; in other areas it may be
appropriate to adopt a diVerent approach,
particularly in the short term. Those are the sorts of
issues we want to draw out during consultation and
of course the views of the Committee will be
important to that. Underlying all of this is the
principle that there should be, at one remove, traYc
commissioners who are able to enforce and hold to
account the bus operators for running on time,
reliably.

Q706 Chairman: That is why they require the new
powers that they have got in the Bill. That is why we
are sitting here taking evidence.
Ruth Kelly: Exactly. What we are suggesting
potentially, through a consultation document—as I
said no firm decision has been taken on the precise
content of the consultation paper at this stage—is
how should casework be allocated between the
various traYc commissioners, how should
particular hotspots be identified, what sort of
information would be required for that function and
indeed what is the expertise we are looking for for
that particular individual.
Graham Stringer: I cannot see how you measure
punctuality without a GPS system. This Committee
has taken a lot of evidence that nobody can check
where buses are unless there is a GPS system on
them, and that is why when I ask ministers questions
about punctuality they do not reply. The next
question I would ask is given that punctuality is
relatively simple if you have a GPS system, is not
what you are trying to do, Secretary of State, having
set up traYc commissioners you are then setting up
another quango that will be able to appoint and
unappoint these traYc commissioners so it gives the
Department control back over the system, which it
has apparently handed over?
Chairman: I am sorry, the Committee is suspended.

The Committee suspended from 3.06pm to 3.14pm for
a division in the House.

Q707 Graham Stringer: I will repeat the question
briefly. Is not this proposed board just a way of the
Department getting control back?
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Ruth Kelly: No, I do not think that is right at all. I
do not think anyone could claim that we do not have
to take action against poor punctuality of the bus
services. Passengers say it is the single biggest reason
why they do not tend to take buses if they do not use
them. Bus services register routes and they register
timetables, they get public subsidy and they need to
be held to account for how that public subsidy is
used. The proposal that is under consideration by
the department which I am sharing with this
Committee today before the consultation document
is published is that there should be this board
making sure that the traYc commissioners perform
adequately in their task of holding bus operators to
account. Most people would expect some such
system to be in place, although of course given that
this is a consultation document that we are in the
process of drawing up before we publish it, we are
very much open to ideas and through the
consultation process we will want to take views, both
from this Committee but also from other
stakeholders with an interest.

Q708 Mr Martlew: Firstly, I am not perhaps in
harmony with other members, I have reservations
about the independence of traYc commissioners; I
have seen them make some very bizarre decisions.
Coming to the board, we had the senior traYc
commissioners here last week and they did not have
any inkling about it, yet you are saying the public
would expect this. Why was it not put out before? It
seems like a panic measure, that somebody has
suddenly just decided we should have a board. Can
you run us through the procedure where you have
come to the possibility of having a board?
Ruth Kelly: I am afraid I can only run you through
the process of the past few weeks since I have been
in this job, but I can say that the Department was
already thinking about how traYc commissioners
should be held to account. This is one way and it
seems a reasonable way of attempting to do that.
Clearly, we need to consult on the details but I
believe people would expect buses to have to run on
time, for bus operators to be held to account for
performance. Given the views expressed by this
Committee and elsewhere we have decided to issue
in due course this consultation document.

Q709 Mr Martlew: Just on that, could it be possible
that your predecessor decided against a board, you
are new to the job and the civil servants have floated
the idea again?
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not think that is right actually.
If you look back to the consultation paper which
was published by the Department I understand that
that made reference to the idea of publishing a
consultation document on reform of the traYc
commissioners.

Q710 Chairman: I do actually think it is quite an
interesting point that Mr Martlew raised because
this is the first that we have really heard about this,
Mr Linnard. When did you first start thinking about
it, because your bus strategy was published seven
months ago.

Mr Linnard: As the Secretary of State has said, in the
consultation document that was published in May
along with the Bill we said that there were some
provisions in the draft Bill about the traYc
commissioners, clause 1 as it has been referred to,
but we also said that further changes may be
proposed and if that did happen then there would be
a subsequent consultation paper.

Q711 Chairman: Ah, the changes may be brought
before you. It is not much of an indication that you
were thinking of changing the structure, is it really?
Ruth Kelly: One of the things that it is very
important to do is to take into account the views of
the people like the members of this Select
Committee.

Q712 Chairman: If you wanted to take notice of our
views you would have to at least give us an
indication of what it is you want to talk about. All I
am saying to you, Mr Linnard, is you have had seven
months and it has not so far been part of the
evidence we have got nor is there any indication that
the Department has consulted with the traYc
commissioners. Have you consulted with the traYc
commissioners spelling out to them what this will
mean? They did not seem to give us any indication
last week that they knew about this.
Mr Linnard: We have had some discussions with the
senior traYc commissioner but, clearly, this is
something which Parliament ought to be told of first
and this is potentially quite a significant change.

Q713 Chairman: Yes, you will understand the
Government has imposed this timetable upon us
because the legislation is to be brought in. The
Government asked us to look at it, we have been
doing the work, this is rather a basic and important
plank of policy and suddenly we are told there is
going to be a consultation document which will
propose changes which have not been discussed.
What I want to know is when you actually took
this decision.
Ruth Kelly: As I said, Chairman, the decision to
publish a consultation document has been taken in
principle. The actual content of any consultation
document has not yet been approved and so I am in
the process of considering these changes. I thought
it would be useful to bring that to this Committee’s
attention.

Q714 Chairman: No, it is extraordinarily polite and
helpful of you but I would have thought the normal
way of doing it was to publish the consultation
document as we are taking evidence and then
publish the legislation, not to publish the Bill first
and to ask us to take evidence on it and then to
publish the consultation document. That is probably
just my naivety.
Ruth Kelly: Of course, I can only answer for the last
few weeks but what I would say, and I am confident
in saying this, is that the view of both the people
giving evidence here and the Committee have been
taken into account in the decision to develop
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proposals for the traYc commissioner body, and
that led to the idea of publishing a consultation
paper.

Q715 Mrs Ellman: The commissioners will have new
powers to seek information from local authorities
where they feel the local authority might be
responsible for buses not being punctual. Why is
that power not extended to the Highways Agency,
because that is important too, and also to Network
Rail because the actions of both those other bodies
will also impact bus punctuality?
Ruth Kelly: This draft Bill is considering changes to
the bus regime and thinking about why particular
buses might run on time and why they might not.
Part of the responsibility for that might be the bus
operators, part of it might actually be the local
authority delivering improvements or hindering the
progress of the buses. It is right when you are
thinking about an accountability regime for the
traYc commissioners to have the information that
they require in order to hold the appropriate body
to account.

Q716 Mrs Ellman: The Highways Agency is
responsible for trunk roads, Network Rail is
responsible for level crossings and both of those
have an impact on bus punctuality, in exactly the
same way as the local authority does for roads. Why
local authorities and not those other two bodies?
Ruth Kelly: One of the issues we will be consulting
on is precisely what information any traYc
commissioner body would need in order eVectively
to hold local authorities and others, bus operators,
to account.

Q717 Mrs Ellman: Yes, but in doing that why do you
only give the power to ask local authorities for
information when the Highways Agency and
Network Rail are both responsible for roads and
level crossings which have implications for bus
operators?
Ruth Kelly: What we are particularly interested in is
the implications for local services.

Q718 Mrs Ellman: They would have an impact on
local services.
Ruth Kelly: What I am saying is that in the
consultation document that we will be publishing, I
hope shortly, we will be seeking responses on
precisely what powers are needed and how traYc
commissioners are held to account and the
information they need in order to fulfil those
functions eVectively. You make a very valid point
which we should consider, have they got the
appropriate information to do that job of enforcing
the bus punctuality regime.

Q719 Mrs Ellman: Why do the commissioners have
to be brought into this issue, why can it not be
resolved between the bus operators and the local
authorities or other bodies?
Ruth Kelly: You are asking should there be some
form of independent regulator.

Q720 Mrs Ellman: I am saying why does this issue
need to have the commissioners involved in
addressing this? Why could it not be resolved by
giving the local authorities greater powers with the
bus operators and vice versa?
Ruth Kelly: The answer lies in the fact that the bus
punctuality regime is indeed very poor at the
moment and is a real problem that we are seeking to
overcome. We have a body of traYc commissioners
who are doing a job but we think that that could be
done in a diVerent and expanded way if they had the
necessary skills and the right powers, and of course
the right funding and staYng and all the issues that
we were considering at the beginning, but we know
from experience that in many local areas the bus
punctuality regime just is not running eVectively, the
buses just are not running eVectively and the
standards need to be enforced. One of the ways in
which that might be done is through the stronger
traYc commissioner body.

Q721 Mrs Ellman: But the traYc commissioners as
the Bill is drafted now will not be obliged to publish
reports into these matters; why is that?
Ruth Kelly: Would not be obliged to publish reports.

Q722 Mrs Ellman: Would not be obliged to publish
their reports into these matters.
Ruth Kelly: One of the things we will be thinking
about is the transparency regime associated with bus
punctuality, but we are trying to establish through
the consultation paper what principles should there
be in order to be able to hold bus companies and
local authorities properly to account. They need the
appropriate powers, they need to identify hotspots,
they need to be able to benchmark, they need to
publish information; you might also argue—and
indeed we do—that they need to be transparent in
the way they carry out those functions but that is
precisely the sort of issue that we want to draw out
in the consultation.

Q723 Mrs Ellman: We have been asking a large
number of witnesses about their understanding
about bus contracts, in particular the new
competition test, but there seems to be very little
clarity about it. Many of our witnesses, including the
traYc commissioners, do not seem to know what is
involved in the new competition test. Why do you
think that is and does it not give you concerns?
Ruth Kelly: Of course there are principles set out in
the Bill about the new competition test which tailors
UK competition law to specifics of bus services, but
following on from the Bill, when that goes from its
draft phase into legislation, there will of course be
guidance too to local authorities and bus operators
about how that public interest test, competition test,
could be properly met. From what I understand the
idea of tailoring the competition test to bus services
has been one that is widely welcomed.
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Q724 Mrs Ellman: Yes, it is not about whether it is
welcomed, it is that there seems to be very little
understanding amongst key people in the transport
service including bus services of what it actually
means; is that not a concern to you?
Ruth Kelly: We are at the stage of the draft Bill at the
moment, which will inevitably lead to some changes
and to consultation documents arising from some of
the issues which have been drawn out through that
process, which will then go through its period of
Parliamentary scrutiny and the process of the Bill,
and the important thing is that over that entire
period people come to understand what the issues
are and can properly apply them.

Q725 Mrs Ellman: The traYc commissioners told us
they have not been consulted on this issue; is that not
rather odd?
Ruth Kelly: I will make sure that the traYc
commissioners are fully aware of what the principles
both in the Bill are, which are there for everyone to
see, but in due course of course the guidance will be
issued which they will be involved in monitoring.

Q726 Mrs Ellman: Are you satisfied there could not
be any successful legal challenge from bus operators
to the new quality contracts?
Ruth Kelly: Of course, there is always the
opportunity for legal challenge, you can challenge
anything; the issue is how do you minimise the risk
of a successful legal challenge. We have proposed a
couple of safeguards to make sure that the risk of
legal challenge is reduced but also just to make sure
there are safeguards in the system. The first is an
approvals board for quality contracts and the
second is that there should be an appeals process
afterwards. There are really diYcult human rights
issue involved, I understand, in changing the
relationship between bus operators and the local
authority and potentially refranchising bus services.
If you want to protect yourself against some of the
human rights challenges, having gone through this
process will help local authorities in that process.

Q727 Mrs Ellman: The passenger transport
authorities say that it could take up to five years to
secure quality contracts. Do you agree?
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not understand the analysis
behind that timescale. One of the issues that oYcials
would like to take up over the next weeks and
months is trying to work with local authorities to
understand why they think it is going to take five
years because our analysis suggests it should take
anything between 14 and 20 months to go through
the process, which would be the sort of time period
you would expect a local authority to go through
and the sort of time you would expect a local
authority to take in drawing up partnership
proposals in any event. We are hopefully not adding
to the time here, but obviously this is something we
will want to explore actively with local authorities to
understand their concerns, and in fact potentially
reassure them that they can start work now on what
a quality contract might look like in the future.

Q728 Mrs Ellman: The Bill does not refer to any
transitional arrangements that will be put in place;
will there be such arrangements?
Ruth Kelly: Transitional arrangements are a real
issue and it is an issue that I want to think about a lot
over the next few months. Once you have a quality
contract in place you can then build into the quality
contract how transition to a future regime would
work; in other words, once you have done period
one it is easy to do period two and make sure that the
transition period between one and two works well,
but in the run-up to period one, the first quality
contract, there are risks—and that is being
completely frank with the Committee. One of the
issues I want to consider is how again we can
minimise those risks and whether, for example, there
might be a role for the traYc commissioners during
that period. What that role might be is the sort of
thing we would want to tease out in the consultation,
but it is absolutely right to identify this as a key
concern.

Q729 Mrs Ellman: When do you think you will be
ready to put forward your proposals?
Ruth Kelly: Over the next few weeks but I would not
like to tie myself to any timetable because I really
want to take the time to get this right.

Q730 Mrs Ellman: Will they then be published?
Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q731 Mrs Ellman: Will employees aVected by
quality contracts be protected by TUPE?
Ruth Kelly: I understand that they will be.

Q732 Mr Clelland: Clauses 9 to 12 refer to the
approvals board which will be empowered to hold
inquiries into the proposals and the Transport
Tribunal. Are you confident that any legal challenge
to quality contracts by bus operators will not be
successful?
Ruth Kelly: No, you can never be confident 100%
but as I say this process minimises the risk of a
successful legal challenge. Obviously, this is
something that has huge implications for existing
bus operators and potentially human rights as well,
but we think we have tailored the public interest test
in such a way that it will work for local authorities
intending to go for quality contracts, but also with
the appeals process and so forth which will minimise
that risk.

Q733 Mr Clelland: Why does the Bill not contain
any provisions for transitional arrangements where
quality contracts are being put in place?
Ruth Kelly: As I said, the traYc commissioner body
may be able to oversee transition, but one of the
issues that we want to draw out in consultation is
precisely how that might work and what issues
would need to be addressed.

Q734 Mr Clelland: Will employees in areas that
adopt quality contracts be protected by TUPE?
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Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q735 Mr Clelland: What about operators, will they
be given compensation in the event of a quality
contract in an area where they are the dominant
operator?
Ruth Kelly: I do not think this is an issue where
compensation would apply because we are not
taking away their assets, what we are doing is saying
that they do not have the right to run those assets in
that particular way but they could obviously
redeploy them elsewhere in the country.

Q736 Mr Clelland: What about the argument that
local authorities and PTAs have, they told us that
the senior traYc commissioner has no democratic
accountability; why should not they themselves be
permitted to approve contracts?
Ruth Kelly: Why should not the senior traYc
commissioner be able to?

Q737 Mr Clelland: No, the PTAs and local
authorities; they are democratically accountable so
why should not they be the ones that approve the
contracts?
Ruth Kelly: Why should there be the second tier built
in to the approval process?

Q738 Mr Clelland: Yes.
Ruth Kelly: Again, there are proposals on the table
which are reasonably sensible ones. As we go
forward I want to hear the views of others as to
whether we have struck exactly the right balance
with the approvals board and then the appeals
system as well.

Q739 Mr Martlew: I have asked a number of
witnesses regarding the position in my own
constituency where, the same as in many other
constituencies, we have a monopoly situation with
Stagecoach. It is an urban area of about 70,000
people and basically when you talk to the county
council they say this Bill will make very little
diVerence to the way that the buses run in my area.
Do you agree with that?
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not, there are opportunities for
every sort of council and every sort of area through
this Bill, whether it is urban or whether it is rural or
whether it is semi-rural. Really we are looking for
the local authorities to be creative in how they
integrate transport strategies and how in particular
they run local bus services. There is this huge
potential for improvements in bus punctuality and
reliability and making sure that we have the right
services in the right places, running with the right
frequency and the right standards. Clearly, in some
areas that is working quite well and indeed we know
that in areas like Brighton and Nottingham and so
forth where there is a single operator that system has
already produced dividends, a voluntary
partnership. What we would like to see through this
Bill is that sort of co-operation or indeed franchising
where co-operation does not produce what is
required to be extended through the rest of the
country, but in addition to those measures on buses

in this Bill there are also other measures which local
authorities could benefit from, for instance the
relaxation of the rules or the deregulation of the
rules on community transport which, in rural areas
in particular, could make a real diVerence—for
example, being able to pay drivers of minibuses
when they are in the community transport setting
and not having so strict a system on the numbers of
people that can be carried and so forth. There are
potentially many diVerent ways for this Bill to help
people across the country.

Q740 Mr Clelland: How soon do you think our
constituents will be able to benefit from the
improvements in this Bill? The PTAs have estimated
that it could take up to five years to implement a
contract?
Ruth Kelly: I think they can start benefiting much,
much sooner. The key here is for local authorities to
concentrate now, as indeed many are doing, on
trying to work in co-operation with the bus
operators to deliver improvements. There is no
reason they cannot start working on partnership
arrangements or indeed developing quality
contracts now in anticipation of the Bill because
there is of course already legislation on the statute
book which delivers a form of quality contract. I
hope that people will start already to be benefiting
from this legislation, albeit in draft.

Q741 Chairman: You are asking them for an
integrated transport strategy and an integrated
transport implementation plan. We did not need two
plans for the local transport plan before; are you
giving them extra homework?
Ruth Kelly: One thing that we can do with an
integrated transport strategy that does not happen
at the moment is relieve them of the need to produce
a separate bus strategy because at the moment if
people produce a local transport plan in addition
they have to produce a bus plan. That does not seem
to make sense to me and it would be better if these
things were looked at as a piece, so in a way what we
are doing is producing a more rationalised system
than the one that exists at the moment.

Q742 Chairman: The diYculty is that you are going
to have three levels of local transport policy. You are
going to have innovative transport strategies, local
transport plans and nothing at all for the authorities
that are exempt. What is the benefit of that?
Ruth Kelly: As I said, we are going to consult again
about the future of local transport plans. Local
transport plans, for example, only can last at the
moment for five years; that is probably too short a
period and what we would like to do is extend that,
perhaps up to ten years, so that local areas can think
towards the longer time period as to what the future
for integrated transport is in their area. One of the
things we will also be doing, as I say, is asking
whether we should then withdraw the requirement
for a separate bus plan because it is important that
they think across the diVerent modes.
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Q743 Chairman: You are going to make it clear that
you are thinking of expanding a very successful
period, which is five years and which you yourselves
have paid consultants to check on, into a period of
ten years.
Ruth Kelly: One of the other things we will be
thinking about is whether it is wise to centrally
monitor every local transport plan every year, and
now these are in place whether it might not be better
to do this in a lighter touch way.
Chairman: I do think we all welcome wisdom in
transport. Mr Stringer.

Q744 Graham Stringer: Is it not time that we got rid
of the bus service operator grant?
Ruth Kelly: BSOG as I believe it is referred to.

Q745 Graham Stringer: Yes, I was trying to avoid
that.
Ruth Kelly: Absolutely; I am learning the new
terminology. We spend, I understand, about £400
million a year on bus subsidy and there are
arguments against that form of support; for
instance, why do we need subsidised fuel
consumption in an era when preventing climate
change is such a key objective for the Government;
on the other hand it is incredibly diYcult to see what
might replace it. The options which we have looked
at which have come from outside interests and so
forth, for instance basing it on passenger numbers
rather than on fuel, just would not work and they
particularly would not work for rural areas where
passenger numbers may be in decline or where they
are on the edge of viability. This is a very serious and
complex area; it is right that we look at this and think
about how we can use that subsidy to best eVect and
that is something that the Department will be
exploring in the run-up to the comprehensive
spending review, but I am afraid I have nothing
more to say at this stage.

Q746 Graham Stringer: That is clear. You said that
your approach to road pricing is going to be
pragmatic and considered; how does that fit with the
chair of the Greater Manchester Passenger
Transport Authority saying that they were being
blackmailed into road pricing?
Ruth Kelly: I do not believe that local areas are being
blackmailed into anything.

Q747 Graham Stringer: Clearly Roger Jones does.
Ruth Kelly: Well, he is welcome to his opinion but we
are not forcing any local area to do anything, what
we are having is a totally permissive approach where
we say we are interested in promoting not just
national debate but also local debate, backing local
innovative solutions to transport demand
management and, where appropriate, including
road pricing. Clearly, if local areas were to go down
the route of having a road pricing scheme they would
need to have the confidence that public transport
would be improved and work eVectively in their
area—I do not think citizens would wear this in any
sense if they did not think there were viable

alternatives to travelling—but if people want to
come up with schemes then the Department has the
funding to back innovative local proposals.

Q748 Graham Stringer: That is their point really, is it
not, that schemes that were previously being funded
centrally will now only be funded if there is a local
tax for going into particular areas of a conurbation.
Ruth Kelly: I do not think that is right. What you
seem to be assuming in the question is that the only
source of funding major projects is through the
Transport Innovation Fund. First of all, that is not
true, there are other sources of funding and some of
the Transport Innovation Fund itself is linked to
non-demand management projects and productivity
investments and so forth, but the TIF money is there
for a reason, it is to support local areas who want to
go down this route.

Q749 Graham Stringer: What percentage of the
discretionary funds available to your Department
does he TIF represent?
Ruth Kelly: I cannot give you an answer to that.
Mr Gooding: It is a relatively small proportion of the
overall transport budget even as a TIF.

Q750 Graham Stringer: Yes, and most of that is
already committed. In terms of the flexibility for
future schemes what percentage of TIF is that
because the Secretary of State is making the case that
there are lots of other ways.
Ruth Kelly: Clearly, the regional funding allocation
is a very significant way of funding particular
schemes. I know that my authority is benefiting from
that, so there are other sources of funding.

Q751 Chairman: Mr Gooding, did you have a figure,
before we wander away?
Mr Gooding: I had a figure for the amount that the
Government had indicated might be available for
the congestion element which is up to £200 million a
year. That is a relatively small proportion of the
Transport Innovation Fund itself as it builds up in
the indicative budget we have from the Treasury
which gets up above £1 billion in due course, so even
if the overall Transport Innovation Fund was a
smallish proportion, by no means the majority, if
you set that against the overall transport budget it is
a smaller amount again but I am afraid I have not
got a precise percentage.
Ruth Kelly: This all comes against the backdrop of
the Eddington Report which eVectively said that we
faced a stark choice: without any action there would
be a 30% increase in congestion by 2025 which would
increase the costs of businesses by £10 billion a year.
There were diVerent ways in which we might address
that problem and one would be widespread major
infrastructure in our roads system if we were to go
down the road pricing route. We have decided as a
Government that we, yes, want to have a national
debate on road pricing but we also want to back
local innovative schemes on demand management,
including road pricing, so that we can see what they
look like in practice, and that will inform any
national debate. As a policy choice we have decided
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to back those schemes with investment in public
transport. That is a totally reasonable decision for
the Government to make, we have not forced this on
any area but, clearly, there are areas where
congestion is going to be an increasing problem and
we want to take action. I have not received any bids
so far from particular areas but I understand there
will be some coming in due course.
Chairman: You have now got three members trying
to get in.

Q752 Graham Stringer: Can I just follow with a
couple of questions on those specific points? You
describe really the possible congestion charging
schemes as trials, really like experiments, but there
will be a considerable amount of investment in these
schemes and there will be a level of indebtedness
possibly lasting 30 years from the draft schemes that
I have seen, so they are not really trials. If Mr Putin
has his way and petrol trebles in price we will be left
with paying for these schemes when there is no need
for them, so they are not really trials, are they,
Secretary of State?
Ruth Kelly: If there is no need for them local
authorities or city region areas would not be putting
these plans forward. We are not experimenting with
local areas, what we are doing is backing schemes we
think will work which is why we are going to wait for
the bids, we are going to assess them against certain
principles and back them where necessary. That is a
totally reasonable way of proceeding in what is an
incredibly fraught but challenging debate.

Q753 Graham Stringer: I do not want to go round in
too many circles but that takes us back to the point,
does it not? It is not related to congestion; it is a very
big carrot or a very big stick, depending which way
you look at it, to get the investment in schemes these
areas want. Are you aware—it is not a trick
question, you have not been in the job very long,
Secretary of State—that the agreement between
Greater Manchester and your Department says
there will be no increase in congestion between now
and 2012 and you are funding improvements to the
traYc light scheme to ensure that that happens, yet
you are saying that there should be a congestion
scheme—not you, the Department is.
Ruth Kelly: We are looking for innovative ways of
managing demand, that is absolutely clear, and
Greater Manchester is one of the areas where there
are real congestion issues. We are thinking about
what our policy nationally should be at the moment;
we clearly want to tackle the congestion hotspots
and make sure that people have the ability to move
around freely in particular areas in one form or
another.

Q754 Chairman: We understand the theory; the
specific point that Mr Stringer is making is that the
Department has access to information which makes
it clear that congestion is not going to change. Mr
Gooding, do you know the answer to this
conundrum?

Mr Gooding: Mr Stringer is referring to the
Department’s PSA target which has been agreed
with the ten largest authorities and, indeed,
Manchester is working to achieve a zero growth in
congestion up to 2012. The problem for Greater
Manchester and for us is what happens after 2012
and a big issue for road pricing is heading oV this
long term trend in traYc growth which appears to be
a growing problem in Manchester as in other cities.

Q755 Graham Stringer: That is correct, is it? Given
that you are saying, Secretary of State, that you are
focusing on areas that are problems why focus on
urban areas as opposed to inter-urban traYc
management, the motorway system or the trunk
roads?
Ruth Kelly: If you look at the Eddington conclusions
it is very clear that congestion needed primarily to be
tackled within the urban areas and that is the
rationale for going down that route.

Q756 Graham Stringer: It is based on Eddington.
Ruth Kelly: Yes. It is also the case that local
authorities, particularly in metropolitan areas but
also elsewhere, are uniquely well-placed to
understand the inter-relationships between the
diVerent forms of transport. We are not just looking
at roads, we are also thinking about the rail network
and the bus network and other ways of getting
around. That is why I think a bottom-up approach
where people come to us with proposals is the right
way forward.

Q757 Mr Scott: Secretary of State, you clearly said
before, quite rightly, that if the public are going to
engage with road charging schemes they would want
to see a benefit to public transport. If you like, the
biggest pilot that has happened has obviously been
aVecting my own constituency in London. My
constituency is Ilford North, I have the largest
number of underground stations of any constituency
in London. If you look at the scheme in London we
are asking people, certainly my constituents, to
travel in conditions in the rush hour that we legally
would not allow animals to travel in at exorbitant
prices and we hear this week that congestion has
continued to go up, so surely it is not working and
what faith can elsewhere in the country have if the
same happens there?
Ruth Kelly: With respect, are you talking about the
Tube network or the congestion charge?

Q758 Mr Scott: I am talking about the Tube
network and the conditions that people are asked to
travel in and what they are asked to pay for it.
Ruth Kelly: The Tube network is the responsibility
of Transport for London.

Q759 Mr Scott: I do understand that.
Ruth Kelly: I do not think it would be right for me to
answer for the Mayor on those issues. Clearly he has
a democratic mandate in his own right, there has
been significant investment in the Tube in latter
years and I think London is recognised to have one
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of the best Tube networks in the world. Of course, it
would be for the Mayor to answer the particular
points that you raise.

Q760 Mr Scott: Okay, perhaps I will put the
question in a slightly diVerent way. Other areas of
Britain where road pricing is being suggested, how
can they have faith where they have the power that
exactly the same is not going to happen? You said
that the public would not go with the scheme if it did
not give them a benefit, but that is exactly what
happened, and I know it is not your responsibility
Secretary of State, it is for the current Mayor of
London, but nevertheless where the public said they
did not want an extension to the congestion charging
he went ahead and did it anyway. Why will the same
not happen in Manchester, Leeds or elsewhere?
Ruth Kelly: There is a point about consultation. The
Mayor has a particularly strong democratic
mandate where I do not think anyone was under the
illusion that he did not support the congestion
charging. We can have a debate about whether that
is successful or not, I happen to believe it is
successful and has resulted in reduced levels of
congestion in the City. There is another debate
about what the responsibilities of diVerent local
areas should be to consult their populations, and this
is something I have been thinking about recently
given my experience in local government before
coming to the Department for Transport. As I
understand it, the duty on local authorities in the
Local Government Bill to involve and devolve
would apply to local authorities in relation to
transport just as it does in relation to their other
duties. In any proposal I would expect local
authorities and, indeed, PTAs and the other bodies
involved to be consulting local people about what
the appropriate response is to congestion in their
local area.

Q761 Mr Scott: Secretary of State, will that then be
honoured? If the people say, “We don’t want this”,
will that be adhered to?
Ruth Kelly: It is for the elected authorities to make
those decisions, that is how they obtain their
mandate, but I would expect them to respond to the
consultation.

Q762 Mr Clelland: Secretary of State, you said to Mr
Stringer that the Department was not blackmailing
local authorities into introducing road pricing
schemes but how then do you explain the letter from
the Highways Agency to local authorities in Tyne &
Wear that there can be no major improvements to
the A1 Western Bypass, which is one of the ten most
congested roads in the country, until they come up
with innovative schemes for demand management?
Ruth Kelly: Clearly I have not had the opportunity
to see that letter and I would be interested in seeing
it. We want every local authority to be thinking hard
about demand management given that congestion
will be a really big issue over the coming years. As I
said, on road pricing we are asking for people to
come forward with propositions, we are not forcing
it on anyone as far as I understand it.

Q763 Mr Clelland: I hope you will look into that
letter because the oYcer who is leading the TIF
process in Tyne & Wear has expressed his surprise at
such a statement because he did not see why those
two things should necessarily be linked. We have
been demanding improvements to this road for the
last 20 years and now that we have been told that
nothing can happen until the TIF process is finished
and some sort of road pricing scheme brought in that
is just not acceptable.
Ruth Kelly: I am very happy to look into that for
you.

Q764 Clive EVord: Secretary of State, the
Government’s Ten Year Plan for Transport
predicted that outside London there would be eight
local charging schemes in place by 2010. Do you
think this Bill takes us closer towards that?
Ruth Kelly: In a way this Bill is not about road
pricing. There are some technical changes which
facilitate the development of local road pricing
schemes, it is certainly not about national road
pricing. There is a separate process which is ongoing
which is local authority areas coming forward with
plans for demand management and bidding for
funds from the Transport Innovation Fund to back
public investment. I do not know whether we will
have eight or not by 2010, we will have to see what
the quality of the bids is like and what value for
money they represent as well as what benefits they
give in terms of tackling congestion. This Bill is not
really about road pricing, although there are some
technical changes which enable that to happen.
Clive EVord: The consultation document suggests
that the Bill will provide greater flexibility for joint
local authority and Passenger Transport Authority
charging schemes. Do you know where the—
Chairman: Could we be a little less intimate so that
we can all hear.

Q765 Clive EVord: Which authorities have called for
such flexibility in road pricing?
Ruth Kelly: There are certain provisions in the Bill
which make it easier from the point of view of the
passenger who potentially in the future, for example,
might have to travel not just into London and deal
with the congestion charge but also into Greater
Manchester or some other area that comes forward
with a viable road pricing scheme. There are certain
provisions in the Bill which will allow us later to
make regulations, for example, which would make it
easier for the same account to be used in diVerent
zones, to make it easier from the passenger point of
view. That is something that has come across to us
from the PTAs who are concerned about how
passengers will navigate any potentially diVerent
systems. All we want is local flexibility, local
innovation, with some degree of standardisation
about how the schemes operate so that the passenger
will not be faced with a confusing melange of
diVerent schemes.
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Q766 Clive EVord: Should PTAs be able to co-
operate in a larger regional charging scheme rather
than having to involve a local Passenger Transport
Authority? Should they not have a strategic role for
a wider area to introduce charging schemes?
Ruth Kelly: One point first, which is clearly through
the draft Local Transport Bill we are enabling
boundaries to be changed if boundaries of PTAs
need to be changed to reflect travel-to-work areas
and so forth and make them more rational. I do not
know if Steve would want to add anything.
Mr Gooding: Certainly. What we are trying to do
here is to get the various transport bodies to work
better together. One of the problems that I know the
Committee has dwelt on before is the fact that the
Passenger Transport Authorities are locked into
looking at the bus and public transport services
whilst traditionally the roads were the responsibility
of the districts and the counties. What we have
sought to do in these provisions in the draft Bill is to
say that all of these authorities together should
probably have a place in thinking about the overall
design of the scheme, not just because it is important
that they are all involved in designing the road
pricing element of the scheme but because we have
emphasised throughout that it is important that all
of those authorities involved are looking at the wider
package of measures that promote accessibility
across the piece and that would include, for
example,—

Q767 Chairman: So if that is the case for them
having a regional role, why is it not in the Bill?
Mr Gooding: It is certainly the case for them having
a regional perspective. They have got to think about
the travel-to-work arrangements, for example,
recognising that not all of the trips that are going to
be made into a conurbation begin and end within
that conurbation.

Q768 Clive EVord: That is the same for buses but
they are able to make significant changes to bus
services in their area but not able to introduce
pricing schemes, which seems curious. Why are they
not given the same strategic power in relation to—
Ruth Kelly: Are you talking here about the power of
local authorities to go to a local policy contract?

Q769 Clive EVord: What is the justification for
giving PTAs powers to make significant changes in
bus services but not introduce strategic road pricing
schemes?
Ruth Kelly: Okay. Let me answer that. In the quality
contract model, bus franchising model, it is a very
significant change in the operation of the system
where you take away powers from existing private
sector bus operators that needs to be taken into
account, and the balance taken between the interests
of the local authority and the interests of the bus
company. We have sought to do that in as light a
touch a way as possible with the approvals board
and the appeals process but I am open to views on
this. What I want to do is try to minimise the hurdle
that local authorities have to jump over in order to
introduce quality contracts. The issue of road

pricing is a diVerent one actually. The question is
what is the appropriate tier of decision-making on
road pricing schemes: should it be the Secretary of
State who approves these schemes or should it be
local authorities who approve these schemes? My
view is that it is for the local autohrity areas, perhaps
in partnership, to approve particular schemes, they
have the democratic mandate in order to do that and
they should be allowed to do that.

Q770 Clive EVord: If you take the example of
London, just to pursue this point for a bit, we have
a strategic authority in the Mayor and Transport for
London that has introduced a congestion charge in
the central area. Given the recent extension of that,
if that were left to the local authority, and not the
strategic London-wide authority, quite clearly we
would not have had the extension of that congestion
charge. Some people may feel that the congestion
charge is not benefiting London but statistics suggest
that it is. That strategic decision would not have
been made had it not been made at that level. Are we
not setting up a diVerent system here which is likely
to be influenced by localised decision-making not
allowing the wider strategic—
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not think so. Clearly we have
to wait and see what the bids from individual areas
come up with. What we are doing through the Bill is
allowing quite serious changes in the governance
model and it could be that a particular urban area
decides to replicate the sort of TfL-type model that
exists in London. They do not have to do that. Part
of the approach here is to say that one size does not
fit all, diVerent governance models may be
appropriate in diVerent areas. We would be
prepared to consider a model where there might be
a sort of vaguely autonomous body like TfL running
transport in a particular area and taking a strategic
overview, not just of buses but also of other
transport modes in a particular area.

Q771 Clive EVord: Clause 65 requires that a local
charging scheme can only be made if it directly or
indirectly facilitates the achievement of local
transport policies. Would simply revenue raising
satisfy the requirements in that clause?
Ruth Kelly: I am sorry, I am not sure I follow the
question.

Q772 Clive EVord: If introducing a charging scheme
facilitates the local transport policies in that it is
raising money that is then invested back into local
transport issues, is that suYcient to justify a scheme?
Ruth Kelly: One of the things we would look at and
consider is does this meet the principles we have set
out. If a local authority is then revenue raising
through a road pricing scheme they would be able to
obtain and keep that revenue for the purposes of
improving transport in their local area.

Q773 Clive EVord: So introducing a charge with the
intention of raising money, and solely with the
intention of raising money, to invest in local
transport is suYcient?
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Ruth Kelly: Not solely with the intention of raising
money, this would have to be part of an active
demand management scheme that they could show
to us and prove to us worked, otherwise they would
not be able to obtain the TIF money.

Q774 Clive EVord: In the Bill in Clauses 64 and 70 it
appears to allow PTAs or another authority to
eVectively veto local charging schemes. Is this a
concern?
Ruth Kelly: The issue here is who takes the decision,
and the decision could be taken between the PTAs
and the local authorities or the PTA could be
reformed into a transport authority. What we can do
from Government is ask particular areas to review
their governance arrangements, a particular area
could come forward with either model but obviously
when they consider the governance model they have
to consider what they are trying to do with demand
management and what their proposed bid is for the
Transport Innovation Fund if they were to go down
that route.
Chairman: Mr Martlew wants to come in on this.

Q775 Mr Martlew: Just on the process of deciding
whether you should have a congestion charge or not,
the Committee recently went to Stockholm and in
reality they had a referendum and the people who
were inside the congestion charge area who were not
going to be charged at all voted in favour and the
people who lived on the outside voted against. An
example could well be people who are living in
Bolton going into Manchester. Do you think that
the local authorities should take that decision or do
you think the Government is going to have to come
in because there will be conflict between those for
whom it will cost money and those authorities that
will gain money?
Ruth Kelly: These things are never going to be easy,
which is why I envisage substantial local
consultation before any area considers introducing
schemes like road pricing or bidding for the
Transport Innovation Fund. They should be
looking not just as to where any particular charge
might apply, or road pricing scheme might apply,
but right to the whole travel-to-work area
surrounding it, which is one reason why they might
also want to consider governance changes. I think
you are absolutely right to say that any scheme
would aVect not just those within the scheme but
also those living outside the scheme, and all of those
need to be taken into account, which is an argument
for integrating transport into a single integrated
strategy and thinking not just about diVerent modes
of transport but how that links into the economic
strategy for an area, how it encourages or
discourages regeneration and how you make the
most of those things. You are absolutely right, there
will not necessarily be a confluence of interest
between those who live inside and those who live
outside the scheme, where you would think there
would be to some extent.

Q776 Mr Martlew: What I am really saying is at the
end of the day is it not likely that the Government
will have to take that final decision to give the go-
ahead or to block?
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not think would be for
Government. These are decisions that can be taken
at a local level, although local areas would have to
be very confident that the benefits that were to be
obtained through any particular scheme and any
particular funds which may or may not be available
through the Transport Innovation Fund were
justified.

Q777 Chairman: If they know, like Mr Clelland’s
authority, and they have been told they are not going
to get any money for an absolutely vital road scheme
unless they produce a pricing scheme, they are not
actually going to be quite as disinterested as you
imply. Their objectivity might be slightly skewed, do
you not think?
Ruth Kelly: As you summarise it, Chairman, that is
not consistent with government policy. I would be
very happy to look at that particular instance and see
what representations were made.

Q778 Chairman: The Highways Agency is an agency
of your Department so presumably you do have
some control over what they do.
Ruth Kelly: Indeed. I am very happy to explore that.
I do not know whether this was an issue of timing or
they had some other reason for making these points
but I am very happy to investigate.

Q779 Mr Hollobone: Is it not the case that whilst the
Bill is explicitly saying that it is not about national
road pricing, in eVect you are paving the way for a
national road pricing scheme? The predecessor
committee to this Committee in March 2005 in a
report on road pricing recognised that: “if national
road pricing were to be adopted a phased approach
would be the more sensible way forward, not least
because of the technological diYculties of doing it
nationally within ten to 15 years” and we should
start with a number of local charging schemes with
an overriding national framework. You are telling
us that you are not interested in national road
pricing but the eVect of this Bill, the highlight of your
parliamentary career to date, eVectively will be to set
out the framework for a national road pricing
scheme in ten to 15 years’ time.
Ruth Kelly: With respect, I do not think you
paraphrase me quite correctly. I am interested in
national road pricing and I am quite happy to
explore that, in fact I wanted to explore whether
there is potential for a national road pricing scheme
and I would be interested in this Committee’s view
on that as I would be in continuing the national
debate.

Q780 Chairman: We have written a whole report to
help you, Secretary of State!



3696613001 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:20:58 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 97

18 July 2007 Rt Hon Ruth Kelly MP, Mr Steve Gooding and Mr Bob Linnard

Ruth Kelly: What this Bill does not do is give the
Secretary of State or the Government powers to
introduce national road pricing, indeed we need
separate legislation were we to decide that is the
appropriate course to take.

Q781 Mr Hollobone: Clause 72 of the Bill removes
the requirement for you to approve local charging
schemes in England. Whilst you are dressing that up
as a good thing and a restoration of local democracy,
is that not eVectively providing a way for central
Government to abandon local authorities to take the
flak for introducing road pricing schemes?
Ruth Kelly: The opposite. I think it will free central
Government to provide support and assistance to
those local authorities who are considering
developing such a scheme. At the moment the
Secretary of State has a quasi-judicial role in
determining these applications which makes it quite
diYcult to provide practical support, advice and
advocacy for any particular scheme. In future they
will be relieved of that responsibility and it will be for
local communities and local people to make those
decisions which will mean that we will be able to
work much more closely with local authorities in the
development of any particular scheme.

Q782 Mr Hollobone: But you still have a role, as we
have heard, with the Transport Innovation Fund. If
I can give you another example in
Northamptonshire, where I come from, it is proving
extremely diYcult to get any sensible proposals from
the Highways Agency to relieve congestion on the
A14 road. The regional funding allocation, which
you mentioned in your earlier evidence, is impossible
to access because of a £270 million scheme in
another part of the East Midlands. EVectively,
unless Northamptonshire comes up with some kind
of road pricing proposal it is very diYcult to see how
any sensible funding arrangements can be put in
place to provide all the additional road
infrastructure that is going to be required for the
massive housing growth that your previous
department has dumped on Northamptonshire.
Ruth Kelly: I both agree and disagree with your
comments. In one respect you are right to say that if
we do not introduce active demand management
then there will be more need for road infrastructure,
and that was the policy choice that was laid before
the Government by Rod Eddington in his report. On
the other hand, you say that the A14 was not
prioritised by the region as its most important
investment. I could take those decisions or the
region could decide what its local priorities are and
recommend those to the Secretary of State. I think it
is better for the region to decide its local priorities
and then for the Government to back the region
once it has determined those local priorities because,
of course, ultimately resources are finite and we have
to make those decisions on the best possible advice
and evidence.

Q783 Mr Hollobone: Is not the fundamental
problem that the reason the Government is talking
about road pricing is we do not have enough roads

taking people where they want to go and we do not
have an adequate public infrastructure in place to
take people as an alternative?
Ruth Kelly: I do not think that is true actually. What
I have said is that as we predict a 30% increase in
congestion on our roads by 2025, according to Sir
Rod Eddington when he looked at this, if no action
is taken then we face quite a stark choice between
either introducing road pricing or investing very,
very significantly in our road infrastructure.
DiVerent people will come down on diVerent sides of
that debate. There are those who think we should
build lots of roads everywhere and there are those
who think we should have a national road pricing
scheme.
Chairman: If we could perhaps come back to the Bill
we might save you some time.

Q784 Mr Hollobone: Why has the statutory duty to
consult on introducing road pricing schemes been
removed given the importance that you have
attached to consultation?
Ruth Kelly: I think that local authorities already
have a duty to consult their local people on these
sorts of issues, that is the sort of power we have in
the Local Government Bill, and this is something I
will be exploring fully. I would certainly expect local
authorities to consult people fully on these sorts of
issues, indeed they could hold a local public inquiry
if they so wished and, indeed, the Government will
be issuing guidance which will suggest that they do
exactly that sort of thing.

Q785 Mr Hollobone: What importance do you
attach to diVerent schemes operating the same
equipment so that a driver going through several
road pricing areas does not have to have multiple
systems in their vehicle?
Ruth Kelly: I think this is something we need to
consider carefully. There is a case, which is why there
are powers proposed in the draft Bill for producing
regulations in due course, for saying the very
standard things that would simplify the system from
the point of the driver we should wish to standardise.
An example of that might be the congestion charge
sign that goes up at the entry to the zone, very widely
recognised both in London and by people travelling
to London, that means you are entering the
congestion charging zone. It might be that it is
sensible to say that those sorts of signs are required
wherever there is a congestion zone. That is the sort
of issue we are looking at. What we are not trying to
do is prevent local flexibility in the sort of scheme
that they may or may not want to introduce.

Q786 Mr Hollobone: Is there going to be any
provision in the Bill to take account of foreign
registered vehicles which seem to be increasingly
evading any congestion charges that catch them?
Ruth Kelly: I understand the situation on foreign
vehicles to be that a very significant proportion of
them for whom an address can be obtained do
actually pay the congestion charge.
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Q787 Chairman: What is a “significant proportion”?
Ruth Kelly: I think it is about 40%.

Q788 Chairman: When did this suddenly happen?
Mr Gooding, is this a figure that you recognise? All
of these stories about the Willi Betzs of this world,
this is all something made up by the FTA?
Mr Gooding: No. There is certainly a problem with
enforcing against foreign registered vehicles and we
are aware from our contacts with Transport for
London that they have had some success recently in
following up charges that were not paid at the time.
The numbers that we have are for successful charges
achieved through the collection agency that
Transport for London has used. Putting that
together with the vehicles that do pay honestly give
us those figures.

Q789 Chairman: And Kent and SuVolk, do they also
have these marvellous responses? Have you
consulted with the Home OYce about the
availability of accurate information with the
European governments that could be used to claim?
Ruth Kelly: I understand that European regulation
is currently being discussed as to how more
widespread enforcement systems might be made
available.

Q790 Chairman: We hand over information very
freely, Secretary of State, all we want to know is do
we intend to get the same powers operating in
reverse or is it another one of those things that we do
and nobody else does?
Ruth Kelly: That is exactly what the discussion is
about. Where we do manage to find the address of
the occupier of the vehicle then there is a reasonable
success rate in getting those people to pay.
Chairman: Mr Gooding, will you give us a detailed
note because, frankly, that does not chime with
anything we have had given to us as evidence in this
Committee.

Q791 Mr Hollobone: Is there any provision in the
Bill to protect information caught on cameras from
being used by the police in pursuit of other charges?
Ruth Kelly: If you are talking about the automatic
vehicle plate registration system, that can only be
used in very specific circumstances. We had a request
recently from the Metropolitan Police, and the
Home OYce then passed that on to the Department
for Transport, if we would agree a three month
period in which that information could be used
purely for national security purposes, during which
time we are examining the appropriate type of
oversight which would ensure that people’s
reasonable concerns about privacy are respected.

Q792 Mr Hollobone: My last question, Chairman.
The Bill’s Regulatory Impact Assessment states that
guidance issued will encourage local authorities to
consider the impact that a scheme design will have
on low impact households. In what circumstances
do you expect a scheme to become unviable because
of the impact on such households?

Ruth Kelly: Clearly I would not expect anyone to be
putting forward a scheme that acts against social
inclusion, and one of the tests that we will apply
when we consider schemes is whether or not those
issues have been taken properly into account. In the
absence of any bids coming in it is quite diYcult to
say what that might look like, but when we consider
bids that will be one of the tests.
Graham Stringer: If I can take you to governance,
there are two criteria which enable you to direct a
review of the PTA arrangements, the eVectiveness
and eYciency of transport within the area. How
would you measure eVectiveness and eYciency?

Q793 Chairman: Come now, Mr Linnard, such an
eYcient department, you must know how you
measure eYciency?
Mr Linnard: I think the sort of things we have been
looking at in particular is evidence that the current
structure is not working properly and that, for
example, the division of powers between public
transport resting with the PTA and PTE and
highways, traYc and parking powers resting with
the metropolitan district councils was causing
significant problems in practice.
Ruth Kelly: Sorry, I now understand that you are
talking about governance, which I was thinking
previously back to a diVerent question. One of the
things we would be looking for in eVectiveness and
eYciency is integration between the diVerent modes
of transport. We will be thinking about whether
there is clear leadership and whether there is
accountability and what the impact on the
passengers and the general public is likely to be,
what the economic impact is likely to be. These are
the sorts of things that we tend to look at in any
review governance.

Q794 Graham Stringer: So what you are likely to be
doing is leaping into the middle of a dispute between
a PTA and democratically elected councils who may
have very diVerent views on parking policy,
highways policy and transport policy from each
other, and possible from yourselves. Would you care
to expand on that because it is a very centralist
intervention, is it not?
Ruth Kelly: We have power to request a review in a
particular area by a particular body and they then
would develop that local governance plan and
submit that to the department. So this is a bottom up
approach which recognises that one size does not fit
all and that diVerent solutions will be right in
diVerent areas.

Q795 Graham Stringer: When would the electorate
get involved with this?
Ruth Kelly: That is an issue for local leaders who will
have a democratic mandate. As I said, we expect
consultation at a local level, indeed in some degree
I think there are duties there for local authorities to
consult and involve people as they take decisions. So
I would expect there to be widespread consultation.
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Q796 Graham Stringer: But you may eVectively be
taking the powers away from the electorate in one
district to determine what happens on their
highways and giving it to leaders—if you take
Liverpool’s five authorities, and Liverpool in the
centre of it and they do not get on particularly well
with the other districts and the PTA—I am saying
this hypothetically but sometimes it has been the
case—so you take the highways powers away from
all the districts and you end up giving them to the five
leaders forming transport authorities. Where do the
people of Liverpool have a say in that? Where can
they then vote for a diVerent highways policy
because it is something where they could once have
gone to the ballot box and thrown the rascals out if
they have got the highways policy wrong?
Ruth Kelly: I think you make a very important point.
The more powers that are being requested the
greater the need for accountability in a local area
and, given my previous responsibilities in local
government, this is something that I have thought
about a lot in the run-up to the Local Government
White Paper and recently the Sub-National Review
was also published, and in those documents it makes
it clear that the more powers that are being
transferred the greater the premium on transparency
and accountability, and I think it is right actually
that if significant powers are being transferred then
there should be clear accountability at a local level,
that the people should be involved in those
decisions.

Q797 Graham Stringer: But you are not going to
involve them in the normal way of crosses on
ballot papers?
Ruth Kelly: We are not going to have local referenda
or force local referenda on diVerent governance
models, although clearly local areas will want to
consult their local populations in the way they think
appropriate.

Q798 Graham Stringer: Do you really think,
Secretary of State, in what could be a significant
local government reorganisation, which many
Members around this Committee will tell you is very
controversial, that an SI with the possibility of an
hour and a half’s debate on the floor of the House is
suYcient democratically in this place to make those
prolific changes?
Ruth Kelly: I think that is something that we should
examine going forward to think about what the right
form of Parliamentary scrutiny is.

Q799 Graham Stringer: I am told, by Mr Linnard, I
think, that it is a positive SI for an hour and a half.
Surely you cannot believe that that is suYcient?
Ruth Kelly: The proposal at the moment is that there
should be an aYrmative resolution. As I said, I will
want to think over the coming months about what
the right form of scrutiny would be. There might, for
example, be a role for this Committee in debating
those propositions, but we have to find a way in
which governance change comes across—

Q800 Chairman: We do rather choose our own
programme, you understand that, Secretary of
State?
Ruth Kelly: It would only be an invitation, Madam
Chairman, clearly not a direction. What we have to
try and do is find the appropriate balance between
allowing governance changes to emerge from the
bottom up in a non-prescriptive way, which fit the
requirements of local areas and the need for proper
input, debate and scrutiny.

Q801 Graham Stringer: It looks to me, and I suspect
to many people outside, as though you are squeezing
the electorate out at one end and you are squeezing
Members of Parliament out at the other end. There
is not a lot of place for those two, I think, very
important people in this process to influence the
process apart from writing letters and an hour and a
half debate. That cannot possibly be adequate at
both ends of the spectrum?
Ruth Kelly: As I have said, and I hope in a very
honest way, that I am prepared to look at this and I
will want to reassure myself that we have the balance
right between those diVerent priorities or issues. We
could be prescriptive, we could legislate and say,
“This is the model that fits all local areas”.

Q802 Chairman: I thought you were actually
legislating, otherwise I do not quite know what we
are doing here.
Ruth Kelly: For a specific governance model, just as
we did in London; and we could say that that is the
governance model, which you either take it or do not
take it, or it goes for that area or that area or that
area. Now, that does not strike me as the right
approach. What we have tried to do is work with
local areas to try and develop local solutions which
have the buy-in and support of local people, and to
try and do that in such a way that actually strong
governance will emerge. I think the way that it has
been forward is a reasonable one but, as I say, I want
to reflect on whether we have the balance exactly
right.

Q803 Graham Stringer: As a minimum—and I do
not think it is completely adequate anyway—on
consultation, on change of governance
arrangements and road prices, would you guarantee
to this Committee that you would expect local
authorities to consult on the basis of Cabinet OYce
guidelines?
Ruth Kelly: Yes, I would expect them to consult.

Q804 Clive EVord: A couple of questions to follow
up on pricing schemes. Would an authority not
included in the scheme but neighbouring scheme be
able to require the authorities introducing this
scheme to hold an inquiry?
Ruth Kelly: No, it is not the case so that any
particular local authority would be able to force an
inquiry, but local authorities will be able to choose
between them what form any consultation should
take and that could take the form of a local inquiry.
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Q805 Clive EVord: The regulatory impact
assessment actually requires the schemes to consider
the impact of a scheme on low-income households,
so at what point would its impact on low-income
households render a scheme unviable?
Ruth Kelly: I think we would have to look at any
particular scheme and see what the proposals were
on low-income households.

Q806 Clive EVord: But that is likely, is it, that that
issue of its impact on low-income households could
actually render a scheme unlikely?
Ruth Kelly: It clearly needs to be taken properly into
account on the evidence produced.
Chairman: I want to bring in Mrs Ellman.

Q807 Mrs Ellman: Why will you not allow PTAs to
raise some money by precepts or any other means?
Ruth Kelly: PTAs of course are funded at the
moment; it is not, as I understand it, a precept
arrangement, it is a levy. They are funded from the
local authority which is a slightly diVerent
arrangement, but in eVect very similar. Now, in
reviewing their governance particular areas may also
want to review their funding arrangements and they
may want to consider, for example, the flexibility
between diVerent funding schemes, and these are the
sorts of things we look at constructively and
positively.

Q808 Mrs Ellman: The Regulatory Impact
Assessment says that financial matters will be
discussed during consultation. Where are you up to?
Ruth Kelly: We are clearly discussing with local
areas what the arrangements would be, or at least we
will be once we have received the information from
them and they have put forward specific
propositions. I know that Greater Manchester, for
example, is very interested in developing funding
streams, and if you look at recent government policy
documents, such as the Sub-National Review, which
suggests that local areas might be able to introduce
supplementary business rates; if you look at the
experience of TfL in London, which is able to
borrow against its revenue streams and attach
greater investment into the area through that route;
if you look at the powers that already exist for PTAs
for potential borrowing there are a variety of ways
in which revenue might be raised locally in the
future, and these are some of the things that we want
to look at.

Q809 Mrs Ellman: When are the proposals going to
be published, so that we can be consulted?
Ruth Kelly: I do not think we had a specific proposal
for each area which is prescriptive. Again, we want
a bottom-up approach which builds on some of the
documents that are already in the public domain,
such as the recently published Sub-National Review,
which sets out proposals for a supplementary
business rate.

Q810 Mrs Ellman: Does that mean that there will be
a time when there are proposals put forward, or are
you saying that it is part of the consultation of the
Sub-National Review?
Ruth Kelly: PTAs already have potential borrowing
powers. How they use them in future in relation, for
example, to road pricing will be one of the things we
would expect them to be considering in drawing up
their proposals and putting them forward for
consideration to the government.

Q811 Mrs Ellman: Are you saying then that PTAs
would retain their existing powers?
Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q812 Mrs Ellman: But you may change them?
Ruth Kelly: We would look at any proposal from
local areas constructively about future funding
powers.

Q813 Mrs Ellman: So does that mean that it would
be decided on a case-by-case basis?
Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q814 Mrs Ellman: There would not be any
national criteria?
Ruth Kelly: There might be, for instance, on
supplementary business rates. There are diVerent
things going on here. There might be some which
come up locally that we would want to consider. It
might be, for example, flexibility of funding streams,
which you might be able to approach through a
multi-area agreement, for example. It might be such
a supplementary business rate that all local areas
would have a chance to apply that. So I think it
depends on the situation.

Q815 Mrs Ellman: You will have power to decide
whether PTA boundaries should be reviewed. What
would influence you in deciding that?
Ruth Kelly: The evidence.

Q816 Mrs Ellman: On what criteria?
Ruth Kelly: On whether, for instance, the travel to
work area was being appropriately governed,
whether there were barriers to an integrated
transport strategy, whether economic development
was being hindered by the current arrangement.
Those are the sorts of issues.

Q817 Mrs Ellman: Why is this climate change
singled out?
Ruth Kelly: I admit to this Committee that I want to
look carefully at the proposed duty on climate
change, and again informed by my previous role as
Local Government Secretary I am not convinced
that in every case a duty is the right way of tackling
particular issues. If we get the local government
performance framework to work well, if we can
apply it consistently to multi-area agreements—and
again that was a proposal set out in the Sub-
National Review, which was published, I think,
yesterday—that might be an alternative way of
trying to meet climate change objectives. So one of
the things I want to do over the coming weeks and



3696613001 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:20:58 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 101

18 July 2007 Rt Hon Ruth Kelly MP, Mr Steve Gooding and Mr Bob Linnard

months is to look carefully at about how those
climate change objectives might be achieved, and
whether this is the right way to do that.

Q818 Mrs Ellman: Your Department’s project
assessment criteria do not single out climate change,
yet the proposal is for the PTA to have a duty to look
at climate change, which is going to be brought
into line.
Ruth Kelly: As I say, I am not convinced that it is the
best way of achieving our climate change objectives
in local areas, but I am keeping an open mind at
this point.

Q819 Chairman: Yes, it is, however, in the Bill, and
that is the reason we are raising it.
Ruth Kelly: Exactly, which is the reason that I have
come to this recently and looked at it and I have
thought that maybe we should consider alternative
options and weigh them up and see which is the best
way to go to achieve this particular goal.

Q820 Mrs Ellman: Is there a requirement for freight
to be included as well as transport?
Ruth Kelly: Yes, we would expect local areas and an
integrated strategy to look at all modes of transport
and look at the delivery of the diVerent services as
well as the movement of passengers, citizens.

Q821 Mrs Ellman: So freight will be a requirement?
Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q822 Mr Hollobone: Can we come back to the
question of the equipment that the pricing schemes
might use? In the consultation document it states
that statutory guidance and regulations will ensure
that local charging schemes have technical
specifications which meet the wider public interest.
When do you anticipate that these statutory
guidance regulations will be produced? Can you
guarantee to the Committee that it will be before the
Bill begins its Committee stage in the House? And
precisely what aspects do you expect the regulations
to cover?
Ruth Kelly: We are at the stage of the draft Bill at the
moment, and actively consulting on provisions
going forward. The usual situation is for guidance to
be published during the course of the passage of the
Bill and I am sure that is something that we would
want to aim at for these as well, but maybe Steve
Gooding could add to that?
Mr Gooding: This is a particularly diYcult area
because we do not want to come in with something
that is technically prescriptive and then find that we
have closed oV ways of working that would actually
be far more sensible; I think this is again something
that the Committee can measure for.

Q823 Chairman: But we were discussing earlier the
need for people going from one area to another to
know that there is a continuity of equipment. So you
cannot have it both ways, at some point either to be
prescriptive or you leave it all to happenstance.

Mr Gooding: We certainly do not want to leave it to
happenstance, what we need to do is to discuss with
the authorities who are currently developing
schemes, and indeed with the supply industry, what
the standards need to cover. We also need to pick up
the obligations that are coming out of Europe in the
Interoperability Directive and work out what the
minimum is, but as the Secretary of State said I think
we are going to get something out so that we could
show the shape of that during the course of the Bill.

Q824 Mr Hollobone: Clause 77 of the Bill gives you
the power to give notice to the GLA that its existing
charging scheme is incompatible with any new
regulations and the equipment should no longer be
used. Do you regard that as reasonable?
Ruth Kelly: This again comes down to
interoperability of schemes and this is to give us the
potential in the future to say, precisely as Mrs
Dunwoody has been indicating, that there may in
the future, if these schemes develop in an ad hoc
fashion, be some confusion for the driver and for the
passenger. So what we want to do is give ourselves
the flexibility to enable technical changes in the
future, which would make it easier from the point of
view of the passenger.

Q825 Mr Hollobone: What safeguards are in place
for an authority such as the GLA to defend itself
against a decision by you that it has to replace its
entire system?
Mr Gooding: We have to behave reasonably in
discharging any of our duties and functions and I
think the key thing for any authority, the GLA
included, would be: would the change that the
Secretary of State for Transport was wishing to
make still protect the city, protect the outcome it was
trying to achieve through having a charging scheme?
So the changing of the technology should not be
something that aVected the impact that the scheme
was going to have.

Q826 Mr Hollobone: In this regard, what discussions
have you had with the GLA and what commitments
have been made?
Mr Gooding: We have a regular liaison forum with
all of the authorities who are engaged in developing
schemes, roughly every two months, and we have
discussed these and other issues with them over the
last 18 months to two years.
Ruth Kelly: As I said earlier, these are not substantial
provisions which enable a national road-pricing
scheme to be developed; these are technical
considerations which we are developing in
conjunction with current PTAs and of course with
London. We want to do this in as consensual way as
possible while recognising that passengers will have
particular requirements, and we want to make it as
simple as possible for the passenger who might in the
future have to move between diVerent zones or
diVerent forms of operations of road pricing.

Q827 Mr Hollobone: But if in the future you felt that
the technology in a particular place, such as London,
was inappropriate, who pays for the change?
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Mr Gooding: It would be subject to the same
arrangements we have on all burdens on local
government.

Q828 Clive EVord: We have been through a similar
situation to this, have we not, with the ticketing
system, Oyster and ITSO, and basically is it not right
that the GLA just got fed up with waiting for the
government and got on with Oyster and now we
have two incompatible systems that we are trying to
make operative. Is it possible that we are going to
have a situation where government cannot make up
its mind about technology and delays London
improving its equipment, so we end up at an
impasse?
Ruth Kelly: That is why the Department is actively
in discussion with those areas that are possibly going
to be aVected in the future and we want to proceed
on the most consensual basis possible. In fact, in
practice I think oYcials find that these areas are
really up for this and they want to be able to support
passengers and they do not want their citizens to be
disadvantaged when they travel from one area to
another, and they would even be prepared to change
technology in the future if that were required.

Q829 Clive EVord: With all due respect, Secretary of
State, the specific question was about requiring
London to change its equipment and go for a specific
set of kit. Is it possible that we could have a situation
where you are not saying either or, you are actually
saying, “We do not know yet, so hold on,” which
could put London at a disadvantage.
Ruth Kelly: No.
Chairman: I am afraid we are going to be interrupted
again. I want to bring you back very briefly,
Secretary of State, because we just have a few wind-
up questions.

The Committee suspended from 4.36 pm to 4.43 pm
for a division in the House.

Q830 Graham Stringer: Secretary of State, you
mentioned earlier about the diYculties on
transitional arrangements. Just two questions. Have
you considered giving the power to the Passenger
Transport Executives or Authorities to run buses
directly themselves, both to use as a benchmark
against private sector buses and to help the
transitional arrangements, and would you give the
PTA compulsory purchase powers for depots and
garages by the previously incumbent bus company?
Ruth Kelly: I am certainly interested in propositions
that come forward for managing this transition
process. I think the issue of bus depots and so forth
are precisely the sorts of problems which might
emerge in any transitional period. At this time I have
a completely open mind as to how that transition
process might be managed. I have not actively
considered giving it back to PTEs. I think the
approach, generally speaking, has been to work with
the bus operators to try and secure a smooth
transition. How precisely we do that is something on
which we will be seeking views.

Q831 Graham Stringer: It is right though, is it not,
that in some areas there will be hostility from
commercial bus companies who have eVectively
been monopoly operators, making very large profits
and they are not going to like this. So I think
realistically you have to look at handing over to the
PTA or PTE serious powers. One way of doing that,
both as a way of benchmarking against private
operators and to make them realise that this is
serious, would be to allow the PTEs, PTAs to run
buses. Would you consider that?
Ruth Kelly: If you are talking re-regulation of buses
that is not under consideration at the moment. There
will be a transition problem no matter what system
you were moving to and that would have to be
addressed in any event. The proposals that we have
going forward are to develop the partnership
arrangement, wanting to move to bus franchising,
which I am sure you will understand.

Q832 Graham Stringer: But the quality contract is
eVectively re-regulation, is it not?
Ruth Kelly: No, I do not think it is actually; you are
using private operators in a system which is
managed actively and negotiated by the local
transport authorities.

Q833 Graham Stringer: I do not want to go too far
with this because we are getting into definitions and
we probably agree really.
Ruth Kelly: If your point is that de-regulation did
not work and this is trying to return some control to
the system, absolutely.

Q834 Graham Stringer: One other point on this quite
narrow point really, have you considered—and it is
not part of the Bill or any of the consultation
documents—that if quality contracts are set up you
are eVectively for a period or five, ten years, however
long, allowing the bus companies to have a
monopoly use of the public highway. Would you not
think it was sensible to allow, as part of the contract,
for a profit sharing arrangement with the PTA, PTE?
Ruth Kelly: It is certainly going to be the case that
the bus operators, as indeed the local transport
authorities, will be held to account for performance
in a way which they have not been held to account
before, and I think that that is at the heart of this
really, it is getting the franchising process right and
then making sure that it delivers for the passenger,
and we have struck an appropriate balance in the
proposals that we have put forward to date.

Q835 Graham Stringer: That is rather avoiding
answering the question, if you do not mind me
saying.
Ruth Kelly: The answer is no; the answer is getting
the franchise system right so that the passengers’
interests are best served.

Q836 Chairman: To be honest, we have not done
very well in something like the railways, when the
franchising system did not have a benchmark which
we could use to evaluate the eYciency of the private
company, have we?
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Ruth Kelly: Madam Chairman, I think you will see
next week when I deliver the Rail White Paper that
there have been significant improvements in recent
years in performance of the railway system.

Q837 Chairman: Yes, unfortunately they had a long
way to go.
Ruth Kelly: They did.

Q838 Chairman: So since it does not work in rail why
is it that we assume it will work in buses?
Ruth Kelly: I think the franchising process is
delivering results now in rail. Clearly there was a
massive task after the break-up of RailTrack to
bring that under some form of control, to manage in
a highly centralised way the performance of network
and then to deliver appropriate franchises, but I
think you will see, as we go forward, that the
prospects for the future are really quite good.

Q839 Chairman: Well, we have a long time to wait.
Secretary of State, why is there no provision—since
you have talked about it and you have talked about
transparency and talked about responsibility, and
you have talked about the need for people to be held
accountable—in this Bill for a statutory bus
complaints body?
Ruth Kelly: It is a very interesting proposition. I do
not have the answer to your question straightaway
as to how people’s complaints are best addressed,
but one of the things I want to do is to make sure—

Q840 Chairman: If they do not have anywhere to
complain it is really rather diYcult. At the moment
they have to complain, usually through their
Members of Parliament and the TraYc
Commissioners.
Ruth Kelly: Yes, and one thing I want to do in any
reform of the TraYc Commissioner system is make
sure that they are focused both on national
monitoring against national benchmarks, and also
on responding to individual evidence of under-
performance, and I think that there could well be a
role there for a reformed TraYc Commissioner
body.

Q841 Chairman: Should the TraYc Commissioners
have a right to refuse a licence if a company tries to
undermine a quality partnership?
Ruth Kelly: Potentially, yes, and this is something we
will be consulting on.

Q842 Chairman: You are also looking at the fare
limits and whether or not they will comply with EU
rules on public service operations?
Ruth Kelly: Yes.

Q843 Chairman: I think actually, Secretary of State,
we have found this a very interesting and demanding
session and we are grateful to you for the time you
have taken. We hope you will enjoy your
appearances before the Committee again, as it was
quite obvious that we have a long way to go!
Ruth Kelly: Thank you, I look forward to it.
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1. Introduction

1.01 GreenSpeed is a campaign based on the belief that lower national road speed limits are the only way
to achieve an integrated and sustainable transport system. The transport system cannot operate eYciently
if there are systemic problems which are regularly addressed in a piecemeal fashion. The reason why
transport policy has been shown to be ineVective is that measures are introduced which, failing to recognise
the complex relationships within the system, cause conflicts and confusion. Packages of proposals can and
will be self-defeating unless they are internally coherent and mutually reinforcing, but also consistent with
the transport and environmental systems taken as a whole.

1.02 It is well established that the impacts of a transport system are a function of volume, mix and speed.
In seeking to aVect these impacts, Government needs to decide which of these factors to address. Attempts
have been made to aVect the “mix” by reducing the permitted emissions from cars, by promoting biofuels
and by subsidising public transport. Road pricing is an attempt to change the volume of traYc on particular
roads and at diVerent times. None of these measures trigger the virtuous circle which is absolutely necessary
if the essential changes to transport system are to be achieved, maintained and progressively improved. In
fact it has already emerged that biofuels for transport could cause severe environmental problems, as
admitted by the DfT, “We recognise that biofuels are not a cheap way of saving carbon nor are they the
most cost-eVective use of biomass. The feasibility study which we produced in 2005 and the various
Regulatory Impact Assessments that we have carried out on the RTFO, show that the RTFO’s cost
outweigh its carbon-saving benefit.”(Letter 17 May 2007 to GreenSpeed). The reduction in emissions
depend significantly more on the driver and road conditions than on the car, and Imperial College in
research carried out for the Energy Saving Trust indicates how road pricing could increase GHG emissions.
Driver behaviour is ignored in the innovations systems study looking for a technological fix to the carbon
problem.

1.03 In fact any attempts to change transport impacts by regulating “mix” and “volume” will continue
to be an exercise in futility, unless measures are taken to address “speed”. Fortunately, if speed is taken as
the target for regulation then there will be beneficial impacts for both volume and mix. In a systems approach
to decision making it is not a package of incoherent but politically acceptable measures which is required,
but possibly just one measure intended to trigger the virtuous circle to include and lock-in further beneficial
changes, and in the short timescale available.

1.04 The GreenSpeed (55mph/20mph) virtuous circle can be triggered at virtually no public cost and will
immediately result in very significant reductions in all emissions, and in fossil fuel consumption and
dependency. All other modes of transport will benefit as buses and trains are relatively faster and walking
and cycling are safer and more attractive. TraYc noise, wear and tear on cars, tyres, roads and drivers is
reduced. The number and severity of accidents and consequent trauma are reduced, as are the costs to the
NHS. The modal shift will be followed by a power shift to cars eYcient at these lower speeds, and this slow
speed technology will be transferable across the globe. Without these essential benefits it is not surprising
that 1.8 million could reasonably object to the prospect of road pricing. With these benefits any objections
to lower speed limits could be easily rebutted.

1.05 This argument was put by the VIBAT researchers, Hickman and Bannister, to and accepted by, the
Environment Audit Committee in 2005–06. The point about the VIBAT study carried out by back-casting
from a low carbon future, was that lower speeds (50 mph) were not seen as desirable, but an essential or
inevitable element of a sustainable transport system. This reinforces the GreenSpeed view that without lower
road speeds other measures, particularly road pricing, will prove to be futile. The VIBAT message is that
slower and shorter must take over from further and faster and the sooner the better.

1.06 The DfT has resisted suggestions that, when a national scheme of road pricing is proposed, a
Strategic Environmental Assessment will be required to comply with the EU Directive. Even if this is the
case in law, and the DfT resist this means of evaluating the eVectiveness and impacts of such a policy, there
will be a need for SEA at the local level. This will enable the relative merits of alternative means of demand
management to be systematically assessed.

1.07 Given the obvious good sense in reducing the national speed limits, the lack of interest being shown
in this idea has the appearance of a “conspiracy of silence”, or the proponents are drowned out in the noise
created by the road pricing debate. This is a very unsatisfactory state of aVairs where the benefits of lower
speeds are submerged by arguments about fairness, surveillance, IT capacity and failures, delays, increases
in GHGs, compatibility etc associated with road pricing. The Transport Committee is asked to support the
EAC in respect of lower speeds and should be recommending the DfT to carry out all necessary research into
lower speeds as part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment which will show what methods of demand
management are most likely to create an integrated and sustainable transport system.
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1.08 Issued on the same day as the Draft Bill is the DfT paper on technological innovation based on
research published in March. The research explains that the obstacles to progress in low carbon technology
include a lack of consistent Government policy to justify the very considerable investment implied by the
“innovation system”. In fact the paper also explains that some new technologies are not much more carbon
eYcient than existing cars driven on the “combined cycle” (which would be the normal conditions on the
roads were lower speed limits introduced). Consumer resistance has also been based on wanting
“performance” in preference to low emissions. The study and the DfT fail to draw the obvious conclusion
that “performance” should be made consistent with low environmental impact.

2. The Draft Bill

2.01 The scrutiny of the Bill must start by identifying the objectives of the proposed legislation before
making assessments of whether these will be achieved or whether there are better alternatives. The S of S
identified “fairness, privacy and cost” as the problems with road pricing. There are no suggestions as to how
any of these substantial objections can be addressed in local schemes. In fact the obligation which seems
to being placed on local authorities to include road pricing in their local transport packages, with specific
disclaimers about the inevitability of a national scheme, suggests that the DfT have failed to understand that
local areas have only parts of the national transport multi-modal network under their control and that it is
the national transport system and national road pricing which would be necessary to eVect systemic change.

2.02 The Government objectives appear to be to give local government the job of tackling congestion/
impact on lengthening and reliability of journey times, improving social inclusion/improving public
transport, reducing impact on the environment/including air quality and climate change, the latter being a
surprise given the reluctance of both the Transport Secretary and Minister to link environmental impacts
with congestion charging. (and the research which indicates that any benefits from reduced congestion could
be outweighed by displacement of traYc and larger vehicles carrying out faster and longer journeys).

Congestion

2.03 This appears to be the main reason for the legislation. Although local authorities are not required
by the Bill to include road pricing in their packages of measures the S of S has subsequently said that the
“Demonstrations” being commissioned are to enable them to do so. The obligatory nature of road pricing
in TIFs should be clarified by the S of S.

2.04 It has been well established in theory and practice that lower speeds reduce congestion on the
motorway network where the permitted speed is progressively lowered as the weight of traYc increases.
Exactly the same relationship of speed to road capacity would apply in urban areas where a universal 20mph
speed limit would increase both road and junction capacity. If it is right that lower speeds are a necessary
part of an integrated and sustainable transport system, then there is no need for a road pricing system until
speed reduction has been tried and there are found to be residual problems.

Air quality and Climate change

2.05 The S of S is claiming that road pricing has the potential for significant reduction in GHGs. Given
that the Imperial College research shows the opposite is likely, this needs further explanation. In fact, as
Putting the Brake on Climate Change (IPPR2005) demonstrates, to reduce GHGs a pricing scheme will not
be revenue neutral, but prices must be suYcient to actually reduce rather than displace car traYc. The S of
S has made no statement about reducing car ownership, or use which does not cause congestion.

2.06 Slower speeds would reduce GHGs both from the reduced congestion and avoiding the excessive
emissions caused at speeds over 55mph. The greater eYciency of the urban road network would also reduce
GHGs and improve air quality.

Fairness

2.07 Road pricing would cause the owners of smaller and more eYcient cars to suVer the triple whammy
of having a capital asset depreciating at home without oVsetting the costs through the lower variable costs
associated with its use, having to pay again for the use of relatively expensive public transport which is
probably less convenient and reliable than the car. These “losers” in the road pricing scheme will then see
the “winners” making greater and more eYcient personal use of larger vehicles creating more GHGs.

2.08 In stark contrast, lower speeds would be entirely equitable as a method of demand management. It
is possible that those owning cars with the greatest potential for high speeds might feel harmed more than
those with cars with less power and “performance”, but the eVect would be that every vehicle, and the road
system as whole, would operate with greater eYciency. It would always be an option for owners of large
vehicles to trade “down” to smaller and more eYcient vehicles (a power-shift which will be necessary to meet
and maintain GHG targets).
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Social Inclusion

2.09 The Bill will do nothing for road safety unless local authorities adopt lower speeds as key elements
of their packages in which case road pricing may not be required. The usual victims of road traYc accidents
are pedestrians and cyclists and road pricing will do nothing to reduce the severity or frequency of accidents.

2.10 Public transport could benefit from a reduction of car traYc, but at current projections this will grow
to exceed existing levels. There is a limit to how bus lanes can be carved out of existing road space and most
of the easy-wins have already been implemented. It is unclear how many car users would change to public
transport rather than use their car to travel at diVerent and unsocial or inconvenient times, or greater
distances for a greater length of time, or on less suitable roads. At reduced car speeds the comparative
advantage would shift to coaches on trunk routes (and to trains) so traYc and congestion aVecting the
eYciency and reliability of public transport should be reduced. With more “bums on seats” the user rather
than the public will largely be paying for public transport.

2.11 None of the proposed changes to the management of buses post-deregulation will have anything like
the benefits of lower car speeds on both reliability and passenger numbers.

Costs

2.12 The consultation on the Bill refers to mind boggling costs, grants and subsidies. The Shadow
Secretary is working to an estimate of £60 billion for a national road pricing scheme and even Eddington
only placed the possible revenue at £28 billion. The DfT is also attached to the idea that enforcing a 60mph
speed limit would cost the economy £22.4 billion by 2020, but without taking into account any benefit for
the reduction in congestion (possibly that much every year) or carbon, or any possible modal shift or power-
shift. Benefits to the NHS are factored in but not the benefit (otherwise known as the saving of life and limb)
of reduced speed diVerentials, which are a significant source of highway danger. Statistics are available from
the DfT to demonstrate the costs to the economy of slower speeds, but the truth is Lost In Excel Spreadsheets
(LIES). Due to errors and omissions in these estimates the DfT has no substantial or robust basis for
preferring road pricing on cost or economic grounds.

2.13 When the previous S of S was asked by the Chair of the Transport Select Committee in the
examination of road pricing about the Government’s record in respect of large IT systems, the question did
not even require a response. In fact 30 million vehicles on the whole road system 24/7 would place all
previously tried and failed systems in the shade even before the speed, size and occupancy of the vehicle are
taken into account. While this could be an argument for smaller local systems, the costs are likely to be
proportionately higher and it is often in the scaling-up of systems where faults and crashes occur. Lowering
the speed limits would require some hardware in the form of new signage to inform drivers where national
limits do not apply (there will be exceptions for rural single carriageway roads) and for a time it may be
sensible to use the existing hazard warning lights on motorways to signal the 55 mph limit (catastrophic
climate change ahead). The police are already engaged in speed enforcement and costs should not increase,
although, given the underlying cause of the lower limits, penalties might have to. In fact the power-shift
triggered by a reduction in the higher limit (and the psychological shift associated with lower speeds) would
reduce infringements of the lower limit in urban areas and possibly the need for physical calming measures
which causes stop/start driving.

Privacy

2.14 It remains entirely unclear what local authorities are expected to do to overcome the fears that a
road pricing scheme would invade privacy by revealing the time and place of vehicle and driver. Speed limits
would be enforced by cameras but only those infringing the limits would have information about their
whereabouts recorded and revealed.

3. Summary

3.01 An analysis of how the Bill might achieve its objectives shows that in every case there are significant
cost implications, technological unknowns and problems of fairness and delivery times. There is nothing in
the proposed legislation which suggests that these issues will be resolved.

3.02 Many of the problems with DfT policy are reflected in the draft Bill. The passing of the buck on road
pricing is just one example which also show that lack of understanding of the transport system as a national
system which will defeat attempts to deal with artificial geographic sub-divisions or separate travel modes.
The primary problem with the national transport system is the cost, comfort, safety, convenience and speed
advantages enjoyed by car owners. It would be wrong for these to be regulated by Government except where
there are costs imposed on the public good. To make the transport system work eYciently, cleanly and safely
it should only be necessary for the car owner to give up excessive speed (as measured by impacts on the
system as a whole and the environment). This cannot be an issue for individual local authorities as drivers
would become even more confused and there would be minimal modal shift or power shift and traYc and
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congestion could simply be displaced. The Government has had the need for lower speed limits explained
through reports and select committees and this Bill is just one more distraction from the fundamental need
for regime change.

3.03 In fact the DfT can save face by deciding that the policy framework required to achieve all those
objectives to which reference can be found in the Bill/Consultation should be the subject of a Strategic
Environmental Assessment. Only by following the guidelines in the SEA Directive would it be possible for
the “full and frank debate” promised by the S of S be properly informed and free of prejudice. Government
could rely on the results of and SEA rather than, or as well as, the current Consultation to explain any policy
initiatives to which there might be pockets of objection. However, as it stands the Bill appears to represent
political expediency rather than principle, and does not have a suYcient evidence base on which to make
further legislation to be implemented by an already confused and demoralised local government.

3.04 The Transport Select Committee is the best opportunity to break the ‘conspiracy of silence’ on the
possibility of regime change to national speed limits. There should be no more legislation or policy initiatives
from the DfT until a properly scoped SEA has been carried out into the alternative means of tackling
congestion, reducing carbon, improving integration, accessibility and social inclusion and sustainability.

May 2007

Memorandum from the Association of British Drivers (ABD) (DLTB 02)

Congestion

(1) Congestion is largely the result of an increasing population and economic growth. The fact that there
has been very little road building over the past 10 years, yet congestion has increased, nails the lie that
building roads increases congestion. Only 8% (150 miles) has been added to the motorway network in the
past 10 years, yet traYc has increased by 31%. A great deal of congestion has been caused deliberately,
particularly in urban areas, using measures, which includes those that reduce road capacity, such as bus
lanes, closed roads, narrowed roads, lowered speed limits, speed humps, “gating” at traYc lights etc. There
is worse to come following the guise of the DfT publication “Urban Safety Management Guidelines: Road
Safety Strategies for Urban Communities,” which pushes local councils to adopt policies designed to
lengthen journey times, to cultivate the local media and convince politicians. Measures include “lengthening
journey times on local distributor and residential access roads by reducing traYc speeds, mainly via traYc
calming.” “Giving less time at traYc signals to traYc at local distributor and residential access roads.”
“Taking space for car traYc by installing central refuges and hatching, bus and cycle lanes.” “Complete road
closures are also encouraged where possible.”

Draft Local Transport Bill

(2) There are numerous clauses varying the existing road user charging legislation. The main change is
that there is to be less democratic control over charging. The Minister is giving up the power to require that
there is public consultation, and charging authorities will no longer need approval of the Minister before
introducing a charging scheme. The bill seems to makes it even easier for local authorities to implement anti-
car measures. There is no requirement for a referendum on road pricing/congestion charging. People must
be given the chance to vote on congestion charging/road pricing. The main thrust seems to be to try and
force people to use the bus regardless of whether or not it is appropriate or practical. Bus lanes will be used
to halve the capacity of dual carriageways potentially doubling congestion without any hope of
compensating with suYciently increased bus usage. This could be termed “Busgestion.”

Climate Change

(3) The Government is focused on reducing the UK’s miniscule 2% contribution to global man-made
CO2 emissions, including those from transport, in the apparent belief that this will allow them to control
the weather/climate, whilst also providing the convenient excuse for raising yet more stealth taxes.
Meanwhile, even if the UK’s emissions were reduced to zero, Chinese CO2 emissions would replace them in
just 700 days.

(4) The claimed “consensus” on the cause of climate change is based on cherry picked science and flawed
computer models from the highly politicised UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, whose
“summary for policy makes” represents the opinions of a handful of lead authors. The ABD endorses
suggestions from the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic AVairs for a complete overhaul of the
structure and workings of the IPCC.
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Air Quality

(5) There is no benefit to air quality from replacing clean Euro III or Euro IV cars with dirty diesel buses,
which are responsible for the bulk of Nitrous Oxide emissions and particulates. Ozone and Particulates are
not emitted in any significant quantity from petrol-engined cars. Ozone levels are frequently higher in rural
than urban areas, due to naturally occurring volatile organic compounds.

(6) Diesel engines, particularly the larger ones in buses and trains, are responsible for significant
emissions of particulate matter. Private car emissions are being cleaned up rapidly by new European
standards, whereas buses and trains are lagging far behind.

(7) Buses are indeed a major environmental concern, emitting the two most carcinogenic chemicals
known to science when the engine is under load, ie pulling away from high street bus stops. These are 3-
nitrobenzanthrone (NBA) and 1,8-dinitropyrene (DNP), only 0.0000003 grams of these pollutants caused
6 and 5 million mutations respectively in standard AMES tests of carcinogenicity.

(8) According to recent research by Calor, standing in the car-free centre of Oxford for 24 hours is
equivalent to smoking 61.4 Rothmans “Light” cigarettes in terms of inhalation of Nitrous Oxides. Oxford
was the worst of 30 sites tested.

(9) Many sources of particulates in outdoor air are not even from the UK; a lot of trans-boundary
pollution is brought over from southern Europe on warm southerly winds, and this is often responsible for
high pollution levels on hot days when air quality targets are not met.

What are the solutions to congestion?

(10) Even supporters of road pricing/congestion charging (most of whom are either anti-car or stand to
make millions or billions out of supplying and supporting the infrastructure) agree that it does not represent
a “magic bullet” against congestion. Indeed, there is unlikely to be a single solution.

(11) As mentioned previously, the Government intentionally makes congestion worse, and then tells us
we have to have a road-pricing scheme “to solve the problem”.

(12) The ABD has many proposals for constructive ways of reducing congestion, including:

Completing the motorway and bypass network that was planned 40 years ago.

Stopping the practice of building inadequate roads such as the A14, and the A42 between Tamworth and
Nottingham, both of which should clearly have been built as three lane motorways in the first place.

Improving existing roads, for example by completing the flyovers and underpasses for which space was
left when roads were constructed.

Removing all bus lanes on dual carriageways.

Forcing councils to reopen side roads that have been closed oV at one end, or have had access restricted
in some other way.

Providing more parking spaces rather than legislating for less.

A return to the policy of separating pedestrians/cyclists from heavy traYc where possible by construction
of proper facilities for both groups, rather than using vulnerable road users as cannon fodder to justify the
obstruction of motorised traYc.

Free parking at all park and ride schemes for bus users.

Free parking at all rail and tube stations for train users, and a big reduction in restrictions on parking in
side streets nearby.

Better marketing of bus and train services. The train advertising hoardings on the M1 approaching
London are a good example of this.

Better facilities for carriage of bicycles on public transport—it couldn’t be much worse.

Secure well-lit parking for bicycles at all railway stations. People are not going to cycle to stations if their
bike keeps getting stolen.
Incentives to encourage bicycle hire companies to operate at railway stations.

Co-ordination of development to ensure that people can live close to their place of work and have proper
transport links instead of the piecemeal approach that takes the road network for granted.

Incentives to encourage or oblige companies to adopt home working practices. Technology now means
that many oYce staV simply do not need to commute into a city centre every day. If all such staV worked
from home just one day per week, their commuting needs would be reduced by 20%.

Incentives for moving closer to places of work. For example, reduction of stamp duty on houses for
employment relocation purposes. This could relate to the distance moved, for example someone moving
60% nearer to their place of work would get a 60% reduction on stamp duty.

Large scale studies into people’s transport needs and habits, done with the intention of facilitating
people’s lives rather than justifying anti-car anti-transport policies.
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Summary

(13) There is no escape from the fact that there must be substantial road building in the future in order
to bring the UK’s road network up to EU standards. Drivers currently pay around £46 billion in motoring
taxes alone, with just £7 billion spent on roads. Road pricing/congestion charging will not raise substantial
amounts of new money for public transport (as demonstrated in London), due to the high cost of setting
up, running and enforcing congestion charging schemes. Deliberate congestion causing measures must be
reversed. No congestion charge or road pricing scheme should be allowed to bypass democracy—a
referendum is essential. The Bus isn’t the answer to congestion, particularly in the case of vehicles used for
business, which often involves long journeys. It has often been pointed out that removing just 5% of cars
from the road would require a 50% increase in train/public capacity. Furthermore, I don’t know anyone
who thinks that a net daily population gain of 500 people, excluding birth rate, is helping to solve congestion.
The UK needs a properly integrated “transport toolbox,” where travellers are allowed to make the modal
choice that best suits their needs, rather than being dictated to by a chauVer driven bureaucrat.

June 2007

Memorandum from Dr Roger Sexton, Nottingham Trent University (DLTB 03)

1. Bill Persists with the Folly of Bus Deregulation

The most fundamental problem with British public transport is bus deregulation. My reasons for saying
that are set out in my memorandum to the Committee regarding bus services dated 24th April 2006. In my
concluding section (15) I said:

De-Regulation—A Broken Machine Which Must Be Scrapped

“For 20 years Britain has persisted with a legal regime governing buses which has not been copied
by any other developed nation.

The whole concept of deregulation of buses was and is fundamentally flawed. The experience of
our European neighbours shows that good public transport exists where that transport is under
control of the (relevant) regional government(s).

In 1997 the newly elected Labour Government inherited a machine—bus deregulation—which
was already hopelessly broken down. Instead of consigning the machine to the scrapheap it has
(for nine years) tinkered with that machine in a despairing attempt to get it to work.

If we want good bus services used by the community as a whole (not just the over-sixties) that
machine must be scrapped and replaced by franchising.”

The Local Transport Bill is yet another tinkering with the broken machine of deregulation. It should
therefore be rejected or withdrawn, and replaced by a much more radical piece of legislation.

2. Regional PTAs for the Whole Country

The current Bill does envisage the possibility of PTAs outside Metropolitan areas, but this proposal does
not go nearly far enough.

As I have indicated in previous memoranda to the committee, I would create a system of regional PTAs
covering the whole of Britain. Each PTA would control all public transport within its area, ie buses, trams,
trains and ferries. All public transport (except Inter-City) would be franchised by the PTAs. There would
be a single integrated ticket system within each PTA area.
(In order to ensure that bus services operate eYciently, the PTA must also have control of the highways
within its area.)
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3. Would Re-regulation be Confiscation?

This issue was raised in the Committee’s 2006 report on Bus Services, but the Committee clearly
overlooked paragraph 12 of my 2006 memorandum. I therefore make no apology for repeating it here.

Would Re-Regulation be Confiscation?

“At this point I must take oV my transport enthusiast’s anorak and put on my academic lawyer’s
mortarboard. There is an argument against re-regulation which runs as follows:

The ABC bus company runs most of the buses in Blogtown. Franchising of bus services is
introduced to Blogtown. The DEF bus company wins the franchise, and ABC is put out of
business. The owners of ABC scream ‘This is deprivation of our possessions contrary to the First
Protocol to the European Convention on Human Rights.’

This argument clearly needs to be seriously considered. ABC’s assets (possessions) will be of
three kinds.

A Its vehicles;

B Its real estate—ie its depot and (possibly) a bus station;

C Goodwill (ie customer loyalty).

The loss of the business in Blogtown does not deprive ABC of either its vehicles (which it can sell
or use in a town where it does win a franchise) or of its real estate. (The land can be sold or leased—
DEF might be very keen to take a lease for the length of its franchise!)

So the only asset “confiscated” is the “goodwill” (customer loyalty). Twenty years experience with
on-the-road competition has shown that customer loyalty to an existing established bus operator
is very weak. People (especially pensioners who are not going to worry about the fare) get on the
first bus which comes along.

Pay Very Moderate Compensation for Loss of Goodwill

I would therefore pay limited compensation to any operator in the situation of ABC. This
conclusion does not in the slightest deter me from advocating re-regulation.”

4. Quality Partnerships Stipulating Fares and Frequencies

Apart from the problem of what remedy a local authority has if the bus operator fails to deliver the
promised frequencies, there are two fundamental objections to such partnerships.

Firstly, passengers still do not get the benefits of integrated ticketing extending to all operators.

Secondly, the quality operator is still open to competition from operators who concentrate their eVorts
on weekday daytimes, and ignore evenings and Sundays.

5. The Need to Control the Number of Buses on Environmental Grounds

The environmental arguments for re-regulation are (in substance) set out in paragraphs 91–99 of the
recent House of Commons’ Environmental Audit Committee report on Reducing Carbon Emissions from
Transport. In its 2006 report on Buses, the Commons Transport Committee largely ignored these
arguments.

In 2006, Manchester suVered an environmental disaster caused by too many buses. Observations I have
made on recent visits to Birmingham suggest that that city is close to a similar disaster. Only re-regulation
can avert such disasters.

6. The Need to Speed up Bus Services to Make Them Attractive

I gather there are proposals to place duties on local authorities to ensure that buses run punctually. This
proposal is no doubt aimed at local authorities who refuse to introduce measures such as bus lanes. But it
overlooks two central facts.

Firstly, the local authority has no control over bus timetables. Currently a lot of schedules are
unrealistically fast. Eg, here in Nottingham Trent Barton allows just three minutes for the journey of about
a mile-and-a-half from the “Nurseryman” along Derby Road to the Queen’s Medical Centre. Even if traYc
is flowing freely, and the bus does not have to stop for passengers, three minutes is impossible.

Secondly, the biggest cause of delays to buses is not traYc congestion but the time it takes to load the bus
and for drivers to issue tickets. At busy stops in the centre of Nottingham (particularly those on Friar Lane)
and at the Queen’s Medical Centre it often takes three minutes or more for a single-decker to load up.
Moreover one bus still loading passengers often delays other buses which are ready to depart.



3721511003 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:17:33 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 111

The solution to this problem of loading times is to make all ticketing oV-bus, as has been done in Central
London and in many continental cities. This not only speeds loading but also makes the driver’s job a lot
easier. However, 100% oV-bus ticketing is impossible under the deregulated legal regime. It works in London
and abroad because the franchising body stipulates the fares and ticketing and makes all the sale
arrangements.

7. Congestion Charging Acceptable in London and Scandinavia

Congestion charging is acceptable in Central London because the Mayoralty has complete control of the
buses and Underground.
Congestion charging is acceptable in major Norwegian cities only because:

(a) there is excellent public transport controlled by regional public transport authorities; AND

(b) the money raised is hypothecated to transport projects.

During much of 2006 Stockholm had a congestion charge which reduced traYc more than expected. One
factor contributing to this success was that the regional Lanstrafik organized additional bus services, 180
new “bendibuses” linking Stockholm with the surrounding towns. The new centre-right Swedish
government is now willing to support a congestion charge, but with the revenue hypothecated to transport
projects (in particular a new motorway avoiding the city centre).

8. What is Needed to Make Congestion Charging Work in Provincial Cities

Congestion charging will only be acceptable to the British electorate if it is accompanied by massive
improvements in public transport (and a strict control on fares). In particular, if Xcity introduces a
congestion charge, their must be massive improvements in the public transport between Xcity and its
surrounding towns and villages.

With the possible exception of Glasgow, the rail networks around British provincial cities are inadequate
and congested. Birmingham (in particular) in this respect has a very similar problem to Stockholm.
Birmingham New Street and Stockholm Central are two stations running at their absolute capacity. When
the congestion charge was introduced in Stockholm, the only possible way of improving public transport
to surrounding towns was by better bus services. Hence the 180 buses referred to above.

In at least the short term Xcity will have to (like Stockholm) use buses to improve its public transport
links with the surrounding towns. For these buses to be attractive, they must be at reasonable fares, and
with season tickets which are inter-available between all bus operators in the area. In particular, these season
tickets must be valid on Xcity’s own urban buses. Such an arrangement, which is standard in a German
Verkehrsverbund or Swedish Lanstrafik, is impossible in deregulated Britain, (except, of course, London).

9. The Particular Problem of Evening Bus Services to Surrounding Towns and Villages

One by-product of British bus deregulation is that evening and Sunday bus services are generally either
poor or non-existent. Even in towns as big as Lincoln or Northampton the buses almost completely
disappear after about 18 30.

Even where there is an evening bus service, it is often provided (probably publicly subsidized) by an
operator diVerent from that which provides the daytime service commercially. That in turn usually means
that returns and seasons issued by the daytime operator are not valid in the evening.

The evening problem is particularly acute when considering bus services linking a major city with its
surrounding towns and villages. Here in Nottingham, the direct service to Mansfield (Nottinghamshire’s
second largest town) drops in the evening to just hourly. The evening services to Stapleford and Eastwood
are only every half hour, even though these two routes never leave a built-up area.

But at least there are evening services to Mansfield, Stapleford and Eastwood. The last bus from
Nottingham to Melton Mowbray is at 18 40, while the last bus to Jacksdale (a large ex-mining village) is at
17 40.

10. The Relevance of Evening Bus Services to Congestion Charging

I can hear people objecting that the quality of evening bus services is irrelevant if the congestion charge
finishes at 18 00. But this overlooks three large groups of people.

Firstly there are people who regularly work evening shifts. They will be saying, “I have to drive into Xcity
at one-thirty because by the time I finish work at ten-thirty or even later, there is no bus to get me home.”

Secondly there are people in regular nine until five oYce jobs, who occasionally have to “work late” to
meet some deadline or because “the meeting/case/surgery overran”. These people will say, “I have to drive
into Xcity in the morning because I am never sure when I shall be able to leave work. If it happens to be
much after six o’clock, there is no bus, and a taxi costs a small fortune.”
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Thirdly there are people (usually of the younger generation) who always work ‘normal oYce hours’ but
frequently like to stay behind “in town” to socialise, go to theatre, visit a friend in hospital etc. “I have to
drive into Xcity in the mornings because if I didn’t, I would have no social life.”

11. An Enormous Amount of Public Money Being Poured into Buses

As I travel around the country I see evidence of enormous sums of money being poured into the bus
industry by local authorities. This money takes three forms.

(a) Publicity such as the timetable books Derbyshire produce, the free maps Nottinghamshire send to
me from time-to-time, and the excellent leaflets produced by most of the existing PTEs.

(b) Infrastructure such as bus shelters, bus stations and real time displays. The bus stations at Leeds
and Wakefield deserve a special mention, as they are of similar quality to the superb Nils Ericsson
Bus Terminal in Gothenburg.

(c) Free travel re-imbursements. The free bus travel for pensioners has in England (as it did in Scotland
and Wales) produced an upsurge in bus usage, especially on inter-urban routes. As a matter of pure
legal theory, free travel for pensioners is meant to be a subsidy for pensioners, not bus operators.
The practical reality is now very clearly otherwise. Throughout most of Britain, enormous sums
of taxpayers’ money are now being paid to bus operators who (unlike their continental or London
counterparts) can decide when they are going to run their buses and the fares that that they are
going to charge.

12. Bus Operators Must be Democratically Accountable—As They Are in London

There are two huge anomalies in the present state of the British Bus Industry.

Firstly, the British Bus Industry (outside London) is unique in Europe in that it can decide when and
where and at what price it is going to run its buses.

Secondly, Londoners enjoy the enormous benefits of a regulated franchised system, benefits denied to the
rest of the country.

The Road TraYc Bill does very little to eliminate either of these anomalies. It should be rejected by
Parliament. It should be replaced by legislation providing for the creation of regional PTAs franchising all
public transport except Inter-City Services.

4 June 2007

Memorandum from the Ten Percent Club (DLTB 04)

The Ten percent club membership currently consists of:

Peter Stonham, Editorial Director of Transit and Local Transport Today. (Chair)

Dave Alexander, Operations Director, Blazefield Holdings

Dr Matthew Bradley, Group Marketing Manager, Go Ahead Group

James Freeman, Managing Director, Stagecoach East

Roger French, Managing Director, Brighton and Hove Bus and Coach Company Ltd.

Martin Harris, Commercial Director, Go North East

Melvyn Hopwood, trentbarton

Julian Peddle, Managing Director, Centrebus

Karen StaVord Smith, Marketing Manager, CardiV Bus

Ray Stenning, Managing Director, Best Impressions

Nicola Tidy, Marketing and Communications Director, Nottingham City Transport Ltd

Andrew Varley, Information and Marketing Group Manager, Passenger Transport Unit, Lancashire
County Council

This response has been drafted by Peter Wiltshire, the Club Secretary, 50 Church Street, Great
Missenden, Buckinghamshire, HP16 0AZ, tel 01494 866557, email p.wiltshire10wbtinternet.com

Whilst the Ten Percent Club membership feels that the Club’s activities lie outside the strategic
management topics that are being addressed in the Bill itself, and that other organisations should be dealing
with those matters, Club members would like to point out a factual error and an omission in the June 2006
Guidance upon Quality Partnership Schemes in England that will presumably will need to be amended if
and when the Bill is enacted. Members would like the following points to be passed on to those who will be
responsible for re-issuing the Guidance notes.
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Point 1 Concerning Clause 22 and the status of the Guidance upon Quality Bus Partnerships and Contracts and
errors therein

The error concerns the sloppy use of certain terms in Standards of Service contained in Annex 2 of the
Guidance in that there is a sub heading entitled “Marketing & Information”. In the context of the Annex
to the Guidance, the word “marketing” does not make sense but the word “advertising”, or possibly “direct
marketing”, might. The drafters of this document seem to lack some basic knowledge of the subject matter.

“Marketing” is defined by Kotler and Keller in their internationally renowned textbook Marketing
Management, now in its 12th edition, as:

The art and science of choosing target markets and getting, keeping, and growing customers
through creating, delivering, and communicating superior customer value.

Club members believe that the mis-use of the term “marketing”, as has been the case in the Guidance, is
symptomatic of the astoundingly mistaken belief that still seems to pervade the industry (private and public
sectors) that it is possible to “sell” poor quality products by simply improving factual communications and
exaggerating benefits through advertising. This primitive understanding of the subject was superseded in the
1920s and the marketing departments of most modern commercial undertakings are now considered
essential and often leading components of management structures. Marketing personnel are now intimately
involved with market research, product development, advertising and customer relations and the activity of
marketing cannot therefore be considered a stand-alone exercise that might be an optional extra.

The processes of advertising, however, can be omitted, or at least some types of advertising can.

It is surely unacceptable that such a glaring error in terminology should be found in government guidance,
especially when it supports such a damaging ignorance.

Should the drafters of the amendments require further confirmation on this point, they will obtain
guidance themselves from:
The Chartered Institute of Marketing
The Marketing Society
The Institute of Practitioners in Advertising
The Market Research Society
The World Advertising Research Centre
Any university professor in marketing or management
Any management college
Wikipedia

Point 2 Concerning Clause 22 and the status of Guidance upon Quality Bus Partnerships and Contracts and
omissions therein

Within Annex 2 Checklist 2.2 contains potential “Standard of Service” obligations which may be included
in a QPS. Club members notice that there is a requirement to monitor customer satisfaction but there is no
mention of a requirement to measure non-user perceptions of the bus service. Since this is a basic
requirement of any undertaking that wishes to increase its market, it is an essential feature and should be
included.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Mid Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce and Industry (DLTB 06)

Background

The draft Transport Bill is welcome on the basis of better late than never and is acknowledgement of
government action being needed to bring about changes at local level. Various previous government plans
relating to integrated transport have provided nothing tangible for the ordinary public. The situation is
epitomised by the need for publication of the earlier paper with its title Putting Passengers First.

It is an unfortunate fact, that whilst climate change, congestion and the associated requirement to reduce
car usage, have moved up the agenda, there has not been equivalent interest in the provision of public
transport so vital for assisting in bringing about the necessary behaviour change. This relates in particular
to buses rather than trains. Usage of trains has risen by nearly 50% since privatisation, in spite of diYculties
of overcrowding and increased cost of fares. The situation regarding buses is quite diVerent, with passenger
number steadily falling each year (outside London) until last year. There are now only four major bus
companies operating on a national basis, whereas there are over 20 rail franchisees. Smaller companies
operate on a very local and almost niche basis, usually with older buses and smaller ones which do not
provide access for wheelchair users and child buggies.
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Over the years, government has been slow to recognise how much further people have to travel for a job
(no longer a mill at the bottom of the street), and in many cases, the template of existing bus networks on
travel to work patterns does not provide a viable and reliable alternative to a car, in terms of time of travel
with one or more changes on route, bearing in mind the need to arrive at work on time and fit in with diVerent
shift patterns. The number of people who run a car out of necessity for the purpose of getting to and from
work runs into the millions and they are quite distinct from those who run company cars or can aVord status
symbols. It has reached the stage when the single bus fare to travel about 1.5 miles from a suburb to the
town centre alone, has reached one third of a taxi fare. As longer commuting distances are invariably
involved—from housing estates, nothing to do with leafy suburbs and especially using the train, costs are
such that a car is a viable proposition and even more so, when two people are carried.

Sub regional Local Transport Plans (LTP) include a number of elements of an aspirational nature, in the
sense that there Is no indication of funding and/or control to enable them to move from the “vision” stage
to implementation. This includes reference to the role of public transport, buses in particular, over which
local authorities, for all practical purposes, have no control. When MYCCI has queried the LTPs, local
authorities have acknowledged that some of the content is aspirational and said that it had to be included
on the “guidance” of the Department for Transport, in order for the LTP to be accepted. Current transport
funding to local authorities via the Local Transport Plan is minimal ranging for metropolitan authorities
from around just £2–£6 million, and shared out in practice, on a more or less population basis, which has
to cover everything, (including all the aspirations referred to above), except actual road maintenance. This
does provide scope bringing about behaviour change.

There is now of course, the Transport Innovation Fund and the Department for Transport has made it
quite clear that if an authority want any more money, they will have to commit to the introduction of some
form of road pricing. The Government is desperate for some local schemes ahead of a national scheme, the
earliest date for which is now forecast as 2015. Notwithstanding the present draft Local Transport Bill, local
authorities have had the power to introduce local schemes of road pricing since the coming into force of the
Local Government Act 2000. With the odd exception, this power has so far not been acted upon. There has
not been the political will, bearing in mind the implications of a single authority taking unilateral action in
the absence of any similar action by surrounding authorities. But also, there has been the common sense
view of the diYculty of taking action to reduce car usage in an environment where they have no real power
to ensure increased availability of public transport.

The reason for the above “Background”, is that MYCCI has doubts about the eVectiveness of Quality
Contracts and Partnerships to achieve a change of any significance. MYCCI will be replying in detail to the
questions asked about these in the consultation paper issued by the Department for Transport.

The Bill appears to hope that the London “eVect” can be applied in other parts of the country, but the
conditions are not the same. In particular, London Transport was never fully de-regulated and there is also,
the congestion charging regime in London, which has been unique. In the rest of the country, PTAs and
TraYc Commissioners have no control over what timetable is run or what fares are charged.

Only four or five operators of buses dominate the rest of the country, significantly less than the number
of rail franchises. Purely commercial considerations have dictated the activities of operators, relating to
choice of routes to be served and frequency of service; key elements aVecting the provision of a viable and
practical alternative to private car use. So far, routes served and frequency of service have been entirely at
the discretion of bus companies and can be varied in a quite arbitrary manner, as they operate as commercial
businesses and not as quasi social enterprises for the public good.

Voluntary Partnership Arrangements (VPA)

The existing ones have had a limited impact, bearing in mind their mutual nature, ie dependent on the co-
operation of the bus operator. The proposal is for strengthened agreements, but they still remain voluntary,
which is very relevant in the context of the commercial considerations relating to minimum frequencies,
timings and maximum fares. One important item not mentioned, is that of serving additional routes not
currently covered. A request for even just a route diversion, say to take in a new park, is met with the
response from a bus operator that it will need to be underwritten by someone else and not at the risk of the
bus operator.

There has to be a good reason for a bus operator to change arrangements, which it has seen fit to make
in the first place, ie what it will receive in return. The inducements are modest such as minor road
adjustments including dropped curb lay byes, alterations to traYc islands and bus lane markings and
improved bus shelters provided by Passenger Transport Authorities. However, if bus operators decline to
respond to requests by a local authority for change, that is the end of the matter. This is quite diVerent from
the situation when a bus operator is paid by a Passenger Transport Authority or local; authority to deliver
additional services, eg school runs or in rural areas.

Whilst it is all right for voluntary partnerships to exist on paper, they cannot be relied upon for achieving
the level of change that is needed to provide improved bus services to the extent that they provide an
acceptable alternative to car usage and other potential passengers for that matter. This leaves:
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Quality Partnership Schemes (QPS)

In their current form, Quality partnership schemes also have their limitations, not just because they
cannot include specifications as to the frequency and timings of services, but also their nature. While PTAs
and local authorities have the power to requite operators to conform to certain standards (as long as they
are fair) to use “enhanced” facilities, the link is rather tenuous.

It is noted that the draft Bill includes provisions for QCSs to cover minimum frequencies and maximum
fares, but also noted, is the reference on timetabling—“leaving open the possibility of operators within or
outside the scheme adding additional services”. As already mentioned above, the issue of additional services
is very important.

Quality Contracts Schemes (QCS)

MYCCI notes the current situation whereby a scheme that was not the “only practicable way” could still
be demonstrably in the public interest, but would not be permissible under the current legislation. MYCCI
welcomes the changes proposed in the draft Local Transport Bill, including phasing-in. In particular, it
notes the comment that quality contracts schemes could be an eVective way for local authorities to secure
a coordinated network of bus services in their areas. Based in the metropolitan district of Kirklees, but also
serving the two adjacent districts of Calderdale and Wakefield, MYCCI would envisage that the West
Yorkshire Passenger Transport Authority would be involved, bearing in mind the travel to work patter
referred to above, together with the shopping and use of leisure facilities patterns. PTAs would be able to
provide the added dimension of financial incentives. MYCCI envisages that Quality contracts schemes as
the only means of making meaningful progress on achieving significant improvements across the range of
bus services.

Punctuality

MYCCI supports the provision of a new regime to deliver better punctuality, for the first time holding
local authorities as well as bus operators to account for their contribution to punctuality performance,
bearing in mind that some of the causes of poor bus service performance (such as the provision and
enforcement of bus priority measures and co-ordination of road works) are within the control of local
authorities. Punctuality is essential for establishing confidence in public transport, where passengers are
relying on others to enable them to get to work on time and for appointments etc.

No mention is made of missing scheduled buses, those that fail to arrive at all, which is a major cause of
annoyance and frustration to the public. Bus operators appear to have dispensed with holding “stand by”
drivers to cover for absentees from duty.

Bus Subsidy

MYCCI strongly supports the concept of refocusing the central government bus subsidy (the Bus Service
Operators Grant).

Amending the Rules which Permit Local Authorities to Subsidise Services

MYCCI welcomes the increased flexibility to subsidise services for a number of purposes, including
provision of services on a route that would not be provided without subsidy.

Local Road Pricing Schemes

MYCCI supports the provisions in the draft Local Transport Bill and especially:

— allow road pricing schemes in England to be made jointly by local traYc authorities and a PTA
but not by a PTA independently.

— Require local authorities to apply their share of the net proceeds of any scheme to support the
achievement of its local transport policies, (compared with the power’s reference to “initial period”
of “early relevant schemes”—Crucial for obtaining public support.

In view of past experience, the public will need to be reassured that the revenue obtained from a local road
pricing scheme is not taken into account by central government when fixing the annual amount of funding
for individual local authorities ie no “oVsetting”.

Workplace Parking Levy (WPL)

MYCCI is strongly opposed to the WPL. It is pleased that the latest Transport Innovation guidance
makes clear that bids involving a WPL scheme would be considered only by exception.

June 2007
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Memorandum from TravelWatch NorthWest (DLTB 07)

1. Background

1.1 Travel Watch North West’s response in March 2007 to “Putting Passengers First” [PPF, see ANNEX
below] was in general very supportive.

1.2 It is recognised that the draft Bill delivers most, although not all, of the proposals in the consultative
PPF. However, it is, for example, silent on the issue of reforming the Bus Service Operator Grant (BSOG).

1.3 Accordingly this submission concentrates on those provisions of the Bill which are “new” in the
context of not having been specified in PPF. Nevertheless the following bullet points are given as a reminder
of those provisions which TWNW has already supported, viz:

— The introduction of bus performance regimes overseen by TraYc Commissioners.

— The easement of current competition law as it applies to Quality Partnerships and its replacement
by a simple public interest test.

— The easement of criteria for the establishment of Quality Contracts.

— The integration of time tables and ticketing.

— The widening of the scope of Community Transport.

2. Initial Concerns

2.1 Some of TWNW’s initial concerns with PPF appear to have been addressed in the draft Bill only
partially or not at all.

2.2 There are still no provisions for the establishment of either a single statutory multi modal
representative body to represent all public transport users, nor for national and regional ones.

2.3 The Bill is still very “urban centric”, largely preserving PTAs’ superior powers compared to other
local transport authorities and placing too high a reliance on social enterprises to expand community
transport in rural areas. It is hard to see how a Shire County might ever establish a Quality Contract, and
yet it is arguable that there is an equally good a case for regulation in rural areas where services are infrequent
and, often, prohibitively expensive. In fact, it could be argued that there is a case for PTAs to cover the entire
country, with a remit for cross-boundary working with adjoining PTAs. What size they were, whether or
not they coincided with existing local authority boundaries and whether or not they took over
responsibilities from local authorities would all need to be debated and clarified, but the key determinant
should be the delivery of services—and these should be good for urban and rural areas alike.

2.4 As noted above, the draft Bill is silent on the future of BSOG, and yet the monitoring which would
be required to base this on patronage as opposed to mileage will also be needed to administer concessionary
fares reimbursements and probably too as one element of a performance monitoring regime.

2.5 The Bill does not allow any “howsoever licenced” small passenger carrying vehicle to register local
services and carry passengers at separate fares but nevertheless TWNW is very pleased with clause 26 which
will enable private hire vehicles to operate as taxi buses and carry passengers at separate fares on registered
local services.

3. Further Comments

3.1 Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements. The easement of competition law to
allow the inclusion of timetables and fares is welcome, although it is not made clear why the Bill modifies
(Schedule 2) the competition test (block exemption in Schedule 10 of the Transport Act 2000) only in respect
of the latter?

3.2 Quality Contracts (QCs). The lowering of the barriers to their establishment via a new public interest
test is welcome, as is the possibility of their extension/renewal beyond ten years. TWNW also approves of the
devolution of decisions on QCs from the Secretary of State to new QC Approvals Boards, and the referral of
appeals from these to the Transport Tribunal (TT). However there is a potential conflict of interest if TCs
are allowed to Chair Approvals Boards as a QC approval would remove operators in the area from their
local service registration remit!

3.3 Bus Performance Regimes. The ability of TraYc Commissioners (TCs) to call operators and local
transport authorities (via the TraYc Management Act 2004) to account is welcome, provided the TCs can
be properly sourced to do so and operator’s performance can be monitored independently. It also makes
sense for any appeals against TCs’ traYc regulation conditions to go to the TT and not, as now, to the
Secretary of State.
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3.4 Community Bus Services. TWNW supports the use of large buses and payment of volunteer drivers
provided any issues of their driving entitlement can be resolved. There appears to be no good reason why
section 22 Community Bus Permits cannot be granted for the use of vehicles with eight or less passenger
seats in line with the draft Bill’s proposals to grant this concession to section 19 Community Transport
operators and [see above] Private Hire Vehicle operators.

3.5 Service Subsidy Agreements. The extension from five to eight years will encourage investment by bus
operators and the powers of tendering authorities to enhance commercial services will remove an existing
barrier to co-ordinating services.

3.6 Planning and Governance. The subsuming of Bus Strategies into new Local Transport Policies is
sensible in the context of multi modal integration.

3.7 PTEs The powers to establish new or enlarged PTEs will be helpful but TWNW questions why these
should have to encompass whole local transport authority areas when the sensible compromise might be to
embrace a City Region’s “economic footprint” or “journey to work” area? Similarly the requirement for
PTEs to prepare new Integrated Transport Strategies as sub sets of Regional Spatial Strategies will help to
refocus on integration which still remains extremely diYcult to achieve in a deregulated bus regime.

3.8 Congestion Charging. TWNW supports:

— the devolution of powers to local transport authorities including PTAs;

— the decision not to require the consent of the Secretary of State; and

— the hypothecation of revenues to public transport.

It will be vitally important to ensure that public transport enhancements (which must include all modes—
heavy rail and light rail as well as bus) precede any road pricing scheme, perhaps by legislating to allow local
transport authorities to borrow against future revenue streams?

3.9 Local transport authorities. The new duty to develop policies for the promotion and encouragement
of safe, integrated, eYcient and economic transport to, from and within their area is far better and more
focussed than the current (Transport Act 1985) duty simply to meet the requirements of an area!

TravelWatch NorthWest looks forward to a further opportunity to comment on the draft Local
Transport Bill in more detail to the DfT before 7/9/07.

APPENDIX

“PUTTING PASSENGERS FIRST”—THE GOVERNMENTS PROPOSALS FOR A
MODERNISED NATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR BUS SERVICES—PUBLISHED BY THE

DEPARTMENT FOR TRANSPORT—DECEMBER 2006 TWNW’S RESPONSE

1. The Wider Context—The Views of Travel Watch North West

1.1 TravelWatch NW (TWNW) is part of a TravelWatch network which attempts to represent the
interests of all public transport users. TWNW’s vision is to champion the views of passengers in the North
West so their public transport network can become:

— Accessible to everyone.

— AVordable and socially inclusive.

— Available where and when it is needed.

— Acceptable to all.

— Attractive to users.

2. Buses in Context

2.1 TWNW welcomes this document as a serious contribution to the improvement of bus services in
England (and Wales) and compliments it on its clear analysis of bus deregulation in England and the telling
comparisons it makes with regulated London. Passengers are arguably the most important stakeholders in
the bus industry, and yet the consultation with them appears to have been mainly based on engaging all
stakeholders at a single event—a Transport 2000 Seminar. We look forward to a further opportunity to
comment on the draft Road Transport Bill in May.

2.2 TWNW’s research mirrors the Department for Transport’s (DFT) findings that reliability is the most
important, but not the only, concern of passengers. They also want services which are accessible and easy
to use and integrated1 with other modes, with simple and aVordable fares, through ticketing, and easily
available and understandable information, preferably in real time.

1 “Integration, are we getting there” RPCNW, 2003.
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2.3 On the road competition has been shown to be a short term winner and long term loser, accounting
for less than 5% of the market, but disproportionately aVecting this. The opportunity now arises to end this
if legislation similar to that in the Transport Act 19852 were introduced, viz that if the Local Transport
Authority (LTA3 considered a route to be adequately provided for it could require prospective new entrants
to seek a local service licence. This would preserve existing operators’ “grandfather rights” and could also
protect corridors served by Statutory Quality Partnerships from predatory competition.

2.4 TWNW supports the introduction of a bus performance regime. However this must be predicated on
changes to the governance, powers and accountability of LTAs, who already receive copies of bus service
registrations and could well take over (or at least share with the TraYc Commissioners (TCs)) that function.4

2.5 LTAs already have responsibilities for sampling patronage in connection with concessionary fares re-
imbursements and might well be able to combine that with service monitoring. Eventually a national GPS5

based system for buses could do this. It is not suYcient just to place a duty on operators to report their own
performance to the TCs. If TCs are to hold operators and LTAs to account for performance (which TWNW
supports) they should be much better resourced to enable them to be proactive rather than, as now, only
reactive to complaints.

2.6 Area wide multi modal travel cards and through ticketing generate demand for public transport.
TWNW supports the proposed easements of competition law to facilitate the making of such schemes. LTAs
already have compulsory participation powers in the Transport Act 2000, but none seem yet to have used
these because of their complexity and concerns about how competition law would apply. At the time of bus
deregulation OFT/MMC had no remit over public sector provided bus and rail services.

2.7 The House of Commons Transport Committee (HOCTC)6 section found it “ridiculous” that
operators are precluded from providing through ticketing and co-ordinated schedules. “Buses compete with
cars even if OFT don’t think so! Co-ordinating end to end services is not anti competitive”. There could be
a case for removing competition law from Quality Contract schemes, and even possibly Quality
Partnerships. A graphical illustration of the kind of disincentives this gives to prospective passengers is
shown below:

“What I would like to see is a resume of what can be done to attract more people to use buses.
Currently I believe the network is too complex to appeal to current car drivers. For example the
555 service operates from the bottom of my road oVering a service to Lancaster and Kendal as
well as the Lakes. However I rarely use it as it is expensive for my wife and I (not being the age yet
for Senior concessions) and also I would not have a clue where to change en route to connect to
a bus to Morecambe (our most frequent journey). Indeed I am not aware if I can book a through
ticket where a change is involved.

There are many lessons to be learnt from train services where I can easily obtain information about
times, connections and fares that oVer me a good alternative to getting in the car as well as the
opportunity to book travel. The same applies to flight services. I reckon I am typical of millions
living in areas where good services exist but are poorly marketed, if at all.

Compare the information and incentives I (and the other millions) receive by advertisement, post,
internet etc to use services such as utilities, retail opportunities etc etc that give me a regular
snapshot of service availability. The bus industry is not even on the radar. This is where the thrust
needs to be and where government must get its act together if it is to attract future users to buses
in areas like these and tempt people from their cars”. (TWNW member)

2.8 Passengers’ expectations of bus services do not distinguish between their provision by a deregulated
regime, voluntary or statutory QPs or QCs, they just want reliable services, a consumer voice and redress
in default, yet in England (outside London) there are no statutory multi modal transport users’ committees.
It should be pointed out to the Bus Users’ Working Party that in Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland and
London there are statutory multi modal transport users’ committees.

3. Tabulation pp 8 and 9

3.1 TWNWs comments on the proposed changes summarised in this table follow:

3.2 Voluntary Quality Partnerships (QPs)—TWNW supports a new public interest test replacing the
current OFT “block exemption” and allowing LTAs to be involved in determining timetables and fares.

2 ss 36–38 in respect of London Local Service Licences.
3 PTE, Unitary Authority or County Council.
4 otherwise there would be two “registration authorities” in areas with SQPs and QCs.
5 as is already proposed for LGVs.
6 House of Commons Transport Committee, “Bus Services across the UK” session 2006–07 para 17.
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3.3 Statutory Quality Partnerships (SQPs).—as above. However, as already argued, TWNW sees no
reason for competition law to apply where there are statutory provisions. It did not apply before
deregulation. The present rules are so complex that only one QP has been determined (in South Yorkshire).

4. Quality Contracts (QCs)

4.1 These have great potential to improve patronage which is a prerequisite of any wider demand
management schemes.7 The proposed replacement of the existing tests by one of “public interest” is sensible,
although this will need carefully defining. No QCs yet exist because of the complexity of current legislation
and TWNW welcomes proposed easement in that. The proposed appeals procedure is much more workable
and longer “franchises” can be expected to provide greater stability.

4.2 However, in linking QCs to issues such as congestion charging and “bustitution”8 the consultation,
perhaps unwittingly, appears very urban-centric. There are no good reasons given why QCs should not be
determined in rural areas, indeed, the HOCTC9 consider that “QCs should be available in rural areas”. The
HOCTC10 also supports the notion of creating QC trial areas—maybe these could also trial alternative
licencing models, for example, allowing vehicles in a trial area with eight or less passenger seats to carry
passengers at separate fares “howsoever licenced”—[see Community Transport below]

4.3 One example of the need to pay special attention to rural services is fare comparisons with
Metropolitan areas. For example a 10 minute return journey from Windermere to Ambleside costs almost
£5 compared with a journey across Manchester from Bolton to Stockport that can be undertaken for around
£3. The fact that Metropolitan areas can enjoy heavily subsidised fares is little comfort for the many who
live outside them and face an expensive system, making little wonder that they use cars.

4.4 Punctuality and Reliability—TWNW supports the introduction of a bus performance regime and the
wider powers promised to TCs to hold operators and LTAs to account.

5. Community Transport

5.1 WNW supports proposals to widen the scope of Community Transport, but sees no reason why the
proposed changes should be limited solely to the voluntary sector. The opportunity could be taken to
address the complexity of the licensing of small passenger carrying vehicles with seats for eight or less
passengers by the TCs, LTAs and District Councils.

5.2 The proposals relating to Community Transport go some way to integrating small passenger
transport vehicles with eight or less passenger seats into mainstream public transport where passengers pay
separate fares. However the provisions in the Transport Act 1985 make it diYcult for taxi and private hire
operators to carry passengers at separate fares and so register local transport services. “Section 11”11 taxi
buses can only be operated by hackney carriage licencees (and there are often quantity controls by some
District Councils on these). It could help for Community Transport operators and the taxi trade to be able
to obtain Restricted PSV Operators’ licences from the TCs and use these alongside their taxi or hire car
licences, or to be allowed to carry passengers at separate fares on registered local services howsoever they
are licenced (by their Local Authority or TC).

5.3 Small passenger carrying vehicles have the potential, currently stifled by legislation, to oVer public
transport solutions in areas (or at times) of low demand, especially, but not exclusively, in rural areas. Town
and Parish Councils, small communities and small local operators do not find it easy under current
legislation to provide flexible and demand responsive local services.

5.4 The statement that rural communities will benefit from a review of Community Transport suggests
that this is the main, and seemingly only, policy for addressing the rural transport problem. It reinforces the
impression (see above) of “Putting Passengers First” being an “urban centric” consultation, and does not
admit to the possibility of QCs in rural areas. Social Enterprises do have an increasing role to play in
addressing rural isolation, but LTAs cannot rely exclusively on them.

6. Bus Service Operators’ Grant

6.1 WNW supports a move towards linking this to passenger trips and believes this could deliver Best
Value for Money. The Bus Service Operators’ Grant (BSOG—better known as Fuel Duty Rebate) is
currently paid on the basis of mileage run, and does not incentivise operators or LTAs to increase patronage.
The proposals to move towards a payment based on passenger journeys is supported by TWNW as it would

7 eg congestion charging also Demand Responsive Transport and bus priorities.
8 LTP2 guidance links QCs to LTAs prepared to consider substituting lightly used rail services by buses.
9 HOCTC para 15.
10 HOCTC para 7.
11 Transport Act 1985.
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go some way to remedying this situation. So too would payment through LTAs where there was a QC. Care
would be needed to devise a formula which did not disadvantage rural TCAs with generally fewer but
longer12 services.

6.2 The HOCTC predicts13 that the introduction of free oV peak bus travel for pensioners and the
disabled from April 2008 will have a major impact on demand. The HOCTC also suggests re-imbursement
to operators14 could be through the BSOG mechanism, or a similar national mechanism, and TWNW
commends this idea. It would further reinforce the need to establish a robust performance and patronage
monitoring regime.

7. Conclusions

7.1 The general tone of the document is welcome—it will ensure that the commercial imperative of
operators is no longer paramount whilst still allowing “oV road” competition.

7.2 TravelWatch NorthWest looks forward to a further opportunity to comment on the Road
Transport Bill.

June 2007

Memorandum from London First (DLTB 08)

1. London First

1.1 London First is a business membership organisation whose mission is to make London the best city
in the world in which to do business. London First delivers its activities with the support of 300 of the
capital’s major businesses, representing approximately a quarter of London’s GDP, from key sectors such
as financial, professional services, property, ICT, creative industries, hospitality and retail. Membership also
includes all of London’s higher education institutions as well as many further education colleges
(membership list enclosed).

1.2 London First welcomes the draft Local Transport Bill and thanks the Committee for the opportunity
to submit the views of its members to the inquiry.

2. The Importance of Roads to Business

2.1 The performance of London’s transport system falls well below that expected of a leading world city.
It suVers from high levels of traYc congestion and insuYcient public transport capacity and as London has
grown, the gap between public transport demand and capacity has widened.

2.2 Despite London’s extensive rail and tube network, it is the road network which provides for most of
the capital’s needs. Business relies heavily on roads for the delivery of goods, for commuting and travel in
the course of work, and for customer access to shops, services and leisure activities.

2.3 London’s roads carry 62%15 of people’s daily journeys and 82% of freight movements16. Across
Greater London, goods vehicles form 16% of all road traYc. In Central London the total mileage covered
by delivery and servicing vehicles in nearly five times greater than that of buses and coaches17.

3. The Impact of Congestion on Business

3.1 London has 12% of the UK’s population but 40% of congestion18. Average congestion is
approximately twice as bad in London as it is in other UK cities. Even more concerning from an
international competitiveness viewpoint, traYc speeds in London are worse than some other major world
cities. For example, traYc speeds in London are 26% lower than in New York19.

3.2 Congestion increases travel delays, reduces journey time reliability and acts as a deterrent to travel. In
a survey of 100 London First members conducted in 2006, congestion was a concern for 85% of businesses.

12 BSOG is currently paid on registered mileage which helps rural operators.
13 HOCTC para 20.
14 and also funding LTAs for concessionary travel through a national scheme.
15 TfL, London Travel Report 2005, Page 2.
16 TfL, London Travel Report 2005, Page 38.
17 TfL, Congestion Charging Impacts Monitoring Fourth Annual Report, June 2006, Page 27.
18 Department for Transport, Feasibility Study of Road Pricing in the UK, 2004.
19 Commission for Integrated Transport, 2001.
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3.3 London’s growth could mean an extra 400,000 vehicles by 2025. Without new road capacity,
congestion is forecast to grow by 35%20. Even with the success of the Central London Congestion Charging
Scheme, Transport for London (TfL) believes that congestion still costs business in London £1.6 billion per
annum21. Multiplying these two figures together allows us to estimate that by 2025, congestion will be
costing business over £2 billion per annum—this equates to approximately 1% of London’s GDP and as
such has a significant impact on economic prosperity of London and hence the UK.

3.4 In environmental terms, road transport is a significant contributor to carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions
and to poor air quality, notably emissions of Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and particulates (PM10). Road vehicles
in the UK emit over three times more CO2 than aviation. TfL has estimated that around 1,000 premature
deaths per year occur due to poor air quality across London22.

3.5 Congestion increases emissions as lower traYc speeds mean that more vehicles are needed to fulfil
operational requirements, engines are less eYcient at the speeds typical in London and stop-start cycles
increase fuel use and hence emissions.

4. The Need to Reduce Congestion

4.1 The inconvenience and cost of congestion to business is clear. The recently extended Central London
Congestion Charging Scheme continues to successfully deter vehicles from entering London. While TfL’s
policies to reallocate road space to buses and pedestrians combined with a large increase in utility works
have led to significant increases in congestion since 2003, the concept of charging for road use in congested
areas is undoubtedly proven.

4.2 However, the enlarged scheme covers only 2.5% of Greater London’s area and approximately
10–12% of congestion. There remain large areas of London which experience high levels of congestion and
the adverse eVects mentioned above. At present neither the Mayor nor TfL have firm plans to tackle this
significant and growing problem in advance of a national charging scheme. This is unacceptable to business.
We welcome the aspects of the draft Local Transport Bill which increase the ability for TfL and local
authorities to develop and introduce new road user charging schemes in severely congested locations.

5. New Road User Charging Schemes

5.1 In a survey of 100 London First members conducted in 2006 [and despite a limited understanding of
the details of further road user charging] 68% of businesses supported the introduction of new schemes in
London. While the concept of road user charging is proven and our members strongly support the
introduction of further schemes, there are aspects of the Government’s current approach and the content
of the draft Bill which raise a number of concerns and we address these individually below.

6. Concern 1: Timescales for the Roll out of a National Scheme

6.1 Congestion is growing rapidly on many parts of the national road network and in many areas of
London. Both the Department for Transport and TfL are forecasting high levels of traYc growth over the
next 10 years. This, combined with the rapidly increasing need to tackle climate change, demonstrates a very
real requirement to address this trend within this timeframe.

6.2 For a number of years the Government has publicly stated that were a national road user charging
scheme to be introduced, it would be within 10 years.

6.3 It is unclear to us how this Bill helps to achieve either this requirement or timetable. It is likely to
take at least two years for this Bill to receive Royal Assent and any supporting protocols to be agreed and
introduced. Making the rather optimistic assumption that funding for the accompanying public transport
upgrades is readily available, local schemes are likely to take three to five years to implement. This would
allow only three to five years for the Government to fully assess the impact of the local schemes, a further
Bill, gain the necessary political support and then specify, procure and implement a national scheme. In the
absence of any international experience of implementing national schemes, we believe that this is unlikely
to be achieved.

6.4 We believe, therefore, that this Bill needs to provide powers to introduce a national road user
charging scheme.

20 TfL, Transport 2025, November 2006, Page 51.
21 TfL, Transport 2025, November 2006, Page 40.
22 TfL, Scheme Description, Public and Stakeholder Consultation, November 2006, Page 10.
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7. Concern 2: Hypothecation of Net Revenues

7.1 A survey of 100 London First members in 2006 demonstrated that business would only support the
implementation of further road user charging schemes in London if the net revenues were hypothecated to
schemes within Greater London. Similar surveys and studies by other organisations such as the RAC, CBI,
Freight Transport Association and the British Chamber of Commerce and Industry have reiterated this
finding that a scheme will not be politically acceptable unless revenues are retained locally.

7.2 The draft Local Transport Bill as currently written remains largely silent on the use of revenues. As
research demonstrates that the use of revenues is as important both technically and politically as the impact
of charging on congestion levels, we believe this is a major omission. Suitable text outlining that net revenues
should be hypothecated to relevant transport projects must be inserted.

8. Concern 3: Use of Net Revenues

8.1 The Central London Congestion Charging Scheme has been a major success in reducing traYc levels.
Relative to other areas of Greater London (and the UK), Central London has a very eVective and extensive
public transport network. This provides an adequate alternative to car travel for many. This situation has
been instrumental in congestion charging achieving a significant reduction in car journeys.

8.2 The economy of Central London is very diverse, consisting of a range of business sectors. As such,
with the exception of the retail, leisure and hospitality sectors, it has been largely resilient to the negative
eVects caused by deterring car journeys.

8.3 Neither of these points are equally applicable to the congested locations which are likely to be targeted
by future road user charging schemes. Areas in Outer London and outside of London are unlikely to have
a public transport network as extensive as that in Central London. Also, their local economies will tend to
be more dependent on retail and local services. Therefore, if the net revenues are used in a similar way to
those raised in Central London, where in the last financial year 82%23 of net revenues were invested in the
provision of buses, local economies will be severely aVected.

8.4 The hypothecation of net revenues in any future schemes must take account of local circumstances
and in particular the size and make up of the local economies.

8.5 An extensive piece of work commissioned by London First and supported by Atkins in 2006 outlines
how implementing a range of complementary measures before a new road user charging scheme is
introduced would better link those who pay a charge to the benefits that schemes produce24. In addition to
this increasing the fairness of charging schemes, it is likely to significantly increase the political acceptability
of a particular proposal.

8.6 As an example of an existing inequality, London First has estimated that prior to the introduction
of the western extension charging zone, commercial vehicle operators paid £110–120 million per annum in
congestion charges. TfL’s annual budget for their Freight Unit is less than £5 million.

8.7 The work produced by Atkins suggested that net revenues from future schemes should be invested in
the following areas:

— Improving public transport.

— Improving roads and traYc management.

— Improving conditions for delivery and servicing vehicles.

— Improving public spaces.

— Increasing “soft” travel demand management.

8.8 Given the importance of this issue, we believe this Bill should specify requirements for the use and
monitoring of net revenues within the various authorities outlined.

9. Concern 4: Hypothecation of Net Revenues for Central London Congestion Charging Scheme

9.1 Current legislation guarantees hypothecation for 10 years from the introduction of a charging
scheme. In 2017 the net revenues of the Central London Congestion Charging Scheme will cease to be
hypothecated to transport projects in London.

9.2 Due to road space reallocation, extensive road works and the introduction of the western extension
zone, congestion in Central London is close to levels before charging was introduced. This means that road
users who pay the charge are receiving little traYc benefit from the extra costs they incur.

23 TfL, Congestion Charging Impacts Monitoring Fourth Annual Report, June 2006, Page 174.
24 London First, Getting London to Work (Full report), November 2006, Table 2, Page 26.
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9.3 This further strengthens the case for continuing to hypothecate net revenues to local projects where
those paying the charge can directly benefit from the revenue investment.

9.4 Hypothecation is logical, fair and helps to maintain public support for the introduction of this and
future schemes and we believe that the Bill should remove the time limit on hypothecation.

10. Concern 5: Public Trust

10.1 Recent research into public attitudes towards road user charging has repeatedly shown that building
public trust regarding the objectives and implementation of such schemes is of paramount importance. In
addition to privacy and data protection issues, our research has highlighted the need for independent
regulation of charge setting such as is the case with other transport modes. Examples include the aviation
industry where the Civil Aviation Authority regulates landing charges, and the rail industry where the OYce
of Rail Regulation regulates track access charges. Without this independence, as has been the case in
London, political considerations can lead to large, above inflation increases being introduced with little
explanation. We therefore believe that the Bill should include a requirement for independent regulation of
charge setting.

10.2 Additionally, research shows that public trust depends on the use of net revenues. If road user
charging is seen as a further tax with net revenues being redirected to other uses, then public trust will
deteriorate and scheme introduction will increasingly become politically risky. As a specific example of this,
Clause 81 of the draft Local Transport Bill proposes to withdraw the applicability of Schedule 23 of the
GLA Act 1999. Schedule 23 helps to maintain the visibility of the use of net revenues and as such we firmly
believe that it should remain in eVect.

10.3 Finally, drawing on London’s experience, the level of public trust is dependent on confidence in the
monitoring of the scheme impacts. At present TfL monitor their own scheme and this is regularly challenged
by stakeholders. We believe that the impacts of any further schemes should be independently monitored.
The Bill should reflect this as best practice and include requirements for the structure and governance of
such monitoring.

11. Concern 6: Balancing Scheme Standardisation and Effectiveness

11.1 Our research shows that for schemes to be eVective they have to be tailored carefully to the local
objectives and conditions. Implementing this principle across numerous schemes would lead to a range of
operational variations, such as charge levels, exemptions and operational times. In turn, this would create
considerable confusion for any motorist crossing several zones. The obvious conclusion is that the
requirements for local customisation and standardisation have to be balanced. With more powers being
transferred from Government to local and regional entities this balance is harder to achieve.

11.2 We believe therefore that while the proposed changes in governance are preferable, the Government
has a role to play in this area of the debate. The Government should specify ranges for operational variables
and the Secretary of State should retain powers to arbitrate in the case of any local disputes.

12. Concern 7: Scheme Simplicity

12.1 Experience drawn from congestion charging in London and our own studies demonstrate that it is
critically important for schemes to be simple and easy to understand and use. In particular, registering and
payment processes must be straightforward and standardised.

12.2 Analogous to Concern 6, we believe the Government has a role to play in this area of the debate.
The requirement that schemes should be simple and easy to use should be included in this Bill and that the
Secretary of State should retain powers to decide any local disputes.

13. Concern 8: Charge Levels

13.1 At present clause 171 (5) of TA 2000 and clause 74 of the draft Local Transport Bill describe the
basis on which charge levels can be set. Neither the Act nor Bill recognises the relative importance of
diVerent types of motor vehicles. For example, unlike most car journeys, trips made by an HGV cannot
practicably be transferred to public transport. As commercial vehicle journeys are essential to the prosperity
of London, the lack of an alternative makes a higher level of charge on this class of vehicles unfair.

13.2 We believe that the intelligent application of road user charging has to use charge levels based on
vehicle types but also take into consideration the importance of the journeys made by each vehicle class. The
Government should specify ranges for charge levels and the Secretary of State should retain powers to
arbitrate in the case of any local disputes.
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14. Concern 9: Emissions

14.1 London First wholeheartedly agrees with the need to tackle vehicle emissions and those gases which
are believed to contribute towards climate change.

14.2 At the same time we believe that London demonstrates the pitfalls of a number of isolated schemes
which add unnecessary cost, confusion and frustration to vehicle owners. For example, an HGV in London
has to pass a regular Freight Transport Association check and will have to be compliant with the low
emission zone standards. Any further standards implemented as part of the existing congestion charging
scheme or as part of any new road user charging scheme will compound a confused regulatory environment.

14.3 We believe that emissions must be reduced but further regulation should seek to rationalise rather
than add to existing regulations, by requiring local authorities to review any existing legislation as part of
the process of introducing a charging scheme.

June 2007

Memorandum from Transport 2000 Cambs & W SuVolk (DLTB 09)

I acknowledge receipt of a letter dated 23 May inviting me to contribute evidence to the Transport
Committee’s inquiry into the draft Local Transport Bill. Here is my submission, which is being made both
in my individual capacity and on behalf of the organisation above. (Note that for the sake of consistency I
use the first person singular even when referring to the views of the organisation.) I do not wish to give oral
evidence and may not be available for most of the relevant dates anyway.

1. Summary. Because of the tight deadline I have confined my comments to the Government’s
consultation document as it is shown on the DfT website. My comments broadly follow the consultation
questions but are not confined to them. I have not included any concluding remarks.

Frequently used abbreviations: LTA % local (public) transport authority, LTP % local transport plan.

Here is a summary of my main points.

1.1. We need to get widespread implementation of quality contracts as soon as possible.

1.2. LTPs should include bids for revenue support funding from central government which would be on
an equal footing with other LTP spending.

1.3. In rural areas provision for visitors (sustainable tourism) should be a significant consideration.

1.4. LTAs should be encouraged to reduce traYc and encourage sustainable development through either
road pricing or a parking levy, which should preferably cover all private non-residential parking.

1.5. The TraYc Commissioners, or some other body, should assume a role of statutory passenger
representative.

2. Q1 asks for my views on partnership and contract schemes, punctuality, community transport and
various other issues.

2.1 I believe that the quality contract system is vastly superior to any alternative. My reasons for this are
as follows:

2.1.1 In London it has been associated with a steady rise in bus travel.

2.1.2 It has been chosen in many other parts of Europe no doubt because it is seen to be working well.

2.1.3 It reduces the conflict between the interests of competition and those of coordination.

2.1.4 It enables the LTA to consider the transport network as a whole.

2.1.5 If the LTA is also responsible for local highways, it will have a financial incentive to introduce bus
priority measures, as they reduce the cost of operating the bus network and increase the revenue therefrom
and thus feed into the contract prices it can obtain. Note: two other important issues of this type are the
design of main highways, which at present sometimes make it impossible to provide a good service to local
villages—an example is Southoe (Cambs) on the A1; and the location of bus stops which are sometimes put
quite far from where passengers need them because of the presumed problem of interfering with traYc flow.
It might help if the Highways Agency, local highways authorities and other major developers were required
to make(Sustainable) Transport Impact Assessments in a fashion analogous to Environment Impact
Assessments, with the detailed examination of these being prominent in public inquiries and other
relevant forums.

2.2 I therefore welcome the fact that the Bill makes it easier for quality contracts to be introduced. I
would, however, like to see it strengthened so that quality contracts become the default system as soon as
possible.

2.3 I am less prescriptive as far as the exact nature of a quality contract is concerned, and there may well
be a case for experimentation in diVerent parts of the country. I would however say the following:
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2.3.1 I welcome the concern shown in the Bill to ensure that smaller operators have a chance to bid. In
rural areas, however, a route by route approach is often inappropriate because of the economies of
interworking between routes, and any guidance should take this into account.

2.3.2 I believe that many of the disadvantages that some people have attributed to a quality contract
framework could be avoided if its management was widened to include not only the LTA involved but also
relevant bus and train operators, user representatives, and adjacent LTAs. This will help to bring the
advantages of enterprise, accountability and coordination.

2.3.3 I believe that there is need for a degree of flexibility within contracts to ensure that improvements
can be made as opportunities emerge. However I also believe that it is important that the cost of maintaining
a quality contract should be supported by the Government as part of its LTP funding, and that the LTA
should not be allowed to make service cuts in response to short term budgetary problems—currently a big
problem especially in rural areas.

2.3.4 My preference would be for the LTA and its partners to have powers to set fares. Any guidance
should certainly recommend that all operators should be required to participate in any fare integration
schemes, including “day out” type tickets.

2.3.5 The management of quality contract schemes in rural areas should pay particular attention to the
opportunities to carry visitors to the countryside, who in sparsely populated areas (or those where the
majority of local residents have stopped using buses) can play an important role in helping to keep
services going.

2.3.6 Commercial operators should be allowed to run services additional to those specified in a quality
contract except where it can be shown (eg to the TraYc Commissioners) that this would undermine the
network.

2.4 I support the proposals to improve monitoring of punctuality. It should, however, be noted that late
running is often, even usually, due more to excessive traYc levels than anything attributable to the operator.
I would therefore hope that data on punctuality would help LTAs plan proposals for bus priorities, also real
time information systems which would prevent passengers, especially those using long distance routes, from
having to spend long periods at bus stops without a clue as to when they could expect their bus to turn up.

2.5 Community and demand responsive transport can play an important role in a local transport
network. However the principle that it should not replace mainstream transport needs to be reaYrmed. I
believe there is far too great a tendency for LTAs to give up on attracting passengers to rural services and
opt for community transport as a catchall solution. Furthermore, there is little incentive to make community
transport services user friendly, especially when they are so little used that every extra passenger means a
diversion that costs money.

I therefore propose that the Government should publish guidelines for community and demand
responsive transport, and gives preferential treatment in regulatory terms either to schemes that comply with
these guidelines or to those where it can be shown that the guidelines are inappropriate.

2.6 Here are some suggested guidelines.

2.6.1 Services should be open to all (ie not restricted to local residents or less able people). Local
authorities should not be allowed to pretend that a dial a ride which only some people are allowed to use is
any kind of substitute for a conventional bus service.

2.6.2 While it may be reasonable to give regular users incentives to join a registration scheme, this should
not be mandatory on occasional users.

2.6.3 Pre-booking requirements for demand responsive services should be minimised. For example it is
unacceptable to require passengers intending to travel on a Monday to book the previous Friday, as is the
case with some existing schemes. Ideally same day booking should be the norm.

2.6.4 Where a service almost always serves a given point at around a given time passengers should be
allowed to board at that point without pre-booking.

2.7 I broadly support most of the “other measures” described in the consultation document. I have two
specific comments to make:

2.7.1 Regarding traYc regulation conditions, LTAs should have powers to permit limited operation of
bus services in partly pedestrianised areas without being required to open the door for every operator to be
able to run as many buses as they want. At present the lack of such powers means, for example, that
commercial services to Cambridge station have to detour around the city centre to the detriment of many
people intending to connect with trains. Of course no special provision for this would be required in areas
where quality contracts operate—yet another advantage of this system.

2.7.2 On subsidies, bus subsidy should be supported through LTP financing (see 2.3.3 above) and LTAs
should be encouraged to provide any extra financing that they felt to be needed. This contrasts with the
present system where adequate revenue financing may involve breaching council tax capping limits.
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3. Q2 asks for my views on the proposals in Box 3.4 of the consultation document. I don’t feel that the
eVects of these proposals have been adequately explained to those not versed in the relevant jargon. I regard
the key issue as whether operators are allowed to cooperate with one another in schemes that are in the
interests of passengers (eg coordinated timetabling and ticketing). At present the rules are suYciently “grey”
as to discourage them from doing so, and this is having a detrimental eVect on passenger interests.

My preferred option is, as stated above, a quality contract system which would make this whole issue
academic, as it would be the quality contract management that would decide on timetabling and ticketing.
However, in areas not served by quality contracts, I believe that operators should be given a free hand to
cooperate with one another as long as they can show that this would bring benefits to passengers, and that
third party operators are not excluded from participating in such agreements if they so wish.

4. In answer to questions Q3–5 I have nothing to add to what I have already said (see 2.1, 2.4 and 2.7
above).

5. In answer to questions Q6–11, I think that public transport users who live in shire counties and visit
metropolitan counties tend to be envious of the quality of public transport they already enjoy. However, I
generally accept the case made by the consultation document, especially as paragraph 4.12 of the latter
makes much the same point I made in 2.1.5 above.

6. In answer to question Q12, I welcome the proposals in 4.43–45 as far as they go, and believe they should
apply to all LTAs. Indeed, it is probably even more important to ensure that public transport is well planned
in sparsely populated areas where it is limited.

I would like to make the following additional points:

6.1 LTPs should receive funding for revenue support of bus services identified as important on the same
basis as for capital spending, thus eliminating the present bias towards capital spending. (I believe that
whatever the benefits of the Cambridgeshire Guided Bus, whose capital costs are being supported by
government grant, it does not represent a balanced strategy when combined with current cuts by Cambs CC
to supported services for wants of much smaller amounts of money.)

6.2 LTAs should not be allowed to withdraw support for services identified in the LTP and receiving LTP
funding. This would give public transport users much needed confidence in the future of the services they
depend on, whose withdrawal could only be achieved after the LTA made such a proposal in an
implementation update, consulted on it, and had it accepted.

6.3 LTPs should be required to pay particular attention to the needs of long distance travellers, whose
interests are liable to be neglected at present because they do not fall within the area of any particular LTA.
For example, the A14 between East Anglia and the West Midlands has not a single bus service even though
it is potentially the fastest route between these areas; I believe that a good public transport option would
help relieve traYc problems on the A14.

6.4 Also neglected are the interests of countryside visitors. LTAs in rural areas should be required to
develop plans to attract people from nearby urban areas (“sustainable tourism”), and LTAs in urban areas
to publicise sustainable tourism opportunities.

7. In answer to Q13, I broadly approve the proposals, but have the following comments.

7.1 Regarding clause 71, the consultation document does not say explicitly whether the LTA would be
required to consider the potential environmental benefits of a road pricing scheme before deciding against
introducing one. They should.

7.2 LTAs should also be required to consider the potential benefits of the improved public transport
which would follow from a road pricing scheme. This has formed a significant part of the benefits of
London’s scheme, and not only within the congestion charging area.

7.3 In recent years changes in motoring costs and public transport fares have been to the detriment of
public transport users (except for those with concessionary bus passes). Road pricing is one way of helping
to redress the balance and should be promoted as such. However there are other ways (eg higher national
taxation of motoring) which should also be considered.

8. I believe that parking levies are a more appropriate mechanism than road pricing for more rural areas
where congestion is less of a problem, and the key issue is to ensure that developments are located where
people can reach them without a car, which will reduce not only pollution but also social exclusion.

Paragraph 5.36 of the consultation document suggests that workplace parking levies will be less eVective
because of their restricted scope. However one should remember that the original proposal was for a levy
on all private non-residential (PNR) parking, which would avoid this problem. I strongly believe that the
Government should legislate to reinstate this option and that it should encourage rural LTAs to introduce
universal PNR parking levies. Otherwise, there is a grave danger that businesses will relocate in rural areas
to avoid congestion charging, which will simultaneously increase traYc pollution, increase social exclusion
and degrade the countryside.

9. In reply to questions Q14–15, the proposals seem reasonable but do not address some key problems.
I have the following specific suggestions.
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9.1 Proposed new timetables should be published on relevant websites as soon as they are registered, and
as part of the registration process. That would mean that bus users could alert LTAs about deficiencies in
the new timetables immediately increasing the likelihood that they could be rectified in good time. It would
also help bus users who want to plan trips several weeks in advance.

9.2 There has been a tendency for operators and LTAs to by-pass the 56 day requirement for registration
by asking the TraYc Commissioners to exert their discretion to allow late registration. Steps should be taken
to discourage this practice. (For example, a higher charge could be imposed for late registrations unless the
operator or LTA could show why they could not have been made earlier.)

9.3 The draft Bill makes no mention of any proposals for a statutory passenger representative body
equivalent to Passenger Focus for the rail industry. The TraYc Commissioners could well take on this role,
though they would need to take on staV who care about the interests of passengers. Ideally we should have
a single passenger representative body covering both rail and bus services, as already exists in London.
Furthermore, however the organisation is constituted, it should have powers to order operators and LTAs
to compensate passengers for poor performance, as with the rail industry’s Passenger Charter.

June 2007

Memorandum from Stagecoach Group Plc (DLTB 10)

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Stagecoach Group plc, a leading international public transport operator, welcomes the opportunity
to contribute to the inquiry into the Draft Local Transport Bill and present evidence to the Transport
Committee.

1.2 A significant proportion of the Draft Bill covers matters aVecting the delivery of local bus services
and much of our response is focused in this area. However, there are elements that also aVect train operators
and their passengers, and we have provided comments on these issues where appropriate.

1.3 Buses are the most important mode of local 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.

1.4 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 that just the regulatory regime governing bus services.

1.5 Stagecoach believes that if we are to fulfil the huge potential of the bus, we need to seize the
opportunity to build on the success of deregulation and existing partnerships. This must be coupled with
appropriate powers to deliver the highway and traYc management solutions, which will together address
traYc congestion, pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.

1.6 It is for these reasons that Stagecoach broadly welcomes this piece of draft legislation, which seeks
to integrate the various strands of policy that, together, can deliver this objective.

1.7 Our preferred method of delivery is through voluntary partnership agreements, with binding targets,
obligations and rewards for both bus operators and local authorities. These are one part of the equation.
Innovation, investment, strong marketing and eVective operational management are also crucial elements.
This strong package has resulted in Stagecoach achieving five successive years of like-for-like passenger
volume growth in its UK bus networks.

1.8 Stagecoach’s experience is that voluntary partnership agreements can deliver higher passenger
growth and better value for money to taxpayers than London-style regulation.

1.9 The Draft Bill promotes alternative delivery mechanisms and we comment on these below.

2.0 Stagecoach Group

2.1 Stagecoach Group has extensive operations in the UK, United States and Canada. The Group
employs around 27,000 people and operates bus, coach, rail, and tram services.

2.2 In the UK, our fleet of around 7,000 buses connects communities in more than 100 towns and cities
across the country. We were independently judged Bus Operator of the Year at the 2005 and 2006 UK
Bus Awards.

2.3 Two million passengers travel on Stagecoach bus services every day, using a network stretching from
south-west England to the Highlands of Scotland. We serve major cities, including Manchester, Liverpool,
Newcastle, SheYeld, Hull, Oxford, Cambridge and Exeter, as well as key shire towns and rural areas.
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2.4 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.

2.5 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 the elderly,
disabled and families with young children. 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
fitted with digital CCTV systems.

2.6 We also operate express coach services linking major towns within our regional operating company
areas. The Group runs the market-leading budget inter-city coach service, megabus.com, which carries
around two million passengers a year on a network covering more than 30 locations. Scottish Citylink, our
joint venture with ComfortDelGro, is the leading provider of inter-city express coach travel in Scotland.

2.7 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 major employer, providing jobs for
around 20,000 people at 19 regional companies.

2.8 Stagecoach Group is also a major rail operator and has an involvement in running around a quarter
of the UK passenger rail network. The Group operates the South Western rail franchise, which incorporates
the South West Trains and Island Line networks. South West Trains, the UK’s biggest commuter franchise,
runs nearly 1,700 trains a day in south-west England out of London Waterloo railway station. Island Line,
on the Isle of Wight, has been designated a Community Rail Partnership.

2.9 We also operate Supertram, a 28 km light rail network incorporating three routes in the city of
SheYeld, and have been awarded a 10-year contract to operate and maintain the Manchester Metrolink
tram network. In addition, Stagecoach Group has a 49% shareholding in Virgin Rail Group, which operates
the West Coast and CrossCountry inter-city rail franchises.

3.0 The Draft Local Transport Bill—Measures Affecting Bus Services

3.1 The Draft Bill closely mirrors the proposals set out in Putting Passengers First, which Stagecoach
welcomed when published in December 2006. We would make the following specific comments on measures
aVecting the delivery of bus services.

3.2 The formalisation of the role and responsibilities of the Senior TraYc Commissioner is both sensible
and timely, given the additional responsibilities proposed elsewhere in the Draft Bill.

3.3 The amendments proposed to the Quality Partnership Scheme regime are broadly supported.
However, the proposal which enables an Authority to set bus service frequencies and timings, other than by
agreement, is opposed. In such a situation, the relationship ceases to be a Partnership and there are currently
no provisions to protect the legitimate interests of bus operators in such circumstances.

3.4 The revised justification criteria will make Quality Contracts considerably easier for Authorities to
achieve. We consider that incorporating within the definition of increasing bus use the terms “reducing,
arresting or reversing decline” lacks ambition. Such limited objectives would, in our view, not justify the
considerable expense and upheaval that a Quality Contract would require.

3.5 The proposed Quality Contract consultation criteria would all appear to be sensible measures for
assessing the content and value for money of the proposed scheme. However, any proposal must include
compensation for an incumbent commercial operator who may lose the right to trade and may be left with
considerable residual costs and loss of future profits.

3.6 Stagecoach was not dissatisfied with the original requirement for Secretary of State’s approval before
a Quality Contract could proceed. The alternative approval and appeal arrangements now proposed are, in
our view, an acceptable alternative.

3.7 The proposals to extend the competition test to encompass bilateral agreements between an operator
and an authority, or multi-lateral agreements between more than one operator and an authority, are
welcomed. Stagecoach would like to see the scope of the test extended further, so that it also embraces the
actions of an authority when acting as an undertaking in carrying out its car parking pricing responsibilities.

3.8 Whilst extension of the competition test in this way is helpful, it is crucial that clear guidance is
available to authorities when they are seeking to make specific judgements as to whether or not the test has
been passed.
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3.9 Stagecoach does not oppose the proposal to extend the special licence regime for taxis to include
private hire cars. However, we are concerned that the enforcement authorities should have suYcient
resource to police this extended facility should such be needed.

3.10 We consider that the proposal to require all Section 19 permits to be issued by the TraYc
Commissioner has merit.

3.11 Whilst Stagecoach has no objection to the relaxation of the rules for community bus services, which
will enable their drivers to be paid, we are concerned that they are not subject to the same safety legislation
as conventional PCVs. It is our view that the same safety risks arise and that the vehicles and their drivers
should all, therefore, be subject to the same regulatory regime.

3.12 Stagecoach welcomes the extension of the TraYc Commissioner’s jurisdiction when considering
unreliable bus services to additionally encompass the actions or inactions of local traYc authorities. We
believe this should be extended further to enable a TraYc Commissioner to call local transport authorities
to account in circumstances where such authorities are demonstrably failing to manage the highway
eVectively, even if the bus operator is managing to operate a reliable but ineYcient service. Such
circumstances now arise where an operator is obliged to deploy significant additional resource solely to
maintain a punctual and reliable service.

3.13 The proposal to vest the responsibility for integrating transport policy across modes to PTAs in
metropolitan areas, and for the conferment of powers of direction over local highway authorities, is
welcomed. We believe that such conferment powers should be extended further to also encompass direction
over matters concerning parking supply, pricing and enforcement if a PTA is to have the ability to ensure
delivery of its integrated transport strategies.

3.14 The power for PTAs to promote well-being brings them into line with other local authorities and,
as a consequence, Stagecoach makes no comment.

3.15 On the proposals for local charging schemes, Stagecoach welcomes the requirement to take into
account the change in levels of vehicle emissions and their contribution to atmospheric pollution and/or
climate change.

3.16 We note that the accompanying Regulatory Impact Assessment, when considering Quality Contract
schemes, makes no assessment of the impact on established bus operators, their shareholders or employees
or whether or not TUPE would apply. In particular, it should be noted that a proposed Quality Contract
scheme would jeopardise existing employee pension schemes.

4.0 The Draft Local Transport Bill—Measures Affecting Rail Services

4.1 While most of the implications of the Draft Bill are related to bus service provision, there are some
areas where rail operators and passengers are aVected, principally in relation to competition law, local
transport policies, Passenger Transport Authorities and local charging schemes.

4.2 We believe that, in making any changes to competition law, there should also be a review of OYce
of Fair Trading and Competition Commission inquiries in relation to franchise bids by transport groups
that also operate bus services in the franchise area. These inquiries add to bid costs—around £1 million for
a full inquiry—and also absorb significant management time.

4.3 We support measures that will deliver a longer-term framework around transport planning, including
in relation to Passenger Transport Authorities. Long lead times are required to plan and make significant
changes to railway infrastructure. We believe implementation plans should also be aligned to the Rail
Utilisation Strategy to maximise best use of infrastructure capacity and optimise the balance between local
and long-distance passenger rail requirements and freight. Strategies should cover a 20-year period, rather
than 15 years, to ensure alignment with Department for Transport Regional Planning Assessments on future
demand for rail services. Implementation plans should also be closely aligned with the work on railway
Route Utilisation Strategies undertaken by Network Rail and covering a five-year period.

4.4 Proposals to establish new Passenger Transport Authorities may assist the planning of local rail
services, which often crossover existing county or unitary authority areas. We also believe there would be
advantages in extending some PTA areas to nearby towns which are the terminating point of local train
services.

4.5 It is important that the process for establishing a new PTA, or extending the area of an existing one,
should not be lengthy or aVect the planning and development of schemes designed to benefit passengers.

4.6 Any moves to allow cities a greater role in the funding or specification of local rail services, such as the
role played by TfL in London, should be undertaken with care. Clarity is required on the extent of powers to
be transferred and to determine the eVect on rail operators, suppliers and franchise operations. The RUS
process, led by Network Rail, needs to be followed closely to ensure there is no disturbance to the balance
between PTE-specified services, longer distance operations and freight traYc on a capacity-constrained
network, and to prevent an inconsistency in service provision between diVerent parts of the country.
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4.7 Local charging schemes will encourage modal shift from car to public transport, including rail. As a
result, it is essential transport operators and Network Rail are involved at an early stage, as well as through
the formal consultation process, in the planning of such schemes. Consideration must be given as to any
additional facilities required to accommodate additional volumes of passengers, such as leasing additional
rolling stock, platform lengthening or additional track and signalling. Charging scheme revenues should be
used to support the additional costs involved, particularly where the modal shift is over a relatively short
distance and fares will be relatively low.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Go-Ahead Group plc (DLTB 11)

1.0 Background

The Go-Ahead Group plc

1.1. The Go-Ahead Group PLC (Go-Ahead) is pleased to have been invited to give oral evidence to the
Transport Select Committee on 13 June 2007. Although oral evidence taken on 13 June will focus on the
impact of the draft Local Transport Bill (the Bill) on bus, we also make reference to rail in this submission
which will also be aVected, for the sake of completeness.

1.2 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 £1.4 billion, Go-
Ahead’s customers include Department for Transport, Transport for London, Local Authorities, BAA and
major airlines. Details of each of the companies within the Go-Ahead Group are provided in Appendix A.

1.3. Bus

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) and Go West
Midlands (Centro), 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
operate outside PTE areas. London General and London Central and parts of Metrobus operate contracts
in London for TfL.

1.4 Rail

Go-Ahead operates the Southern and Southeastern rail franchises through Govia, a partnership between
Go-Ahead and Keolis, backed by French state railway SNCF. It is the most enduring and successful
partnership in UK rail. It is the largest rail commuter operator to the capital (carrying more than 300,000
passengers in and out of London every day. It carries 15% of national rail journeys.

Environment

1.5. 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 with
a 5% bio-diesel blend, 66% are fitted with regenerative traps and 84% have a Euro II standard engine or
above, including some Euro V engines not legally required until 2008. Each year millions of pounds are
invested in new vehicles and our average fleet is 6.2 years, well below the Industry-Government target.

2.0 Introduction

2.1 Go-Ahead broadly welcomes the Draft Local Bill based on “Putting the Passenger First”.

2.2 We believe that eVective Partnerships between Local Authorities and bus operating companies oVer
the most successful model for increased passenger use and innovation. We have lengthy experience growing
the market for bus travel in urban areas such as Brighton, Crawley, Oxford and Poole where the key to
success has been partnership working with local authorities, especially the combination of local authority
planning for accessibility needs with the innovative and commercial strengths of a private sector led
industry. Many of these have been cited as examples of best practice in the industry and by Government.
Additionally, a focus on high quality and improved design is helping to reduce the gap between the bus and
the private car in the aspirational society of today, enabling public transport to appeal to new users,
particularly car owners. We are now rolling out our experience to rural areas such as the Isle of Wight where,
last year, the regional bus network recorded patronage growth of 32.8%.
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2.3 It is worth restating some of these achievements at Brighton & Hove Bus Company and Oxford Bus
Company to demonstrate how this model can succeed.
2.4 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 edge of city Park & Ride is
accompanied by Brighton & Hove Bus company’s investment in new vehicles, improved frequency, simple
pricing structure, continued investment and a passion for customer service and marketing and involvement
in the community. This partnership mix has given rise to passenger growth of 5% every year since it was
purchased by Go-Ahead in 1993.

2.5 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 ıwe can bring initiative and innovation and tailor their services
to meet customer needs, including: the development of 24 hour, seven day “Airline” coach service links
between Oxford and Heathrow and Gatwick airports and London; pioneering a permanent Park and Ride
operation in the UK and; taking steps toward integrating a fully integrated public transport system in
Oxford. A high quality approach where the Oxford Bus Company operated air conditioned single deck
vehicles on key city routes has achieved 17% passenger growth in its first 12 months.

2.6 Recognising the strengths of the system we have

Our broad support for the proposals made in the Draft Local Transport Bill is underpinned by a belief
that where co-operation and the principles of partnership underpin relationships between local authorities
and operators we will continue to see the many examples of growth and increasing public satisfaction which
have resulted from this approach to date.

2.7 It is important when reviewing Go-Ahead’s response to proposals set out in the Draft Local
Transport Bill, that support for elements within the draft Bill are not misunderstood as acquiescence to more
and intrusive regulation. It is not just Go-Ahead companies that are delivering, the current regime as a whole
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.

2.8 It is also important to recognise that 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, largely through significant investment in vehicles, services and marketing initiatives.

2.9 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 (Transport
Statistics Great Britain: Department for Transport). Thus 86% of the reduction in bus passengers from 1950
occurred before bus deregulation in 1986. Passenger loss was at its highest in the 1950s and 1960s [average
3.5%], which we believe is significantly higher than the average rate since 1986 (Bus Industry Monitor: The
TAS Partnership Ltd). Deregulation significantly reduced the trend of passenger decline and recent trends
show modest increases in patronage.

2.10 We will respond to the Draft Local Bill in clause sequence for bus and then for rail.

3.0 Improving the quality of local bus services (Part 2)

3.1. Voluntary partnership agreements between local authorities and bus operators (clause 24 and Schedule 2)

We support proposals for a revised competition test for agreements between local authorities and bus
operators to give greater clarity and in this way demonstrate they are in the public interest. Under Cl. 24 (2)
b the draft Bill proposes that this test will apply to ‘facilities’. We believe it must cover a broader range of
situations which apply to bus services eg where a local authority introduces car restraint measures in return
for an improved operator service.

Comparisons between benefits to users and reductions in competition will be a major challenge for the
guidance which comes with the new statutory provisions.

3.2 Quality partnership schemes (clauses 3 to 6)

We believe that quality partnership schemes will work most eVectively if they are underpinned by co-
operation and with proper safeguards to ensure that the relationship is balanced and not one sided.
Accordingly, in addition to the competition test Go-Ahead we would also require that any proposed local
authority powers regarding timings and frequencies must be by agreement with operators and then in return
for a significant local authority commitment to bus passengers through significant investment in bus priority
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and corresponding robust enforcement of these priorities. There must also be recognition of the impact of
any changes to bus timings for services which may cross over into a neighbouring local authority area. Any
changes to fares must also be by agreement with operators.

A right of appeal by operators to local authorities should apply in the case of ‘unfair’ burden (eg when the
burden of meeting scheme requirements can not be met by the revenue). This safeguard will help to facilitate
solutions which ensure continuing services to bus passengers. Without a right of appeal the only option open
to many operators is to stop running services which is unsatisfactory for all parties.

3.3 Quality contracts schemes (clauses 7 to 23)

We believe that it is only through partnership and co-operation that real benefits can be generated for bus
users. This raises a fundamental concern about any enduring benefit through a system (eg QCs) imposed
without that co-operation. Benefits in areas of Go-Ahead operations have been clearly delivered through a
harnessing of the market-growing (and subsidy minimising) expertise of the private sector and blending it
with local authority best practice, particularly in the areas of bus priorities and the wider transport, parking
and urban planning context.

Operators would also need to seek reassurance about the impact that a QC may have on bus services
originating from outside a given local authority area but travelling into a QC area.

Although we acknowledge that there is guidance, the draft Bill is silent on the following issues which
require clarity to safeguard operators’ interests.

(a) Business value and shareholders

We recognise that the proposed tests will require local authorities to make a strong case for imposing QCs
on bus operators. However it is unacceptable that commercial businesses should lose any value (eg from
long term investment and goodwill) from their businesses from such a decision without compensation.

We also recognise that any uncertainty over the ownership and value of operator businesses will cause
concern among shareholders and investors. This in turn may have an impact on the value of the major
operator Groups which are committed to significant long term investment in a range of key UK transport
sectors. Shareholders range from individuals to UK pension funds.

(b) Our people

Any forced changes to a business employer must ensure that employees (drivers, skilled engineers etc)
continue to enjoy, at the least, similar employee benefits as they did before and particularly in their pension
arrangements. Any uncertainty caused in this area is likely to be unpopular and particularly with long
serving employees. Go-Ahead also oVers its employees the opportunity to participate in Share Option
Schemes and to apply to join its Senior Management Training Scheme both of which oVer potential benefits
to employees.

3.4 Taxi-buses (clause 26)

We support the proposal that holders of a private hire vehicle (PHV) licence would be able to apply for
a “special restricted” public service vehicle (PSV) operator’s licence, to enable them to provide local bus
services. Entry by a variety of modes is a requirement for a flourishing transport market. The use of smaller
vehicles could provide cheaper alternatives for low volume but socially necessary services such as those in
rural markets and help existing local authority budgets go further. However all providers must be required
to meet the necessary safety standards (which apply to commercial operators) to safeguard the public.

3.5 Community transport (clauses 27 to 30)

We support the centralisation of permit issuing for bodies that operate larger passenger vehicles for their
own purposes. We believe that the proposal should apply to vehicle standards in both voluntary and
professional standards, which will ensure a high standard of public safety.

3.6 Punctuality (clauses 31 and 32)

We welcome new powers for TraYc Commissioners to develop a new performance regime based on better
quality data and where local authorities, as well as operators, can be held to account for their contribution
to the performance of local bus services (eg the provision and enforcement of bus priority measures). We
would wish these powers which as proposed only apply to the impact of poor traYc management by local
authorities on punctuality to extend to where this poor management imposes additional costs on bus
passengers and operators.



3721511010 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:17:33 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 133

3.7 Flexibility for local authorities (clauses 33 to 37)

We welcome the opportunity for local authority owners of transport companies to take full control of the
important ownership decision-making process.

We welcome clarification that provides the opportunity for local authorities, where they choose, to
procure improvements to the quality of tendered services. Additionally, the proposed extension of contract
terms to a maximum of 8 years will enable longer term planning of, for example, rural networks, and the
possibility for improved value for money of public budgets to be yielded.

Reforming local transport governance, Part 4, Chapter 2

3.8 Local Reviews of transport governance arrangements (clauses 39 to 55)

We welcome any review which enables the Secretary of State to improve the powers and governance of
PTAs, and the geographical areas that they cover. This should cover on-and-oV street parking.

3.9 Transport planning and duties (Chapter 3, clauses 56 to 63)

We agree with the recognition by the Government that where one body is responsible for ensuring
integrated planning and delivery across functions (eg unitary authority) this enables them to achieve strong
results. Conversely in major metropolitan areas, responsibility for diVerent transport functions is split
between diVerent authorities. Individual metropolitan district councils (MDCs) are responsible for the local
roads and traYc, in their areas, meaning that no single body is responsible for ensuring that the wider
network across the conurbation as a whole is working eVectively.

The need for PTAs and MDCs to work together despite their split of functions “has long been
recognised”. We welcome the proposal for Metropolitan areas that rather than imposing a joint duty on
district councils and PTAs to produce a Local Transport Plan that instead PTAs produce an Integrated
Transport Strategy and Implementation plan. These together with other proposals eg the Secretary of State
would be able to issue guidance on producing ITSs and Implementation plans, that a new duty would be
placed on PTAs and metropolitan district councils to have regard to Government policy and guidance on
climate change in carrying out their functions are viewed as constructive.

3.10 Taking forward local road pricing schemes (Part 5)

Local Charging Schemes are designed to form a key part of future traYc management and will be
developed together with traYc restraint measures and parking controls. Local charging schemes will be
designed to secure mode switch from car to public transport. Given the need to plan for this to services which
might be already busy or overcrowded it is essential that authorities planning these schemes should involve
bus operators at the earliest stages of planning.

Earnings from Local Charging Schemes should be hypothecated to provide additional resources to
support the public transport alternatives (eg bus priority and enforcement measures) which are required to
provide suitable public transport alternatives.

3.11 TraYc Commissioners (Part 6)

Consistency among regionally based independent TraYc Commissioners (TCs) is important as diVerent
standards and processes being applied in diVerent traYc areas, can lead to uncertainty and increased costs.
Consistency is promoted through the facilitation of the Senior TraYc Commissioner (STC). As the STC has
no formal powers this is conducted through negotiation and formal agreement. We welcome the proposals
to place the existing role of the STC on a statutory footing, with a remit to promote consistency between
the individual TCs and appropriate powers to secure greater consistency where this cannot be achieved by
cooperation alone. We also welcome the power for the Secretary of State to give guidance to the STC on
matters of general policy and process.

4.0 Rail

4.1 Competition (Clause 24 and Schedule 2)

The proposals to revise competition tests for local authorities and bus operators oVers an opportunity to
also review the OFT’s practice regarding franchise bids by owning groups who operate buses in the franchise
area. These are referred to the Competition Commission when the company is shortlisted for a franchise
which add substantial management time and costs, particularly in the case of a full inquiry.
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4.2 Transport Planning and duties. (Part 4 Chapter 3, Clause 58)

The proposals to move away from Local Transport Plans (LTPs) to Integrated Transport Strategy Plans
(ITS) and Implementation plans (IP) are welcome. The longer term ITS should cover a 20 year period to
co-ordinate with the Regional Planning Assessments undertaken by the DfT on future demand for rail
services. This will meet the long time lead required to plan and make significant changes to railway
infrastructure. The Implementation plans should link with the work on railway RUS undertaken by
Network Rail which cover 5 year periods.

4.3 Local Charging Schemes (Part 5)

Local Charging Schemes are designed to form a key part of future traYc management and will be
developed together with traYc restraint measures and parking controls. Local charging schemes will be
designed to secure mode switch from car to public transport. Given the need to plan for this to services which
might be already busy or overcrowded it is essential that authorities planning these schemes should involve
TOCs and Network Rail at the earliest stages of planning.

Earnings from Local Charging Schemes should be hypothecated to provide additional resources to
support the public transport alternatives (eg from rolling stock to infrastructure) which are required to
provide suitable public transport alternatives.

APPENDIX

Go-Ahead Operating Companies

Bus

Go-Ahead operates over 3,500 buses in the UK, delivering 240 million vehicle KMs each year across a
range of markets, including deregulated services in Tyne & Wear, the West Midlands 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 500 million passenger journeys were
undertaken on our bus services in 2005/06. With an average fleet age of just over 6.2 years, Go-Ahead
operates one of the most modern, least-polluting fleets in the country. 77% 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 280 buses, an average of 4% patronage growth has been
achieved year-on-year and the company now provides almost 40 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 2,000 staV and providing 68 million passenger journeys on its
fleet of almost 700 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 over 4,300 staV, our services undertake
over 290 million passenger journeys each year.

Metrobus

Since joining the group in 1999, Metrobus has undergone significant expansion and now operates a fleet
of over 360 vehicles in both the regulated and deregulated bus markets. Predominantly operating in the
Croydon, Bromley, Crawley and Gatwick conurbations, over 45 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 over 17 million
passenger journeys each year.
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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 400 buses, over 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 over 80
buses that in 2005–06 covered 4.9 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 81 buses covering
5.5 million kilometres in 2005–06.

Go West Midlands

Acquired by the Group in December 2005, Go West Midlands is the second largest operator of local bus
and express services in the West Midlands, operating over 200 buses covering over 14 million kilometres.

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 has invested £1.2 billion to upgrade
trains and also the 160 stations and depots it is responsible for managing. Last year our fleet of 280 trains
carried 123 million passengers and travelled 28 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 UK

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 over 5,000 staV and during 2005–06 handled over
half a million aircraft ‘turnarounds’ and 45 million passengers on behalf of our customer airlines. In doing
so we operate approximately 1500 diesel and electric powered vehicles and specialist ground handling
equipment, investing over £8 million in new equipment in the past year.

Parking

Meteor

Meteor, now the third largest parking company in the UK, manages almost 60,000 car parking spaces for
a range of clients including retail outlets, local authorities, airport operators, NHS trusts, hotel groups and
train operating companies.

June 2007
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Memorandum from the Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders Ltd (SMMT) (DLTB 12)

The Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders (SMMT) is the leading trade association for the UK
automotive industry, providing expert advice and information to its members as well as to external
organisations. It represents more than 500 member companies ranging from vehicle manufacturers,
component and material suppliers to power train providers and design engineers. The SMMT’s Bus and
Coach Section includes most manufacturing businesses active in the UK bus market. Its members supply
chassis and bodywork to the operators of bus services across the UK. The motor industry is a crucial sector
of the UK economy, generating a manufacturing turnover of £47 billion, contributing well over 10 per cent
of the UK’s total exports and supporting around 800,000 jobs.

SMMT welcomes the opportunity to comment to the Transport Committee on the Draft Local Transport
Bill. The UK automotive industry recognises that eVective and eYcient road transport is essential to UK
competitiveness and future prosperity. Businesses’ competitiveness needs and citizens’ mobility rights are a
priority and more emphasis must be given to on the needs of road transport and road users. A review of
roads policy is long overdue. The SMMT acknowledges that the Draft Bill is timely following several
reviews: Stern, Eddington, Lyons and Barker—which have common themes; however any change in
transport policy should be based on sound evidence and subject to a robust and open review process. The
SMMT has formulated this response through consultation with its membership and has endeavoured to
keep its comments brief; however it is disappointed with the very short deadline for submissions.

Comments

The SMMT supports the core purpose of the Draft Bill, to tackle congestion and to improve public
transport and also acknowledge that a package of measures is needed to address the rising demand for road
use. A new policy for roads is essential for UK productivity and economic prosperity. The Draft Bill
proposes that diVerent policy options can be selected, targeted and delivered locally. However it is still
unclear as to whether such a strategy can be eVective and applied consistently across the UK. It is vital for
business that there is clarity and long-term planning for the strategic direction of national policy on road use.

Greater investment

Long-term underinvestment in road transport needs to be addressed, currently the total spend on all
transport modes sits at about half of revenue raised from transport, mainly vehicle-based taxes. A greater
priority needs to be given to additional investment in road transport and infrastructure. Well-targeted and
designed road schemes oVer strong benefits.

Integrated policy

Road transport eYciency is a key factor of UK competitiveness, and road transport is the most popular
mode. Significant modal shift is unlikely, and road traYc will therefore continue to grow. In order for
growth to be sustainable; a realistic, integrated and nationally consistent transport policy is essential. There
are concerns that the Draft Local Transport Bill does not fully acknowledge the need for integrated
transport policy. An integrated roads policy must address mobility rights, competitiveness challenges,
economic and environmental sustainability, and accessibility.

The local delivery focus of the Draft Local Transport Bill is appropriate in terms of the clear diVerences
between the needs of localities and the travel patterns in these diVerent areas. However, there needs be
clarification on how the inevitable variety of local policies fit into the context of the national transport
infrastructure. Local policies must be consistent, integrated and coherent so as to achieve an eYcient and
eVective national structure.

Road pricing

The SMMT does not support road pricing as a single measure for tackling congestion on the UK’s roads.
However, it recognises that road pricing, as part of a package of measures, including infrastructure and
public transport improvements, has a role in easing congestion problems. The SMMT supports the Draft
Bill’s recognition of a package of demand management measures as necessary, however we would encourage
greater investment in roads and infrastructure as a priority. Road pricing, as a policy, must be open,
transparent and widely consulted on. Powers to allow local authorities to introduce local road charging
schemes causes widespread concern that the proliferation of local schemes could create confusion for users
and undermine attempts to develop and introduce consistent and interoperable technologies. All
stakeholders need clarity and guidance from Government on how similar, yet unique local road pricing and
demand management schemes are to fit into a national strategy for managing road use and easing
congestion. This Draft Bill does not present a clear structure for roads pricing policy going forward—
interoperability at a national and European level is essential.
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Buses

The bus oVers a major contribution to addressing congestion and mobility issues in a cost-eVective and
flexible way. This is most especially a good fit in urban areas, as highlighted in the Eddington Review. The
Draft Local Transport Bill sets out proposals for changes to the relationship between local authorities and
bus services. Changes to the regulatory framework do impact on the UK market for new and used buses,
and this can have long-lasting eVects. Experience shows that purchases of new buses are often deferred until
the process driving such change is clear and complete. The SMMT’s members are concerned that the
regulatory framework is competitive, stable, and durable, while fostering innovation in vehicle quality and
use. The SMMT’s experience is that caution is needed when major regulatory change is considered and
implemented because investment can suVer. We outlined some clear examples in our submission to the
Committee in May 2006 on Bus Services.

June 2007

Memorandum from the County Surveyors Society (CSS) (DLTB 13)

1. Summary

1.1 The CSS are concerned to improve the provision of the Bill to be more helpful to County and Unitary
Authorities.

1.2 We seek amendment to the governance arrangements (Clause 39) to allow suYcient flexibility for
County areas to create more than one PTA comprising one or more borough or district council areas with
one or more such areas in neighbouring County Authorities.

1.3 We seek some widening of scope to voluntary and statutory quality partnership and quality contracts
and we would wish to see some clarification of Clause 32 in respect of punctuality and reliability issues
concerning the functions of Local Transport Authorities.

2. Introduction

2.1 The CSS represents chief oYcers in English County and Unitary Authorities responsible for
Transport, Planning, Economic Development, and Environment functions.

2.2 We welcome the proposals within the draft Bill which we believe will provide greater flexibility for
Local Transport Authorities to meet the objectives of the Transport Act 2000 in a more eVective way and
address also the government’s objectives in the White Paper “Putting Passengers First.”

2.3 We are concerned that the focus of the draft Bill is mostly on metropolitan and large urban areas and
would wish the Committee to address how the proposals will meet the government’s objectives in the
remainder of the country.

3. Governance Arrangements (Clause 39)

3.1 We welcome the opportunity for Transport Authorities outside of the metropolitan areas to be able
to seek the formation of Passenger Transport Authorities. This may be of benefit in the future to existing and
emerging partnerships between authorities to address congestion, economic development, and accessibility
issues in a more eVective way by achieving the right balance of investment and management across all modes
of transport.

3.2 The CSS and the Chief Economic Development OYcers Society (CEDOS) published a report in April
2007 entitled “Our Economic Potential—Looking Beyond The Core Cities.” It pointed out that alongside the
core cities and metropolitan areas the county areas are key sub regional components of every region in the
country outside London. They are a major part of our national social and economic infrastructure and
account for 62 per cent of England’s population. At the end of 2001 approaching one million registered
businesses were in county areas, 64 per cent of England’s total or 79 per cent excluding London. It is
therefore important in economic terms as well as for transport, environment and social issues for the
provisions in the Bill to extend to assisting county and unitary areas to be able to meet the government’s
objectives for this Bill.

3.3 We do ask the Committee to consider the wording in the Draft Bill (section 39 (5)(a) which requires
the PTA formed from two or more authorities to cover the whole area of both authorities. This does not
necessarily provide the best arrangement for all parts of the country. There may be two or more distinct
economic sub regions in a larger county which may demand diVerent approaches and diVerent partners.

3.4 Taking West Sussex as an example it is within 2 economic sub regions as defined by the draft South
East Plan—the Sussex Coast and the Crawley/Gatwick sub region. The latter has already seen an active
transport partnership between West Sussex County Council, Surrey County Council, Crawley Borough
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Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, BAA Gatwick and British Airways and Metrobus Ltd.
The fruits of this have been the development of the Fastway Bus Services, a network of guided bus and bus
priority measures which now carry an annual total of approaching 3 million passengers.

3.5 In taking forward bus improvements for the coastal area of West Sussex the County Council may
find it fruitful to discuss an integrated approach to fares, branding and investment decisions to include its
coastal districts and Brighton and Hove and possibly East Sussex. It does not seem a sensible administrative
arrangement in these circumstances to require a single PTA including all the authorities mentioned for both
economic sub regions. For the avoidance of doubt I must stress there are currently no proposals for any
PTA covering West Sussex.

3.6 We would ask the Committee to consider amending the wording by having the choice of either the
combined areas of each authority or in the case of County Councils one or more District or Borough
Councils in their area.

4. Voluntary Bus Partnerships (Clause 24)

4.1 We welcome the proposal to clarify further the competition test in relation to partnerships where
there is more than one operator. This should allow the formation of further voluntary arrangements, some
of which can be very productive in improving services for passengers.

4.2 We would ask that the Committee consider whether the scope of the partnership could also include
allowing the use of return tickets on diVerent operator services which may operate in the same corridor. This
is a matter which would certainly be within the spirit of putting passengers first.

5. Statutory Quality Partnerships (Clause 3)

5.1 Similarly we welcome the proposals and would ask for the return ticket issue outlined above to be
included in the scope of such partnerships. The phasing in of facilities in a SQP is also welcomed.

5.2 Once an SQP has been established we also believe that there should be protection from new
registrations which may have the eVect of undermining the partnership through predatory timetabling or
in other ways. We believe there should be an additional power vested in the TraYc Commissioner where
there is an objection by the Local Authority to refuse registrations which undermine the viability of SQP’s.

6. Quality Contracts (Clause 7)

6.1 We support the new proposals although these are more likely to be used in metropolitan areas.

6.2 We do believe that there should be some attention given to allowing more eVective use of public
subsidy in rural areas where Local Transport Authorities can plan the most eVective routes in some cases
but this can be disrupted if a commercial operator chooses to “cherry pick” routes. The Association of
Transport Coordination OYcers (ATCO) has proposed a Tendered Network Zones proposal which would
not require any onerous process to implement and would safeguard against such action and we would wish
to see this proposal scrutinised by the Committee as an amendment to the Bill.

7. Punctuality and Reliability (Clause 32)

7.1 The Bill naturally looks at the situation where there is some failure by either operators or local
authorities to deal satisfactorily with the problems of reliability and punctuality.

7.2 The provisions of the Bill are open-ended in respect of the resource required of local transport
authorities. In as much as the requirement would spur some to perform better it may be the right approach:
in as much as it consumes resources by every Transport Authority in feeding a great deal of information to
TraYc Commissioners who will devote a great deal of time to pondering whether their performance is good,
bad or indiVerent it is not such a good idea. Furthermore, how is the TraYc Commissioner to judge whether
the Transport Authority devoted suYcient resources to addressing the problem and the members of the
authority had devoted suYcient attention to the matter compared with their other responsibilities? There
may be also complex issues of value for money, project management, consultation, and public acceptance
of measures at play.

7.3 We start from the premise that the Local Transport Authority (LTA) and the Local Bus Operator(s)
are best placed to identify points in the road network which are congested and lead to problems of
punctuality and unreliability.

7.4 Although this is a matter for a future statutory instrument we are concerned that the regulations that
stem from this provision in the Bill may become onerous for Local Authorities without achieving the
intended purpose. We believe the emphasis should be on the Bus Operators and the LTA to proactively
monitor reliability and punctuality issues and to produce a short plan annually which provides information
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on these issues and sets a plan for action and records progress. This will help to concentrate minds on where
intervention can be most cost eVective and in the interests of the passenger. It will also help the members of
the authority to balance their priorities across other responsibilities.

7.5 We believe this would provide a better context for the TraYc Commissioners when they call operators
to account as they do at present for reliability and punctuality issues. They should be able to see more easily
from the data supplied by the operators where there are management failures as opposed to problems
relating to road network issues. The quality of the Plan and performance by LTAs on their own plans will
enable the TraYc Commissioner to see whether there is a prima facie case for referring the LTA to the
Secretary of State for possible intervention under the TraYc management Act.

7.6 Another area of concern is that the Highways Agency and Network Rail are exempt from the
provisions of the Bill. Buses crossing congested Trunk Roads and the problems of the down time of Level
crossings can be a major cause of bus unreliability and punctuality. While these issues are in themselves
diYcult problems to deal with there may be some amelioration of conditions for buses if these authorities
are given some remit to assist with bus reliability and punctuality issues.

8. Community Transport (Clauses 27–29)

8.1 It is accepted that in general Community Transport would not have the capacity to cope with the
acceptance of free concessionary travel for the over 60’s. This is seen as unfair, however, by those people
who rely on community transport, particularly in rural areas where there is no alternative public bus
provision. The withdrawal of funding by Regional Development Agencies of grant supplied in the past by
the Countryside Agency both for services and for staV to support and develop community transport services
has left this sector less equipped to play a full contribution to providing further services in rural areas.

8.2 The increased flexibility provided by the Bill is welcomed. However it is thought to have a small rather
than a major impact in this sector.

9. Road Pricing

9.1 The provisions proposed in the Bill are welcomed if and when LTA’s begin to take up the provisions.

10. Other Issues

10.1 Absent from the provisions of the Bill are proposals to use the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG)
in a way which is targeted more eVectively to supporting the objectives of a LTA. The value of BSOG in
total is similar in level to the total revenue support of public transport by LTA’s outside of London. So it
is important that the Government provide some indication of how this matter will be dealt with and whether
there is some scope for an amendment to the Bill to address this issue.

11. Conclusions

11.1 We hope that the Committee has found our comments of interest and we would welcome the
opportunity to explain any of the issues in further detail and give evidence to the Select Committee for
Transport should this be thought appropriate.

June 2007

Memorandum from the National Union of Rail Maritime and Transport Workers (RMT)(DLTB 14)

1. Introduction

1.1. The National Union of Rail Maritime and Transport Workers (RMT) represents 75,000 transport
workers in the rail, bus, maritime and road haulage sectors. With 5,000 bus members the RMT is the second
largest union in the Bus industry. Over recent months our oYcials have attended a number of meetings with
Ministers and advisors regarding the Government’s proposals for improved bus services. We have also held
discussions regarding the creation of new PTAs, which is a key aspect of the draft Bill with the potential to
have a significant impact on rail services. We therefore hope the Committee will find this submission of
assistance and we would welcome the opportunity to provide oral evidence.

2. Summary

2.1. RMT policy is to support public and local municipal ownership of the bus services. We believe such
a framework would provide better value for money by ensuring that all fare revenues and subsidies are
invested in providing and improving bus services. Whilst public ownership is not on the Government’s radar
there are proposals in the draft Bill which will give local authorities the flexibility to provide financial
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backing for the establishment and operations of public transport companies. There are positives in the draft
Bill and areas that clearly require more thought and consultation. Therefore we welcome the Government’s
continued engagement with stakeholders prior to the publication of the final Bill. Specifically our submission
will outline the following.

— The proposals may put barriers in place that prevent Quality Contracts from being a realistic
option

— The introduction of Quality Contacts do not have arrangements in place that provide for TUPE
and the protection of bus workers, jobs, conditions and pensions

— Our commissioned independent survey of bus workers have highlighted major recruitment and
retention problems in the bus industry

— The extension of Community Transport may undermine existing scheduled bus services.

— Current Government grant does not provide value for money

— New Passenger Transport Authorities will improve the quality of local transport

— Road pricing must be supported by adequate public transport provision.

3. Barriers to Quality Contracts

3.1. In some respects the need for a Local Transport Bill is an honest admission by the Government that
many of the policies introduced under the Transport Act 2000 have failed to meet their stated objectives.
The consultation for the draft Local Transport Bill recognises that since 2000 no Bus Quality Contracts have
been introduced.

3.2. The introduction of Quality Contracts would allow local authorities to plan and regulate bus services
in a similar way to London. The advantages are clear. In London regulated bus services have seen a
significant increase in bus patronage. Outside London, the unregulated bus services have seen a continued
decline in patronage. One of the stated aims of Government policy is to seek to relax the criteria to make it
easier for local authorities to introduce Quality Contracts. On the surface the draft Bill does seem to be
moving in that direction. Quality Contracts will not now have to be agreed by the Secretary of State and
will no longer have to be “the only practicable way” for a local authority to achieve its bus strategy.

3.3. On closer examination, however, there is a real danger that the Government’s proposals will simply
replace the existing barriers to Quality Contracts with a new set of obstacles. The Secretary of State’s role
in approving Quality Contracts will be passed to a TraYc Commissioner whilst operators will be able to
appeal to a Transport Tribunal against any decision of the TraYc Commissioner.

3.4. There is understandable concern therefore that the proposed new procedures could result in
protracted timescales for introducing Quality Contracts, with the Passenger Transport Executive Group
estimating it could be well over 5 years before the first contract could be put in place. A far cry from the
Secretary of State’s intention to make Quality Contracts a “more realistic option.”

3.5. The proposals also raise the real danger that operators who were resistant to Quality Contracts
would use this protracted process to protect their unregulated status whilst unaccountable bodies (the
TraYc Commissioner and Transport Tribunal) will be able to veto the wider transport strategy of
democratically elected local authorities.

3.6. Unless local authorities are given the ultimate right to introduce a Quality Contract in their area then
the Government proposals may repeat the shortcomings of the Transport Act 2000 which resulted in no
Quality Contracts being introduced. The Bill should be amended to remove blocking powers of the
unaccountable TraYc Commissioner and Transport Tribunal.

4. Protection of staff, quality employment and quality bus services

4.1. Bus workers should benefit from the regulation of bus services. The resulting increased bus patronage
and long term contracts with local authorities should enhance job security and conditions of service. The
possible extension of Quality Contracts does, however, raise transitional issues for job security and pay and
conditions in the bus industry. Specifically the Government has to clarify and address the following issues,

— Where a bus operator(s) wins a Quality Contract, TUPE may not apply to bus workers who
transfer employment with their employer to the Quality Contract.

— In a local authority area where there is more than one operator and only one of these operators
wins a Quality Contract covering all of the bus operations for that area TUPE will not apply to
the employees of the operator(s) who do not win the Quality Contract. What will happen to the
employees of the operator who do not win the Quality Contract?

— To ensure more competitive bids employers may cut terms and conditions to win a Quality
Contract or local authorities may encourage cuts in terms and conditions to reduce the cost of a
Quality Contract. Will protections be aVorded to ensure that employees who transfer to a Quality
Contract have no worse conditions or pensions for the duration of that contract?
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4.2. The Government have recognised that secure quality employment has a key role in the provision of
quality bus services. This was confirmed by Gillian Merron MP, the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
for Transport in her foreword to the Department for Transport’s 2006 “Bus Industry—Good Practice
Guide in StaV Recruitment and Retention”

“The bus industry plays a key role in the economic, social and environmental well being of the UK.
It is vital, therefore, that the sector is able to attract and retain a skilled and flexible workforce now
and in the future so it can continue to fulfil this crucial role. The bus industry faces many tough
challenges: providing attractive levels of pay, shift patterns and working conditions to attract
people who must deal with congested roads and anti social behaviour by some passengers, among
other pressures.

Together these challenges throw down the gauntlet to the bus industry to improve staV recruitment
and retention. A response is required that addresses a complex range of factors including pay, job
awareness, working conditions and training but also the wider management, cultural and
communications issues.”

4.3. The Good Practice Guide was produced by a task group of the Bus Partnership Forum an
organisation which, as far as we are aware, does not include the trade unions. The Under Secretary of State
for Transport however did ask the unions to provide information on employment issues in the Bus industry.
In response the RMT employed ERS Research to conduct an independent survey of its 5000 bus members
who are primarily employed in the South West of England, but also in the South East and East Midlands.
1000 bus workers responded, a very healthy 23 per cent participation rate in the survey. The results of the
survey are over 30 pages and we would be happy to provide a copy if this was requested by the Committee.

4.4. In summary the survey shows that Bus workers believe that the privatised bus companies are more
interested in making profits than providing a service for passengers and that the industry is plagued by long
hours, low pay, high staV turnover and job insecurity. The industry also has an increasing age profile.
Specifically the survey found:

— 69 per cent of bus workers felt that the company they worked for was more interested in making
profits than providing a service to passengers. Only 14 per cent felt their company was more
interested in passengers than profits.

— Almost half of bus workers earn less than £300 a week before tax. 15 per cent of respondents said
they relied on Government support to boost their income meaning that the Government is
indirectly subsiding low pay in the bus industry.

— Poor pay means a long hour’s culture is prevalent. 80 per cent worked more than 40 hours a week,
42 per cent worked more than 45 hours a week, and 18 per cent more than 50 hours a week and 8
per cent over 55 hours a week.

— Only a quarter of Bus workers feel secure in their job. Younger bus workers are becoming a rarity,
with 89 per cent of bus workers over the age of 34 and 70 per cent over the age of 44.

— Two thirds said that the main reason workers left the industry was because of poor pay and
conditions. Only 13 per cent of Bus workers felt that the company they worked for adequately
rewarded employees.

— Two thirds felt that the company they worked for did not do a good job in communicating with
their employees and only 20 per cent agreed that there were good industrial relations at their
company.

— Whilst almost half of respondents felt that their company took adequate steps to protect the health
and safety of employees a third thought that this was not the case. Also of concern was that only
a third of Bus workers thought that their company took adequate steps to minimise assaults and
anti social behaviour by passengers.

— Members were evenly split about whether their company allowed adequate arrangements for rest
breaks with 42 per cent agreeing this was the case and 41 per cent against. A similar split could be
found with regards to their company providing adequate facilities at the workplace with 40 per
cent in favour and 42 per cent against.

— The majority of respondents (53 per cent) felt that their company did a good job at advertising
vacancies. Whilst half of respondents felt their company provided adequate training for new
employees only 30 per cent agreed that their company provided adequate refresher training and
training for new skills.

4.5. The Government has a role not only to protect the employment and conditions of bus workers but
also to set a national framework to address the recruitment and retention problems in the bus industry which
have been highlighted by the RMT survey.

4.6. The draft Bill details a number of instances where the Government can intervene nationally to help
secure quality bus services. For example PTAs will be required to produce an integrated transport plan and
local authorities are required to have regard for any guidance produced by the Secretary of State in respect
of Quality Contract schemes. We see no reason why the Government cannot also issue directions to protect
the employment and conditions of bus workers.
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4.7. It is also the case that there are precedents in the transport industry for the Government to intervene
to protect employees in instances where major changes are taking place. An example would be the protection
of pensions and travel arrangements arising from the privatisation of the railway and the part privatisation
of the London Underground.

4.8. The RMT has suggested to the Government that they should establish a working group with the
relevant trade unions and other stakeholders. The purpose of this Group would be to consider employment
issues and seek to make recommendations on any necessary amendments that may be required to the Local
Transport Bill.

5. Community Transport

5.1. Prior to the publication of the draft Bill the Government’s consultation document for improving bus
services, “Putting Passengers First” proposed greater involvement of “community” (ie voluntary and not
for profit) transport provision in rural areas which are “not attractive to commercial operators.” This would
be achieved by allowing drivers to be paid by community organisations and allowing for vehicles of more
than 16 seats to be used on those services. This has been confirmed in the draft Bill through a proposed
amendment to section 22 of the 1985 Transport Act.

5.2. If enacted these proposals would significantly increase community transport provision. Our concern
is that such an extension may provide an incentive for local authorities and/or operators to withdraw from
routes which are not commercially attractive in the hope that far cheaper community transport provision
will fill the vacuum. By their nature such community transport services may not be as secure, stable or as
accountable as local authority facilitated services. Moreover if a community transport service failed in an
area where a local authority has withdrawn service provision the authority may be less able, or willing, to
step back in and seek to resume bus operations. Furthermore the Regulatory Impact Assessment for the
draft Bill explains what it sees as the benefit of an extension of Community Transport,

“The proposals to allow drivers of vehicles under section 22 permits to be paid should increase the
pool of drivers available to work for community transport bodies and hence the number of services
provided.”

5.3. So there is an additional concern that, as drafted, the proposed extension of low labour cost
community transport provision could undermine the jobs and conditions of bus workers which would
further exacerbate the recruitment and retention problems outlined in section 4 of this submission.

5.4. RMT welcomes that the Government is consulting further on this issue. We agree with the Passenger
Transport Executive Group that community transport can play a role in “augmenting the conventional bus
network”. We would therefore suggest that the final Local Transport Bill should contain safeguards to
ensure that community transport provision does not undermine scheduled services that are already in place
or undermine the terms and conditions of full time bus workers.

6. Value for money from Government grant

6.1. In 2005/06 the Government invested around £2 billion in bus service provision, which is about half
of the industry’s total turnover. According to the Government “the most important sources of subsidy” is
the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG). This is a payment made to bus operators and is “related to fuel
usage.” A recent written parliamentary question (Appendix 1) revealed that almost £2.5 billion had been
paid to operators through BSOG since the Transport Act 2000. Whether this is the most sensible use of tax
payers money appeared to be recognised by Putting Passengers First.

“BSOG payments are currently linked to fuel consumed and therefore clearly poorly targeted on
objectives for patronage, punctuality and quality. Furthermore, by subsidising fuel consumption
they do not fit well with our environmental objectives Where local authorities opt to introduce
Quality Contracts there would be scope for greater eYciency and value for money by targeted
spending on key outcomes through the design of bus networks, rather than subsidising fuel use.
One option would be to use the provisions in the Transport Act 2000 whereby the Secretary of
State can devolve funding to local authorities in such a way that areas which adopt Quality
Contracts could receive a sum equivalent to BSOG”

6.2. So Putting Passengers First suggested an option for reform of BSOG would be to link future
Government grant with the introduction of Quality Contracts, however the draft Bill consultation
document now says there needs to be further discussion with stakeholders on the reform of BSOG.

6.3. It is quite astonishing that at a time when bus patronage outside London has declined operators
continue to receive this amount of Government subsidy just for burning fuel. It cannot be in the public
interest that the most important source of subsidy from central Government is used to pay bus companies
petrol costs instead of improving services to passengers and reducing carbon emissions. We support
proposals to amend BSOG so that it is directed to encourage the introduction of Quality Contracts. This
will not only be a better use of public money in itself but will also allow the Government to employ a national
strategy of targeting national subsidy to encourage bus regulation by local authorities.
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7. New Passenger Transport Authorities

7.1. Prior to the publication of Putting Passengers First RMT had concerns that because introducing a
Quality Contract would be a matter for local authorities this could see the creation of a two—tier bus system
where buses are regulated in some areas and not in others. This was because it was far more likely that
regulation would be introduced in areas that benefited from PTAs/PTEs.

7.2. We repeatedly raised these concerns in our discussions with Ministers and oYcials and we therefore
strongly welcome the proposal in the draft Bill that, subject to the agreement of the local authorities aVected,
new PTAs can be set up where they currently do not exist such as in the South West, East Anglia and
South East.

7.3. As well as providing a framework for improving bus services the creation of such PTAs raises the
potential for enhanced public authority involvement and accountability of rail services in these areas. Taken
together with the proposals for a requirement of local authorities to prepare an integrated transport plan
and a larger role for cites in specifying and funding local rail services the draft Bill is a positive step in the
right direction for local transport governance.

7.4. The RMT welcomes proposals in the draft Local Transport Bill which will enable the creation of
PTA’s where they currently do not exist.

8. The challenge of road pricing

8.1. The draft Bill contains proposals to give local authorities the flexibility to trial road user charging.
Local authorities will be able to use revenues raised from these schemes to improve public transport. These
are welcome proposals and entirely necessary if public transport is to fulfil its role in reducing congestion
and carbon emissions.

8.2. According to a report by Professor Goodwin of University College London if private transport use
is reduced by, for example by 5 per cent, this reduction in private transport could lead to a 50 per cent
increase in the actual or potential demand for public transport use. This is due to the current very high
percentage of the population who use private transport compared to the very small amount who use public
transport. It is important therefore that where road pricing is introduced the right funding framework is in
place to ensure suYcient public transport capacity to absorb any consequent modal shift from the private
car.

8.3. The RMT supports proposals to give local authorities the flexibility to introduce road user charging.

9. Conclusion

9.1. The overwhelming emphasis in the draft Bill is to seek to provide local authorities with the tools to
deliver national government policy objectives of reducing congestion, carbon emissions and the social
exclusion that exists where there is poor public transport provision. It is open to debate whether leaving such
key policies objectives to the variable nature of local governance can achieve the desirable outputs that the
Government is seeking and a stronger national framework may be needed to achieve the Government’s
objectives.

9.2. Such a framework will certainly be needed should the main private bus operators (Arriva, First, Go-
Ahead, National Express and Stagecoach), seek to frustrate or dilute Government proposals or policy.
These companies have made huge profits on the back of substantial government subsidy. Figures available
from Company House show these profits for year ending 2005 and to April 2006 were more than £0.3 billion
from the UK bus industry. It is not surprising that the RMT survey showed the overwhelming majority of
bus workers think their employers put passengers before profits.

9.3. The private operators can more than aVord to pay a fairer share in improving local transport.
Ministers should stick to their original guns of seeking to make the introduction of Quality Contracts a more
realistic option and in reforming the Bus Service Operator Grant. The private operators must also not be
allowed to veto eVorts to ensure that bus workers are not aVorded basic protections of their jobs and
conditions. Ministers must also not think that essential and vulnerable lifeline bus services in rural areas can
be provided on the cheap through an expansion of community transport provision.

9.4. There has been significant public controversy over road pricing. Unless the Government is prepared
to put the interests of passengers before those of the private operators and thus pave the way for substantial
improvements in local transport, then road pricing will continue to be seen as a punitive policy that is deeply
unpopular. This would be a tragedy because the private car is the biggest source of carbon emissions and
there are few other policy options available to bring about the reductions in emissions from road transport
sector that are necessary if the UK is to meet the Climate change challenge.
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9.5. Finally, the consultation document for the draft Bill makes a number of references to holding further
discussions on the provision of bus services through the Bus Partnership Forum. The forum brings together
senior representatives from the bus industry, central and local government. Trade Unions are currently not
represented on the forum so the views of the workforce are not heard. We hope the Government will act to
address this.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Association of Train Operating Companies (ATOC) (DLTB 15)

Introduction and Scope of Submission

This evidence is submitted by the Association of Train Operating Companies on behalf of passenger train
operators. It covers those sections of the Bill that particularly aVect rail passengers and train operators.
These are:

— Competition (Clause 24 and Schedule 2 of the Bill)

— Local transport policies (Clause 58)

— Passenger Transport Authorities (Part 4, Chapter 2)

— Local charging schemes (Part 5)

Competition

This part of the Bill is primarily related to voluntary partnership agreements between bus operators on
coordinating fares and services for the benefit of passengers. In making such a modification to competition
law, the opportunity might also be taken to clarify the existing position on rail franchises in order to promote
closer integration between bus and rail services where these are operated wholly or partly by the same
company. At present, bids by (or acquisition of) Train Operating Companies, whose owning companies
operate buses or trains in the same area, are normally always referred to the Competition Commission,
triggering an expensive inquiry process with costs typically of the order of £1million. We believe that
responsibility for assessing competition issues in these circumstances would be better placed with the
Department for Transport, in consultation with the local authority, when assessing bids (or change of
control under the franchise agreement). This would recognise their role as franchiser, including service
specifier and fares regulator, through which they already reflect the public interest. This would be a useful
streamlining of the current position and be consistent with the principles of better regulation.

Local Transport Policies.

ATOC endorses the proposal to move from short term local transport plans to a two tier approach of
Integrated Transport Strategies and Integrated Transport Implementation Plans. The longer term
framework aligns more closely with the long lead time required to plan and make significant changes to
railway infrastructure, while the short term implementation plans should be closely integrated with the RUS
programme designed to make best use of available rail infrastructure capacity, and optimise the balance
between local and long distance requirements and freight. We would suggest that the Strategies should cover
a 20 year period, rather than the 15 years proposed, making it coterminous with the Regional Planning
Assessments undertaken by the Department for Transport on future demand for rail services. Similarly, we
would strongly recommend that the Implementation plans should be closely aligned with the work on
railway Route Utilisation Strategies undertaken by Network Rail and covering a five year period.

Similarly, the move to Strategies and Implementation Plans for PTAs is endorsed.

New and Enlarged Passenger Transport Authorities.

ATOC would support the proposal to provide for the establishment of new PTE’s where this could
materially assist the planning of local rail services, few of which today are contained within one county or
unitary authority area. Similarly, there would be advantages in extending some PTA areas to nearby towns
which are the terminating point of local train services, reflecting the extension of travel to work areas since
the boundaries were first defined in the 1960s. One example could be the extension of West Yorkshire PTA’s
area to cover the line to Skipton, and another the extension of the West Midlands PTA to cover the line to
Redditch.

It is important that the process for establishing a new PTA, or extending the area of an existing one,
should not bring with it uncertainty, and a hiatus in planning and development of schemes to benefit
passengers. Thus, the process should be time limited, perhaps designed to be complete within a year and
once determined, not subject to change for a period of five years.
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The consultation document (Box 4.2, page 61) suggests that it may be possible to consider cities taking a
greater role in the specification and funding of local rail services, along the lines of the role that TfL plays
in London. Whilst ATOC would support the principle, the words of the consultation paper are non-specific
and carry with them the risk of uncertainty for operators and other railway suppliers. For clarity, it would
be preferable to use the model adopted for national rail services in London, where locally specified
increments are channelled through DfT Rail. This allows a single body to provide a clear specification,
balancing the competing demands of local and long distance passenger services and freight on a constrained
network. Any such change will need to be clear on the extent of the powers to be transferred and the eVect
on existing franchises. There is also a risk that adoption of diVerent policies for heavy rail services by
diVerent PTAs/cities might lead to inconsistency in service provision between diVerent parts of the country,
which would be a problem where they interact with each other. The mechanism for managing this and
ensuring consistency is through the Route Utilisation Strategy process driven by the Network Rail, but with
input from Train Operators, from DfT, from Passenger Focus and local authorities.

Local Charging Schemes.

ATOC welcomes the proposal in the consultation document (page 71) that “revenues are to be retained
by the local authority to be spent on transport related measures.” An increasing body of evidence suggests
that local road pricing schemes can be more acceptable to users, if revenues are clearly and transparently
being used to improve transport, in the local area.

Local charging schemes will generally be designed to secure mode switch from car to public transport. In
some cases, that will include switch to rail, often to services that are already busy or overcrowded. It is
therefore essential that authorities planning local charging schemes should involve train operators and
Network Rail from the start, both informally at the early stages of planning a scheme and formally as
consultees.

Schemes involving mode transfer of significant numbers of people must include planning the provision of
the additional facilities that will be required to accommodate the additional numbers of railway passengers
involved. This may involve leasing additional rolling stock, platform lengthening or additional track and
signalling. It would be unrealistic to expect all the additional costs to be met from local passenger fares, and
hypothecation of revenue from road charging scheme would be a practical and direct way of funding the
additional costs involved.

June 2007

Memorandum from North StaVordshire Passenger Transport Users Forum & Travel Watch Midlands West
(DLTB 16)

Travel Watch Midlands West welcomes the opportunity to respond to the draft local transport bill.

— We welcome the setting up of new transport authorities especially for non PTE areas such as
Greater Bristol, StaVordshire, East Midlands, Nottingham, Derby & Leicester Solent area and the
Welsh Valleys. We welcome the new powers given to local Transport authorities which give greater
control of local buses, light rail and bus rapid transit, local & regional rail services and ferries
including surface access to airports.

— We welcome the new powers for local transport authorities to have control of local fares and travel
cards eg Oyster card.

— We believe that bus operator grants should be paid by local authorities along with powers to
subsidise franchises or quality partnerships services. This should not be a blanket grant from DfT
England .Welsh assembly or Scottish executive. This should also be targeted at express coach
services which in some areas of Wales and South West England operate as local bus services. eg;
333 Blackpool—Bournemouth which operates through major cities such as Stoke on Trent,
Birmingham, Bristol. From Bristol this coach service acts as a local service to Bournemouth via
Weymouth.

— The Regional Travel Watch networks which exist in the South West, North West, East Midlands,
Wessex & South central area and West Midlands should receive statutory funding to ensure that
they are able to respond to and to represent the passenger and consumer voices of the travelling
public. Public Transport planning needs to be carried out with guidance from the Communities
which they serve. At present the Travel Watch for a consist of Transport 2000, Passenger Focus,
Bus Users UK, Railfuture, Sustrans, Cyclist touring club, living streets. Bus/rail partnerships. At
present these for a are linked to Regional Assemblies and regional development agencies, and
passenger transport executives, where they exist. There is a need for consumer protection for the
express coach network across the UK covering National Express, Stagecoach Mega Bus Trans
Cambrian services in Wales and Scottish City link in Scotland.

— The oYce of fair trading and monopolies commission should be removed from UK bus and
Coach Services.
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— The bill needs to place a duty of regulation on the UK coach industry via the senior traYc
commissioner, Scottish parliament, Welsh assembly and Northern Irish assembly in Northern
Ireland this too should cover cross border services into the Irish republic.

— The bill needs to have control over the fares policy, some of the highest fares are being charged in
the poorer English regions.

— Quality Contracts and Partnerships should be able to specify the accessibility, quality, age and
carbon footprint of the vehicle. Regular refurbishment of UK bus fleets must be carried out, there
are still too many examples of old vehicles with no destination displays, poor quality seating and
poor standards of vehicle cleaning.

— Rural services need to be accessed and protecting from cuts as this leads to isolation and social
exclusion. There are still many people in our Cities, towns and villages who through lack of bus
services are unable to access the basics of life such as Healthcare, Employment and Education
through the lack of a decent bus service.

— Many families in towns and Cities in the UK are unable to visit their friends and families who are
hospitalised through the lack of local bus services as in many City regions the bus services cease
or services are limited after 7pm in the evening. Again leading to isolation and exclusion.

— We welcome the legislation which will give TraYc Commissioners greater powers in respect of
highways authorities, we are pleased to see that the traYc commissioners will too have the powers
to recommend improvements to highways in the way of bus priority measures this in turn will
enhance reliability of local bus services. But to monitor and supervise all of these “proposed
powers” the oYce of the traYc commissioner must be adequately funded and resourced. This is
not an exercise that can or should be carried out on a “shoe string”

— We as a passenger representative group feel that within this bill not enough emphasis has been
given to improvements to infrastructure to encourage modal shift from car to any form of public
transport. To encourage people to make this modal shift we need to ensure that there is as much
information as possible available to the passenger. E.g.; In many towns and cities there are
inadequate bus stations and interchanges. At rail heads there is very little or no information about
bus services to and from that place and the same situation applies to bus stations and interchanges,
regarding rail information. To encourage people to make modal shift information has to be made
available by both the transport authority and the operator/s. To ensure that the passenger has a
“seamless journey”.

— Bus stations tend to be in the main very cold, badly lit places with little or no waiting facilities,
toilets and refreshment rooms. One main issue with these awful places is lack of security eg CCTV
or even a physical presence of a security person/police oYcer/community support oYcer.

— To ensure that true regeneration of an area takes place we should be planning transport hubs of
adequate size and fit for the future with a “real vision” for the fare paying passenger, their needs
and safety.

June 2007

Memorandum from Unite—the Union (DLTB 17)

Introduction

The Transport and General Workers’ Section of UNITE—the union welcomes the opportunity of
responding to the Transport Committee’s inquiry in to the Draft Local Transport Plan.

We are the largest trade union in the bus industry representing over 90,000 bus workers from various
occupations within the industry. The majority of our members are bus drivers but we also represent
engineering staV, cleaners, revenue protection and clerical staV.

The Union welcomes the Draft Local Transport Bill as the first stage in reversing the decline in bus
passenger numbers. We also welcome the move away from the failed dogma of the 1980s that only the
market could provide the solution to the decline in passenger numbers. Clearly the final legislation must
create the situation where we see people stop using the car and start using buses again.

But this will only happen if people see the bus as a quality substitute for their car. The London experience
has demonstrated that it is possible to encourage large numbers of people to use the buses, but buses have
to be reliable, safe, of a decent quality, and are realistically priced alternative to the car. If these conditions
are not met then there will be no increase in passenger numbers no matter what legislation is introduced.



3721511016 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:17:33 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 147

Policy context

We agree with the consultation document on page 32 that: “3. 1 Buses are a crucial part of our transport
system. Two thirds of all public transport journeys—over 4 billion trips a year—are made by bus. They are
a lifeline for many of our communities. They have a key role to play throughout the country if we are to
meet the challenge of rising congestion on our roads, and to sustain future travel demand while respecting
the environment.”

Nevertheless we believe it is important that the context and content of the Local Transport Act should
be based on an accurate analysis of passenger trends and the correct policy context being used. Therefore
we would challenge the accuracy of the following statement: ‘3.2 ‘Bus patronage has been on a downward
trend since the 1950s, but we have seen the first signs of a turnaround, with the first year-on-year increases
in patronage in decades.’

Here, we have to disagree with the analysis of the consultation document which implies that bus patronage
is on the increase. While this is true for London it is not true for the rest of the United Kingdom. Except
for the South East—see Table 1—there has been no growth in passenger numbers between 2003–04 and
2005–06. Even the growth of bus services in the South-East is explained by a spill-over eVect from the
London bus market, with passengers using buses which running because part of the route is subsidies by
Transport for London (TfL).

This view in regard to passenger numbers is confirmed by earlier research undertaken by the Audit
Commission: . . . the Department of Transport (DoT) is likely to meet a key public transport target—but
only because of significant growth of bus travel in London.

Bus passenger journeys millions—GO Regions, FMC and Country

Region 2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 % Change

North East 227 217 207 -8.8
Tyne & Wear PTE bus 137 131 126 -8.0
Other bus 90 86 81 -10.0
North West 517 508 501 -3.1
Gtr Manchester PTE bus 223 220 217 -2.7
Merseyside PTE bus 159 158 156 -1.9
Other bus 135 130 128 -5.2
Yorkshire & the Humber 375 362 366 -2.4
South Yorkshire PTE bus 122 113 115 -5.7
West Yorkshire PTE 184 182 182 -1.1
Other bus 69 67 69 0.0
East Midlands 211 200 201 -4.7
Bus 211 200 201 -4.7
West Midlands 422 414 405 -4.0
West Midlands PTE bus 335 327 321 -4.2
Other bus 87 87 84 -3.4
East of England 169 167 161 -4.7
London 1,692 1,777 1,810 7.0
Bus 1,692 1,777 1,810 7.0
South East 288 291 293 1.7
South West 184 185 181 -1.6
England 4,085 4,121 4,125 1.0
England exc. London 2,393 2,344 2,315 -3.3
Wales 116 118 118 1.7
Scotland 478 479 477 -0.2
Great Britain 4,679 4,718 4,720 0.9

Table 1: Source Table 2.1 Regional Transport Statistics 2006

Outside of London, bus use is continuing to fall, despite the DoT target for 12% growth in bus and light
rail use in every region by 201251 (see Table 1)

25 Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England Prepared jointly by the National Audit OYce and the Audit Commission
9 December 2005.
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The obvious diVerence between the London bus network (where strong growth has consistently been
recorded in recent years) and the local bus services outside London (where bus patronage continues to fall)
is that London is a regulated market whilst outside London bus services remain deregulated as a result of
the 1985 Transport Act. In London “Transport for London” (TfL) plans and controls the London bus route
network, defining fares and timetables and then contracting out the operation of individual bus routes via
a competitive tendering process. This ensures stability and indeed growth in the network, as well as a
planned and co-ordinated network of integrating bus services and a simplified and common fares system
subsidised by the public purse. This is in direct contrast to the deregulated bus service operating outside of
London where the Local Authority has almost no control or input into the planning of bus routes, timetables
and fares. Such decisions are left to the competing bus operators who are free to define their own pattern
and frequency of services and set their own fares. In the deregulated bus market. Local Authorities can only
intervene where the market fails to provide ie by competitive tendering of uncommercial services which
private operators fail to provide but for which there is identified to be a social need.

Although the growth in London must be related to regulated network in place there, we believe that there
is a strong correlation between the rise in bus passengers in London to the level of fare box subsidies. In
London fare box subsidy has increased by 11.5% between 2003–4 and 2005–06, and by 236% between
2001–02 and 2005–0626 . But it is still unclear as to whether the increases in bus fares in London will have
a detrimental eVect on passenger numbers. The increases in fares which came into eVect on 1 January 2006
were determined, in line with plans announced by the Mayor of London for bus fares to increase by 10%
more than the Retail Price Index for the three years 2005 to 2007. If London is similar to the rest of the UK
then we would expect the number of passengers to decline as a result of these increases.

Previous research by us covering a 30 years period has indicated that for the whole of Great Britain any
fare increase will result in a decline in passenger numbers. This econometric research indicated a constant
elasticity of -1.236, with a standard error of 0.056, which was statistically significant.

We also have serious reservations about the underlying assumption that voluntary partnership
agreements, quality partnerships and quality contracts are all successful tools in their own right: “3.4 The
review made clear that there is no single approach that will work everywhere, and the intention was to
provide a variety of policy options to suit diVerent local needs and circumstances. The proposals are
designed to enable the strengths of the private sector to be harnessed more eVectively to meet the needs of
the travelling public.”

Our members’ experience of the two current policy areas in operation, voluntary partnership agreements
and quality partnership schemes is that they do not produce the promised results and have been expensive
for local councils to introduce. While there has been little or no costs for the bus operators, although they
have said they would invest more if these schemes were introduced. This is a view shared by the Audit
Commission.

In our view that the consultation document has failed to analyse accurately the reason for passenger
decline outside London or identified the crucial fact that strong regulation is needed to drive up quality,
reliability and value for money. Conversely the consultation document has missed the crucial point that the
market has failed to deliver passenger growth. Therefore, we believe that if we are to achieve this policy
objective then we must focus on Quality Contracts and making sure that they can be eVective. To achieve this
we must then look not only at quality contracts but at wider issues that are not covered by the consultation
document.

Using Quality Contracts to deliver local bus strategies

To date no authority has used Quality Contracts to deliver its local transport strategy despite the
Department for Transport guidance produced in 2005 clarifying that local authorities might have a case to
establish Quality Contracts where these are needed to implement wider transport plans, such as the
introduction of congestion charging or new integrated transport systems.

Secondary legislation was also introduced in 2005 to reduce the period of time between a authority
developing a Quality Contract scheme and implementing it, with a view to addressing what was seen as an
obstacle to the introduction of a Quality Contract. In London, control over bus services, similar to that
which can be achieved under Quality Contracts, was deemed by TfL to be important for the introduction
of the London congestion charge and improvement of bus services as well as providing significant additional
subsidy for the services. In its 2004 White Paper, The Future of Transport, the Department highlighted the
potential use of Quality Contracts where necessary to achieve improved services.

In general we welcome the new ‘public interest’ test for quality contract schemes. However, we do have
certain reservations about the scope and procedure

We are concerned that the proposed system of TraYc Commissioners and Transport Tribunals is too
bureaucratic and will take to long. We understand that some people have estimated that even with the
present proposals it could take up to four years to get a QC in place. We believe there needs a simpler and

26 Bus Industry Monitor 2006 Volume 3 Table 2: Public Spending on Local Bus.
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more streamlined procedure than the current proposal. Taking into account the devolutionary nature of the
Bill, we believe that the Council/Local Authority proposing a QC should be allowed to get on with it
providing they adhere to the appropriate guidelines.

Also we would question the advisability of involve the TraYc Commissioners in what is essentially a
political process? If they are involved in this process we believe their reputation for impartiality will be
compromised. This reputation for impartiality is important in other areas especially when dealing with
operator and driver licensing. However, we would not oppose the Senior TraYc Commissioner being given
an advisory role on the introduction of QC but not strictly a power to approve or disapprove of schemes
put forward by democratically elected bodies.

One area the draft bill fails to address is the vacuum that is likely to occur when the relevant authority
indicates it wants to introduce a quality contract. With the proposed introduction of a Quality Contract
there will need to be a moratorium period when route(s) are transferred from the existing bus operator until
it comes under the control of the relevant authority, and the legislation will have to take this into account.

There will also have to be a clear mechanism to ensure the continuation of the service at its existing level,
and that adequate levels of manning are maintained to ensure that level service during any moratorium
period. This is needed to ensure that the route or routes services are not reduced by the existing owner.

Also the legislation will need to ensure that it would not be possible for a bus company to use human
rights legislation to stop or delay the introduction of Quality Contracts. If not it could be worthwhile for
the company to challenge the proposed QC, and this action could pay for itself.

External issues relating to the introduction of Quality Contracts

When under taking its inquiry into the Draft Transport Bill we believe it is necessary that the Transport
Committee should address a number of issues in regards to establishing Quality Contracts which will be
outside of the scope of the draft bill and the consultation document. But we believe if these issues are not
taken into account then no matter how good the legislation the desired increases in passenger numbers will
not be achieved.

To create a situation were passenger growth will occur will require a stable bus network, and ultimately
the only way this stability will be achieved is by having a well paid, safe and stable workforce. To create the
conditions for a stable workforce when introducing quality contracts the legislation will have to take into
account how the existing and future workforce will be protected.

When transferring staV it is essential that the legislation provides protection for not only staV who transfer
to a new operator, but also for future staV. The provisions of the Transfer of Undertakings and Employment
Protection (TUPE) must be made to apply in this situation, but there is also a need to ensure that a new
operator does not bid for the contract on the basis of expected future savings on labour costs, for instance
by recruiting new staV on worse terms and conditions. Therefore the contract terms should specify the
continuation of collective bargaining agreements and union recognition.

Also the legislation will need to look at how employees would be aVected if after a quality contract was
establish if there was another change of ownership of the contract. What would happen to the existing
employees and their terms and conditions of employment?

Pensions are another issue which will need to be addressed. The Treasury have identified pensions a
having a negative eVect on the flexibility of the labour market. In the bus industry this negative eVect is more
pronounced than in other industries. This is because there is a multiplicity of schemes in existence, even
within the same bus group. This reduces labour market flexibility as employees with a better scheme are
unlike to transfer to another company with a worse pension scheme, even within the same bus group.

Therefore we believe that the Government should actively look at making it possible for bus workers to
join the Local Government Pension Scheme. This we believe would then protect bus workers pensions if
they were transferred to or from a quality contract. This would assist labour market flexibility both
specifically for people aVected by quality contracts, but it would also have wider beneficial eVects for the
whole industry.

The final external issue that will need to be addressed is the safety of passengers and bus staV. One of
the unintended consequences of the increase in passenger numbers in London is the increase in assaults on
passengers and staV. In a recent Guardian Article it was reported that: “sharp increase in antisocial
behaviour on buses in London. In the year since the free travel scheme was introduced, in September 2005,
there were 5,701 reports of crimes by under-16s on buses, compared with 3,666 in the previous year, a 55%
increase.”

Assaults on staV are still an issue for the industry, but since 2004 no figures have been available from the
DfT on the number of assaults. The DfT used to monitors assaults on bus staV, assaults on bus passengers
and vandalism on buses. Data on assaults on bus staV in GB outside London was collected from a panel of
bus operators, who complete quarterly survey forms. The DfT used to surveys a panel of operators annually
to obtain data on levels of damage to buses and coaches in Great Britain outside London. Bus and coach
operators who are members of the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK used to provide data to them
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and to DfT each year to record the types of damage and cost. But this data became unreliable because the
operators failed to supply suYcient numbers to make the survey statistically viable. Since 2004 the DfT has
relied on a survey of passengers to assess the safety of passengers travelling by bus.

Various reports have indicated that if passengers feel that any part of their journey by public transport
is unsafe then either they will not travel at all or they will travel by car. Clearly then the legislation must take
into account how we make both passengers and bus staV safer, if not we will not see an increase in passenger
numbers.

Finally we would want to draw the Committees attention to two items under f) Other measures of the
consultation document. These are taxi-bus services and increased flexibility for local authorities removing
the requirement for the Secretary of State to give consent in respect of the sale of council-owned bus
companies.

“3.46 At present, taxi owners are eligible to apply for a “special restricted” PSV operator’s licence,
specifically to enable them to register and operate local bus services. As a further measure to assist
community-based transport, the draft Bill includes a provision to extend similar eligibility to
holders of a private hire vehicle (PHV) licence (clause 26). This would apply in England and Wales
(including London).”

We are opposed to this proposed the extension of the right to operate taxi buses. This we believe has not
been thought through properly, because we believe it will result in creating confusion. It would appear that
if a PHV licence holder of a “special restricted” could “ply-for-hire” because they are operating a local bus
service, something they cannot legally do at present. This we believe would be diYcult to monitor and police.

Increased flexibility for local authorities: ‘3.47 The draft Bill includes provisions to remove unnecessary
regulation or increase flexibility for authorities in England and Wales (outside London), by:

— removing the requirement for the Secretary of State to give consent in respect of the sale of council-
owned bus companies, and related matters (clause 37).

We are opposed to this as the remaining municipal owned bus companies could be sold oV without
Ministerial approval. There is no explanation of the benefits of this proposal in the consultation document
and we fear this will make it easier for Councils to take a short term view in regard to these companies and
go for a quick sale if they are under financial pressure.

June 2007

Memorandum from London Councils (DLTB 18)

London Councils Transport and Environment Committee (TEC) is a statutory joint committee
representing all 32 London boroughs and the City of London. In addition, Transport for London is a
member of London Councils TEC. It is the main voice of the London boroughs and of their electorates on
a wide range of issues relating to transport and the environment in London and related matters of concern to
Londoners. It also carries out a number of statutory functions and works closely with the Local Government
Association and with many private, voluntary and public sector bodies.

London Councils would like to make the following comments in response to the House of Commons
Transport Committee request for written evidence on the Government’s draft Local Transport Bill:

Part 4—Reforming Local Transport Governance

Transport Planning and Duties (Clauses 56–63)

London Councils notes the proposals contained in clause 58 which will remove the requirements for local
transport authorities within Metropolitan areas outside of London to produce local transport plans,
replacing this with a duty on the Passenger Transport Authorities (PTA) to prepare an Integrated Transport
Strategy (ITS) and accompanying implementation plan (clause 58). London Councils also notes that these
proposals will not apply in London, where boroughs will continue to be required to produce Local
Implementation Plans (LIPs) to comply with the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy (MTS).

Although the Bill does not proposed to change the existing arrangements in London, London Councils
believes that the Transport Committee inquiry would be a useful opportunity to consider the eVectiveness
of current arrangements in London and what measures could be put in place to improve these structures.
London Councils also believes that this is a useful opportunity to consider the lessons that can be learned
from the LIPs process in London and which should be taken on board by the Committee before they make
any recommendations regarding the proposal to introduce ITSs and associated implementation plans.

The 1999 GLA Act (section 145) states that “as soon as reasonably practicable after the Mayor has
published the transport strategy. . . ., each London borough council shall prepare a . . .” local
implementation plan” containing its proposals for the implementation of the transport strategy in its area”.
Section 144 also states “the Mayor may issue guidance in writing about the implementation of the transport
strategy to any council, body or person. . .”. However the GLA Act 1999 does not stipulate exactly what is
required in a LIP and how detailed or prescriptive it should be.
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The first MTS was approved in July 2001 and six years later the final LIPs which accompany this MTS
will be formally adopted. Most boroughs took around three years from first starting on their LIP to finally
adopting it. The LIPs process has been a significant bureaucratic burden on boroughs, which have had to
commit a large amount of time and resources to this process, which has actually delivered little of practical
value to the Mayor or TfL.

In addition, since responsibility for funding the boroughs was transferred to TfL, the assumption appears
to have developed at TfL that funding allocated to boroughs must be used solely to further the objectives
of the MTS. This has had the eVect of undermining perfectly legitimate borough transport projects which
happen to fall outside of the stipulations of the MTS. The impact of this is that, while TfL are funding
projects that accord in detail with TfL’s strategic goals, they pay no specific regard to local requirements.
London Councils has carefully looked at the relevant legislative provisions and at the government’s
intentions in establishing TfL and can find no warrant for this assumption.

London Councils is encouraging TfL to revise its approach for the next round of LIPs on the principle
that the Mayor’s Transport Strategy 2 (MTS2) should set the overarching strategic aims of the Mayor of
London and it should be left to London Boroughs to decide how to meet these strategic aims. MTS2 and
LIPS2 should adopt the principle of subsidiarity that decisions should be taken at the most local level unless
there is an overriding need for these decisions to be taken elsewhere. London Councils would encourage
that, if the decision is taken to replace LTPs with ITSs and implementation plans, clear guidance is produced
that sets out clearly the role and scope of these documents. As far as possible, micromanagement of local
transport authorities should be discouraged, and local transport authorities should also be given the
flexibility to decide how to meet the overarching strategic aims within the local context. Any associated
funding process should enable a high level of flexibility in provision of funding to local transport authorities,
allowing more expenditure to be locally-led and therefore both more sustainable and more responsive to
community needs.

In addition, within the LIPs process, London boroughs are experiencing problems regarding TfL
withdrawing or refusing funding on the basis of inadequate promotional signage. It is now a condition of
every LIP funded proposal, where TfL’s support is £15,000 or above, to acknowledge TfL’s contribution
by inclusion of appropriate logos or a TfL Investment Programme signboard. London Councils believes
this is an unnecessary and overly bureaucratic requirement which can potentially delay the delivery of much-
needed transport projects. London Councils would therefore welcome the inclusion of a clause within the
draft Local Transport Bill clearly setting out the instances where funding for projects can be withdrawn by
the relevant authority, including TfL, which should only be for significant reasons relating to the delivery
of the work itself, rather than minor issues relating to issues such as promotional signage and appropriate
use of logos.

Chapter 5—Road Pricing (Clauses 64, 67–69, 71, 74–79, 81)

The proposals contained within Chapter 5 of the consultation on the draft Bill consider the provisions
that would need to be put in place to allow local authorities who wish to develop local road pricing schemes
“to do so in a way that is best suited to local needs, within a clear framework of local accountability”. Clauses
64–70 of the draft Bill include provisions to allow road pricing schemes to be made jointly by local traYc
authorities and a PTA, but not by a PTA independently

Not all of these provisions would have eVect in London, as road pricing schemes are governed by
provisions in the Greater London Authority Act 1999. However, some of the clauses will apply to London,
including clauses 68 and 69 which “create the possibility for a charging scheme to be made jointly by a PTA
(together with local authorities in its area) and one or more authorities in London”.

London Councils would like to make the Committee aware that, under present legislative arrangements,
London local authorities will in fact not be able to implement any charging schemes on their roads due to
the decision made by the Mayor and TfL to introduce the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) as a Scheme Order
under the GLA Act 1999. This is due to Clause 9 (4) of Schedule 23 of the GLA Act 1999 which states that:
“A road shall not be subject to charges imposed by more than one charging authority at the same time”.
Since the LEZ will cover the whole of Greater London, the decision to introduce it through a Scheme Order
has prohibited individual London boroughs from introducing their own charging schemes under current
legislation.

London Councils has made TfL and the Mayor aware of the implications of the proposal to introduce
the LEZ as a Scheme Order on several occasions and proposed that the LEZ be introduced through a TraYc
Regulation Order. This option was rejected by TfL on the basis of complexity and the time it would take
to implement. However, this could have been done via the London Councils Transport and Environment
Committee whether there is already an established precedent in the London Lorry Control Scheme where
the boroughs have delegated their responsibilities with respect to a TRO to London Councils. If the decision
had been taken to implement the LEZ through a TRO, this would have enabled most boroughs to introduce
charging schemes on their own roads, with the exception of those boroughs within the congestion charging
zones, whose roads are already subject to charges from TfL.
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In light of this, London Councils would therefore welcome a review of the legislative arrangements
regarding road charging in London, in order that London boroughs are given the same opportunities as
local transport authorities in the rest of the country to develop road charging schemes, should they wish. In
addition, the legislation provides protection for local transport authorities against PTAs acting
independently to set up a system of road charging. However, London boroughs are not oVered the same
protection against TfL setting up a system of road charging against the wishes of boroughs, as has been the
case with both the introduction of the congestion charging zones and the LEZ which have been implemented
despite borough opposition.

In addition, London Councils would also like to take the opportunity to draw the Committee’s attention
to a potential issue that could aVect any future decision to introduce local or national road user charging,
which is the problem of enforcement against foreign registered vehicles. Evidence from Project SPARKS,
an initiative that brings together local traYc enforcement authorities in the UK and other EU member states
(and supported by London Councils) has shown that non-existent data sharing between UK and European
vehicle licensing authorities, coupled with an absence of any legal framework for enforcing penalties in other
European countries, has resulted in 95% of penalty charge notices issued to foreign registered vehicles never
being paid and many more not issued because enforcement is known not to be eVective. Although the
Government is allowing other European countries to enforce penalties imposed elswhere in the EU against
British drivers, current UK legislation does not enable local authorities to trace owners of non-UK visitors
and enforce penalties against them.

Without legislative changes, drivers of overseas-registered vehicles will be able to avoid paying both the
electronic tolls and fines that are part of the proposed road pricing schemes across the country. This is likely
to have a significant impact on both a national road charging scheme and also local road charging schemes,
as has already been experienced in London with the number of drivers of foreign registered vehicles evading
fines incurred under the congestion charging scheme. It is estimated that about 3% of traYc in London is
made up of foreign plated vehicles.

In order to address this problem, SPARKS presented a range of measures to the DfT for inclusion in the
Draft Road Transport Bill, including:

— Powers for the Driver & Vehicle Licensing Agency to act as a UK clearing point, receiving foreign-
registered vehicle data on behalf of local authorities.

— The ability for the DVLA to release UK vehicle registration data to equivalent agencies in other
EU member states.

— Extending the jurisdiction of Northampton TraYc Enforcement Centre to cover other EU
member states would allow local authorities to register orders for recovery and warrants of
execution against the owners of overseas vehicles.

— A call for UK government to initiate bi-lateral or multi-lateral agreements that:

— ensure mutual recognition and enforcement of UK TraYc Enforcement Centre judgements
in other EU member states; and

— extend the scope of EU courts to include England and Wales for traYc law enforcement

— The ability for local authorities to collect all outstanding traYc fines, not just the most recent, when
a vehicle is clamped or removed to the local car pound

London Councils believes that it is vital this issue is addressed as a matter of urgency, and before any
further work takes place on the introduction of both local and national road charging schemes if these
schemes are to be fair and equitable for all road users.

Additional Issue—Concessionary Fares

London Councils would also like to take the opportunity to raise an issue relating to the operation of the
concessionary fares reserve scheme in London. For the last 23 years London boroughs have paid for and
run the Freedom Pass, the most generous concessionary fares system in the country, which gives older and
disabled Londoners free use of the capital’s trains, tubes, trams and buses. London Councils is currently
seeking a number of changes to the Concessionary Travel Bill, which had its second reading in the House
of Commons on 14 May 2007. However, should these amendments not be included within the Act, London
Councils would like to propose that they are considered for inclusion in the Local Transport Bill.

London Councils is asking for a fairer way of negotiating the annual Freedom Pass settlement between
the boroughs and TfL. The pass cost is negotiated annually each year but if no decision is reached by 31
December each year, TfL has the power to dictate the amount boroughs have to pay by invoking the reserve
scheme, with no opportunity for boroughs to appeal. TfL is the only transport operator in the country that
has the power to determine the cost of concessionary travel paid for by local authorities and in the past seven
years since TfL was established, the cost of providing the Pass has increased by 52%. London Councils
would like the Secretary of State to be the final arbiter to ensure a fair and equitable final settlement and
requests the support of the Committee in this matter.

June 2007
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Memorandum from the RAC Foundation for Motoring (DLTB 19)

1. The RAC Foundation is an independent body established to promote the environmental, economic,
mobility and safety issues relating to the use of motor vehicles. The background to our approach to transport
can be found in our report “Motoring towards 2050” to which the Prime Minister wrote the forward.

2. We generally support the arrangements proposed in the Draft Bill but we wish to draw the Committee’s
attention to major concerns we have about the introduction and operation of local road pricing schemes.
It is clear from research we have commissioned as well as from other sources such as the No 10 e-petition
that there is widespread opposition to road pricing. In the light of this we are concerned at the proposal in
the Draft Bill that the requirement in the Transport Act 2000 that promoters of schemes consult all
interested parties is to be dropped. We recognise that the associated guidance recommends consultation but
remain concerned that the importance of comprehensive consultation is in eVect downgraded by the change.
We would press that the statutory requirement to consult should be retained.

3. We believe that opposition to road pricing can be overcome provided it is fully recognised and the
underlying concerns addressed. In our view, based on our research, this will require that any scheme passes
five key tests:

— The charges must be fair, must be accompanied by reductions in other motoring taxes, and must
be overseen by an independent body.

— Some proceeds must be reinvested in transport, and be additional to current spending
commitments.

— There must be a clear time-table for implementation, to allow people time to adjust their travel
routines.

— There must be protection of privacy.

— There must be protection for the least well oV—road pricing must not be used to drive those on
low incomes oV the road completely.

4. Although these requirements can largely be addressed by scheme promoters in their preparations
within the framework of the Draft Bill, those for associated reductions in other taxes and for independent
oversight cannot. They will need to be provided under separate arrangements, probably requiring
legislation. If schemes produced under the Draft Bill provisions are not to be jeopardised by opposition both
the tax reduction arrangements and the independent body should be in place in advance of any individual
scheme. The independent body should be set up in time to oversee development and initiation of the first
such scheme. We would press that the Government should recognise and address these concerns.

5. In summary we would press that:

— in the Draft Bill itself the requirement for promoters of road pricing schemes to consult all
interested parties should be retained, and

— in preparation for the implementation of the Bill provisions relating to road pricing schemes:

(a) arrangements for oVsetting some of the charges by tax reductions should be in place; and

(b) an independent body to oversee development, implementation and operation of any scheme
should be established.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Confederation of Passenger Transport (DLTB 20)

1. Introduction

1.1 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
Stagecoach and First Group, and a large number of small and medium-sized businesses. Nearly all the UK’s
public-sector-owned bus companies are members of the Confederation.

1.2 Last year, we submitted evidence to the Committee’s inquiry into the provision of bus services across
the UK. We showed that the industry is capable of delivering better buses, leading to improved bus
patronage; especially when working in partnership with local authorities and PTEs. We are encouraged that
the Government has recognised that there is nothing fundamentally wrong with the existing system, and
“progress through partnership” remains our members’ preferred way forward.

1.3 We believe the draft Bill is true to the principles that Putting Passengers First laid down. We will
respond to the formal consultation that has been issued alongside the draft Bill and we continue to take an
active part in the “workstreams” that DfT has set up to gather stakeholders” views on the various
component parts.
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1.4 Although there are many aspects of the draft Bill that have our wholehearted support, there are others
where we think the Government has got it wrong, or is missing an opportunity. Our comments follow the
structure of the draft Bill itself. We have only commented on those areas that are of direct relevance to
our sector.

2. Improving the Quality of Local Bus Services (Chapter 3)

2.1 Voluntary partnership agreements between local authorities and bus operators (clause 24 and Schedule 2)

2.1.1. We welcome the proposals for a clearer framework to test whether agreements between local
authorities and bus operators are in the public interest, given their eVects on competition. However, we
believe that the proposed test needs to be capable of application across a wider range of actions than
“facilities” and aspects of the bus service. For example, a local authority might want to enter into an
agreement under which a bus operator would operate a better service in exchange for the authority putting
up prices in its car parks. In an ideal world, we would like a specialised competition test to establish whether
agreements between operators were in the public interest.

2.1.2 It will be a major challenge for the guidance that will come with the new statutory provisions to
quantify benefits to users, and reductions in competition, in a way that enables them to be compared.

2.2 Quality partnership schemes (clauses 3 to 6)

2.2.1 Given the potential one-sided nature of these schemes, we would like to see checks (as well as the
competition test) on the new powers for authorities over timings and frequencies. In particular, we believe
there should be a right for operators to appeal against a Quality Partnership Scheme on the grounds that it
imposes an unfair burden on them. As things stand, the only option for an operator who could not meet the
standards laid down by the scheme from the revenue available to him would be to cease running the routes
concerned. This might be acceptable in the case of a low quality operator who copies another firm’s route
when conditions are favourable, but would be unacceptable if the only operator serving a route (or a town)
were forced to give up.

2.2.2 We do not want to see provisions that can be used by authorities to set up quality contract schemes
in all but name, without the inconvenience of an approvals process or a limited term.

2.3 Quality contracts schemes (clauses 7 to 23)

2.3.1 We continue to believe that, in most circumstances, QCs will achieve nothing that cannot be done
by co-operation.

2.3.2 There are fundamental issues over the rights of various interested parties that the draft Bill does not
address. In our view this is its greatest deficiency. We do not believe these rights can be adequately protected
by guidance alone.

Our Proprietors and Shareholders

It is unacceptable for commercial operators” market rights to be taken away without compensation and
re-sold in a competitive process. It does not matter whether the goodwill of an operator has been built up
from scratch, or bought27 from the very authority that now wants to re-acquire it for nothing.

The tests that the Government proposes should ensure that authorities make a good overall case for
taking control of buses. However, even if the case is made, it does not follow that they should be entitled to
shut down successful transport businesses, in whole or in part, without compensation.

Our staff

Drivers, managers and support staV will not welcome a forced change of employer, with its attendant
uncertainty. Although the legislation surrounding the transfer of undertakings may give workers some
protection (depending on the circumstances) we believe that quality contract schemes will cause a wholesale
review of staV pension arrangements, simply so that incumbent operators can compete on equal terms with
new competitors. All the major bus operators oVer a spectrum of pension arrangements, some of which
(particularly for long-serving employees) are generous by current standards.

27 In some cases for tens of millions of pounds.
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2.3.3 We strongly believe that if authorities are to take control, they must plan to grow bus use The “get
out” clause (Section 7(6)), that would allow authorities to treat a slower rate of decline as growth, leaves the
Government open to accusations of sophistry. Given the turmoil involved, slowing decline could never be
an adequate justification for a QC scheme, in our view.

2.3.4 There are plenty of other indications that the Government sees bus patronage growth as a desirable
policy goal. Patronage growth should therefore be indispensable to a QC scheme.

2.4 Punctuality (clauses 31 and 32)

2.4.1 We are delighted that TraYc Commissioners are to be given new powers to investigate local
authorities’ exercise of their traYc management function, and to start a chain of correction when they fail.
We are disappointed that, as currently drafted, authorities can only be called to account for their traYc
management competence if bus services are unpunctual. We would like the TCs to have more scope to
intervene where poor traYc management imposes costs on bus passengers and operators, who simply
manage their way around the problem.

2.5 Community transport (clauses 27 to 30)

2.5.1 We support the centralisation of permit issuing for bodies that operate larger passenger vehicles for
their own purposes. There is also a strong case for an alignment of vehicle standards between the voluntary
and professional sectors.

2.5.2 We believe that the system of permit operation for local bus services (Section 22 of the Transport
Act 1985) is an anachronism. The rules for entering the professional transport market are ultimately for the
protection of the public. They should be applied equally to anyone that wants to run bus services. Whether
an operation is being run for profit, or not, is immaterial to the public’s expectations on safety.

2.6 Local reviews of transport governance arrangements (clauses 39 to 55)

2.6.1 We see an important opportunity to improve the powers and governance of PTAs, and the
geographical areas that they cover. The Secretary of State appears to be preparing the ground to do just this.
We support this approach. We will particularly urge ministers to give the reformed bodies substantial
powers over on-and oV-street parking.

2.6.2 We also support the proposal to give PTAs a central role in congestion charging because it improves
the chances of a unified and purposeful approach to a “critical mass” of factors that influence movement
(as London demonstrates).

2.7 Transport planning and duties (clauses 56 to 63)

2.7.1 The proposals on plans seem well considered. Integrated Transport Strategies, with their emphasis
on delivery, should be better integrated with wider planning policies and objectives than the current bus
strategies.

3. Traffic Commissioners (chapter 6)

3.1 We support the proposed changes. The new power for Commissioners to act against the licences of
bus companies in areas other than their own is very strong, and some direction from the Secretary of State
(through the Senior TraYc Commissioner) may be necessary to ensure balance and fairness.

June 2007

Memorandum from National Express Group plc (DLTB 21)

Introduction

1. National Express Group PLC (NX) welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Transport
Select Committee on its inquiry into the draft Local Transport Bill. NX is a major provider of bus, rail and
long distance coach services across the UK through its three bus subsidiaries (Travel West Midlands, Travel
Dundee and Travel London), its five current rail franchises (c2c, Central Trains, Midland Mainline, “one”
and Gatwick Express) and its coach subsidiary.

2. In this submission we comment on those provisions of the Bill which deal with bus policy and the
implementation of the bus policy paper “Putting Passengers First”, and the provisions dealing with
governance of the Passenger Transport Authorities (PTAs) given their potential implications for both our
bus and rail operations.
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Bus policy

3. Last year NX submitted evidence to the Select Committee in relation to its inquiry “Buses Across the
UK”.28 We attach a copy of this submission as our views expressed in this paper remain unchanged .

4. We welcomed the publication of the Government’s “Putting Passengers First” paper published in
December 2006. The provisions in the Bill reflect this document and have our broad support. We have some
detailed points on the content of the draft Bill, but are concerned to make sure that the outcome of greater
use of buses which everybody wants to see remains the focus of collective attention.

5. Our focus will always be on driving up performance and quality of service such that more people travel
by bus and leave their cars at home. To this end, NX is continuing to invest heavily in state-of-the-art
vehicles, improved on-board information, advanced ticketing technology etc. Our investment in our bus
businesses is undertaken to ensure that we continue to improve the quality of our services, thereby meeting
passenger expectations.

6. It is clear that the overwhelmingly dominant factor in facilitating an increase in bus patronage is how
the road space is managed not whether or how the bus industry is regulated. Material increases in bus
patronage will only be achieved if local authorities, working in partnership with operators, provide the bus
priority measures that will allow the bus to eVectively compete, in terms of journey time and reliability, with
the private car. Public transport reliability is very important to bus passengers so to stand any chance of
enticing the committed car user onto the bus, operators must be able to provide an attractive journey time
which is quicker and more reliable than the car.

Observations on Draft Bill

Quality Partnership Schemes

7. In principle, we are content with the proposal that timings and frequencies of services should be
included in a Quality Partnership scheme (Clause 3). As currently drafted, however, this would appear to
allow a local authority to impose timings and frequencies on bus operators, and the requirements here could
be unreasonable. We therefore believe that timings and frequencies must be with the agreement of the
operators (as is the case with the setting of maximum fares—see Clause 3(5)) or, failing that, the operators
must have the right of appeal against the imposition of timings and frequencies which are unreasonable.
This right of appeal could be to the proposed approval boards to be established by the Bill.

Quality Contract Schemes

8. We remain of the view that there is nothing that a Quality Contract will achieve that cannot be achieved
by agreement with operators under a Quality Partnership scheme. We have certainly seen no evidence put
forward by anyone to suggest otherwise. As demonstrated within our Travel Dundee business, where
partnerships are given a chance to work properly, patronage growth can be achieved.

9. We welcome the statement in “Putting Passengers First” that the legitimate interests of bus operators
must be recognised. It is certainly not acceptable for the rights of operators to provide bus services to be
confiscated through a tender process and passed to another company without full compensation. This issue is
not addressed in the Bill. Our concern here is that the bus market outside London is a deregulated market.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the draft Bill, or indeed the Transport Act 2000, there is much uncertainty
as to the degree to which local authorities will seek to introduce Quality Contracts. Given this uncertainty,
private sector companies operating in a currently free market must be entitled to compensation if their ability
and right to continue to operate in that market is unilaterally removed.

10. The proposed new “public interest” tests for justifying a Quality Contract scheme, as set out in Clause
7, seem on the face of it to be reasonable enough. However, it is diYcult to comment in any detail on these
new tests in the absence of more detailed advice and guidance from the DfT.

11. We note, nonetheless, that one test is that a proposed Quality Contract scheme “will bring benefits
to persons using local services in the area to which the proposed scheme relates, by improving the quality
of those services” (Clause 7 (2) (b)). We believe it is important that guidance from the DfT must emphasise
the importance of an application for a Quality Contract scheme also demonstrating how such a scheme will
provide value for money and be in the public interest.

12. We note that a further test is that local authorities must show how a Quality Contract scheme will
increase bus usage. We agree with this. However, we note with concern that the consultation paper which
accompanies the draft Bill indicates that, for the purposes of the draft Bill, references to increasing the use
of bus services include a reference to reducing the decline in the use of bus services. We do not believe that
it would be justified, or in the public interest, to introduce a Quality Contract, with all the potential upheaval
that would create for employees and the threat to their jobs, if all it achieved was to slow the decline in
bus usage.

28 Item not printed with this report as previously printed. Eleventh Report from the transport committee, session 2005-06, “Bus
Services across the UK” HC 1317 Ev 84.
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13. Thus, while we are content with the intent of Clause 7(2)(a), we believe that any guidance from the
DfT on the application of the public interest tests must make it explicit that a Quality Contract scheme
should only be made where it will lead to an actual increase in bus usage.

Powers of TraYc Commissioners

14. We support the provisions of the Bill which give greater powers to TraYc Commissioners over the
enforcement of both operator and local authority obligations. We note that Clause 32 gives the TraYc
Commissioners new powers where action taken, or not taken, by a traYc authority aVects the punctuality
of bus services. However, it is possible that poor traYc management by an authority can impose additional
costs on bus operators—and therefore passengers—even when the operators have taken action to maintain
the punctuality of services.

15. We believe that the TraYc Commissioners should be given wider powers to act in these circumstances,
and that limiting their power to do so, simply where the punctuality of services is aVected, is inadequate.

Governance of the PTAs

16. We broadly welcome the proposals in the Bill to strengthen and improve the governance
arrangements of the Passenger Transport Authorities. The PTAs are important stakeholders for both our
bus and rail operations and any initiative to create new PTAs, abolish existing ones or change the boundaries
of PTAs could clearly have material impacts on our operations.

17. In the absence of more detailed information from the DfT as to the criteria that will be used to develop
new governance proposals and to assess whether they are fit for purpose, or the criteria that will be used to
assess the case for creating new PTAs or abolishing existing ones, it is diYcult to comment in detail on these
proposals. Nonetheless the broad thrust of these proposals is welcome.

18. We note in particular that Clauses 45 and 46 give the Secretary of State power to delegate, to any
extent, any of his functions to a PTA (other than legislative or order making powers or powers to fix fees
and charges) and which he considers are appropriate powers for a PTA to exercise. The Secretary of State
will also have powers to direct a local transport authority to delegate any of its functions to a PTA.

19. In this context, the consultation paper accompanying the Bill indicates that, for example, it may be
possible to consider giving cities a greater role in the specification and funding of rail services.

20. We have no objection to the principles of greater delegation to PTAs where their governance
arrangements have been strengthened and improved, leading to greater accountability and capability. But
these are, on the face of it, wide ranging powers with potentially significant implications for our operations.
We expect that through the consultation process on the Bill, the DfT will give greater guidance on the
circumstances in which, and criteria that will be used to evaluate whether, these powers will be exercised.

Road Pricing

21. NX believes that the introduction of a London style congestion charge in many of the more congested
conurbations would help considerably in freeing up road space and enable the bus to provide a more
reliable—and therefore more attractive—service. The experience of London clearly indicates that a
congestion charge, combined with eVective bus priority measures, does facilitate growth in bus patronage.
Any road pricing scheme needs to give a clear incentive for car users to switch modes. Simply altering the
time or routes of bus journeys will only produce a very short term gain and do little to promote the long
term growth of public transport or increased use of more environmentally friendly modes of travel in urban
areas. But we do not believe it is a given that the only way to deal with the consequences of road pricing is
to introduce Quality Contracts. This is not the case.

22. If we are to tackle the wider issue of global warming and environmental change we need to work on
the basis that a reduction in car journeys needs to be achieved. The provision of quality public transport
facilitates this transition.

Conclusions

23. We welcome the Local Transport Bill. We believe it provides a good framework for improving the
quality of local public transport services, subject to some detailed points raised in this submission. We look
forward to working with the DfT and other relevant stakeholders to deliver the aspirations that lie behind
these proposals.

June 2007
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Memorandum from Living Streets (DLTB 22)

1. About Living Streets

1.1 Living Streets is a national charity which campaigns for better streets and public spaces for people
on foot.

1.2 The history of Living Streets demonstrates the strength of our agenda. We were formed in 1929, as
the Pedestrians Association. We have grown rapidly in the last few years and our work is supported by a
network of 46 branches and aYliated groups, 40 local authority members and a growing number of
corporate members.

1.3 As well as working to influence others, we also carry out a range of practical work to implement our
vision. This includes facilitating Community Street Audits (which engage with the people using streets to
identify improvements) and providing training and consultancy to practitioners who design and manage
our streets

2. Summary

2.1 We welcome the Local Transport Bill and support its general aims to encourage a more locally-
focused transport environment. It is a good opportunity to address many current local transport issues.

2.2 Passenger Transport Authorities should have greater powers and a wider remit:

— Revenue-raising powers.

— Street design remit.

— Co-ordinating local sustainable travel initiatives.

2.3 All Integrated Transport Strategies must contain robust local walking strategies, and should adopt
the hierarchy of user groups advocated in the Manual for Streets.

2.4 We support fully further local implementation of road pricing schemes.

3. Passenger Transport Authorities

3.1 We support the creation of more PTAs in appropriate areas. However if some responsibilities are
transferred “up” from local authorities to the new PTAs, smaller locally based projects, such as local
authority-run promoting walking schemes or public realm improvements, must not be sidelined.

3.2 We welcome both the alteration of PTAs’ duties in Clause 57 to widen their remit in relation to
promoting and encouraging transport, and the power conferred upon them in Clause 60 “to promote well-
being”. These two measures both show that PTAs could become powerful instigators of social, health,
economic, and environmental improvements in their areas.

3.3 Additionally, PTAs have the potential to perform an important funding and coordinating role.
Transport for London jointly funds, with the DfT and London Boroughs, individualised travel planning
initiatives such as the Walk to School and Walking Works (Walk to Work) campaign. In other English
regions, Walk to School receives only DfT and in some cases, local authority funding. As a result, there is
far more money spent on this scheme per pupil in London than in other parts of England. Encouraging
sustainable travel from an early age is therefore disadvantaged outside of the capital. Bearing in mind their
new powers to promote well-being, we strongly recommend that PTAs are given the opportunity to fund
and support important initiatives such as Walk to School and Walk to Work, so that the benefits of such
schemes can be spread around the country. We suggest that the Department for Transport contains
guidance for PTAs on how best to approach this work.

3.4 In order to maximise the potential from PTA-funded projects, we believe that PTAs should be given
revenue-raising powers, perhaps in the form of a precept on local business rates. As part of its inquiry, the
Select Committee could look into the advantages of such funding.

3.5 We would like to see emphasis given to providing PTAs with greater powers to facilitate street
alterations that promote sustainable travel. For example roadspace reallocation (widening pavements,
creating cycle lanes, etc.), setting area-wide 20mph limits, and combating pavement parking. This may be
covered by the proposals in Clause 23 granting TraYc Regulation Order powers, but even if so, the positive
outcomes of such street improvements to general health and well-being should be made clear in the DfT
guidance to PTAs.

3.6 Similarly, we welcome the proposed devolution of some DfT responsibilities on trunk routes to PTAs.
This would allow greater local involvement in pedestrian-friendly alterations to high streets that also happen
to be trunk routes. For example, the Manual for Streets suggests that shared space schemes and the removal
of guard rails currently cannot be implemented in these situations. We would hope that the proposed
measures would permit such work to become the responsibility of the PTA and / or local authority.
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3.7 All local authorities are currently involved with transport in their area, and in many cases are
performing well and delivering real benefits to the public. Therefore, to build and improve upon this work,
eVective partnership working between PTAs and local authorities is essential and should be facilitated by
any new legislation.

4. Integrated Transport Strategies

4.1 Walking is a key element of integrated transport. If the public has both pedestrian-friendly streets
and good information about local pedestrian links, they are far more likely to:

(a) undertake more journeys on foot; and

(b) walk to/between their chosen mode(s) of public transport.

4.2 There is also a need to combat the perception that walking is a far slower and less convenient
alternative to other forms of transport, when in reality this is often not the case. The famous example of
Leicester Square to Covent Garden tube stations is a case in point: it takes about the same time to walk the
journey above ground, but many people take the tube despite this fact.

4.3 Walking is a key element of active travel. The Chief Medical OYcer recommends that 30 minutes of
moderate physical activity (eg walking) per day is the minimum required for most people to stay healthy.
Walking is also an entirely carbon-neutral form of transport, and should be encouraged as much as possible
in continued eVorts to halt climate change. Promoting walking is an ideal way to ensure positive outcomes
when addressing issues of climate change, public health, traYc congestion, and social cohesion.

4.4 Therefore each ITS should include a detailed walking strategy, as part of an “active travel” section.
This would set out plans of how to integrate walking with other modes of transport. For example, well-
designed street signage, walker-friendly links to transport hubs, estimated walking times on online journey
planners (see TfL’s journey planner), and local walking maps can all contribute to achieving this goal.

4.5 A good basis for this strategy would be to adopt the user hierarchy laid out in chapter 3 of the DfT’s
Manual for Streets, whereby the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport users are considered, in
that order, before other motor traYc. Integrated Transport Implementation Plans should be designed
around the same hierarchy, setting out first actions to facilitate walking, then cycling, followed by public
transport and then motor traYc. This should be explained fully in DfT guidance to PTAs on producing
Integrated Transport Strategies.

5. Road Pricing

5.1 We support the further implementation of road pricing schemes across the UK. The success of the
London Congestion Charge demonstrates how significant improvements to the local environment can be
delivered. The London example also shows that if road pricing is introduced concurrently with real public
transport benefits, it can be even more eVective. However we would add that reallocation of roadspace from
vehicles to pedestrians should also form a significant part of any local road pricing schemes. Therefore we
welcome the proposal that PTAs can be involved; their income being safeguarded indefinitely should also
lead to confidence in devising long-term schemes. We agree that local, rather than national, schemes are the
way forward, and that local authorities should work jointly with PTAs to develop and manage road pricing
in their areas.

June 2007

Memorandum from Sustraco Ltd (DLTB 23)

1. A Local Transport Bill should presumably reflect, emphasise and promote observance of the priorities
in Government policies, particularly where such policies are strategic rather than tactical. Local authorities
tend to be preoccupied with local issues and are not always as conscious of national priorities as they should
be. This is particularly the case in transport where local issues can easily obscure even the most obvious
policy imperatives, which should take priority over all other considerations.

2. The current Prime Minister’s emphasis on global warming being “the most important issue of our
time” would seem to indicate that the highest possible priority should be given to curbing Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions. Transport is the one sector which has notoriously failed to curb its emissions and which
is even forecasting an increase into the indefinite future. It might be expected therefore that the Bill would
give this issue pride of place, spelling out in detail the implications of this strategy for local authorities in
formulating their plans for improving local transport. However, apart from a ritual obeisance to the
environment in Clause 2.3, the Bill scarcely touches on the issue. It seems to be almost solely concerned with
“sustaining economic growth and rising productivity” by reducing congestion, although noting in passing
that reducing congestion would have a “knock-on benefit for the environment”. Those who drafted the Bill
also seem to be obsessed by the idea that congestion can only be reduced by making minor improvements
and adjustments to the operation of existing diesel bus services.
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3. Equally the eVects of toxic pollution from traYc on public health, currently estimated to account for
over 24,000 deaths annually in the UK, (cf road accidents at 3,200 pa), are virtually ignored. But perhaps
most astonishing of all is the apparent complete neglect of the problems surrounding the supply and price
of fossil fuels, on which virtually all transport, public and private, is wholly dependent. It seems obvious
that concern for energy security has to take precedence over all other considerations if there is to be any
sustaining of economic growth and rising productivity, rather than a collapse of the economy in a fuel crisis.
The Bill appears to ignore this issue altogether.

4. The fuel crisis of 2001 demonstrated perfectly that the country’s economy and its Government could
be brought to their knees within a week, in the event of a serious and sustained disruption of fossil fuel
supplies. Such disruption would certainly reduce congestion, but not, presumably, in the way that the
Government would wish. This Bill shows no signs that the Department is even aware of the world-wide
debate that is raging over Peak Oil, with the general expert consensus now being that world oil production
will peak well within the period between now and 2020. Even apart from Peak Oil, the increasing dependence
of the UK on volatile areas of the world for energy supplies calls for special precautions to be taken as a
matter of urgency. No attention seems to have been given to the fact that the oil price has gone from $12 to
$70 pbbl within the last five years and is confidently expected to continue rising just as British oil and gas
imports start to increase ever more sharply, now that UK oil production has itself peaked.

5. Other Governments, in Scandinavia and elsewhere, are already well advanced in planning and
implementing the phasing out of all dependence on fossil fuels by 2020. Stockholm, for example, has now
switched entirely to renewable fuels for all public transport in the central area.

6. By contrast, Transport for London, for example, operates 8,025 direct-drive diesel buses with only 7
hybrids and 3 fuel cell buses, the latter provided to them by the EU for testing. These buses continue to churn
out some 680,000 tons of carbon a year, whilst the Mayor goes on talking of his plans for reducing carbon
emissions. Even New York will have 550 relatively energy eYcient hybrid electric diesel buses in operation
by the end of this year. The Bill shows no sign of awareness of these facts and is wholly preoccupied with
adjustments of the minutiae of the operations of ever more diesel buses as, seemingly, the one and only form
of public transport in which the DfT has the slightest interest. The growing importance of energy eYciency
seems to have passed them by, even though ordinary members of the public are now beginning to buy more
energy eYcient cars in ever increasing numbers. The fact that popular trams, for example, are three times
more energy eYcient than unpopular diesel buses continues to be aggressively ignored.

7. Boasting of the apparent arrest in the steady decline of bus patronage since the war the Bill proudly
points to a minimal up-turn in bus passengers last year. However no mention is made of the cost of this
extremely limited success. Bus subsidies country-wide are now running at some £2.5 billion a year according
to the Transport Minister. Of this, £1 million a day is spent, year after year, on actually subsidising diesel
fuel for buses by 38p a litre, in direct defiance of the Government’s repeated public exhortations to cut
carbon emissions as a matter of urgency. The DfT should be obliged to publish a figure for the marginal
cost in additional subsidy of each additional bus passenger journey. They should also be required to publish
annual figures showing what proportion of bus passengers are free riders. It will hardly be surprising if an
increase in free travel availability has led to increased patronage, whatever the mode of transport involved.
There is ample evidence to show that the public thoroughly dislike bus transport and prefer not to use it
unless it is either free or there is no alternative available. The generally known public preference for trams,
and the consequent increase in modal shift which new tramways routinely achieve, are simply ignored by the
DfT in its apparent passion for pouring ever more public money into subsidising diesel buses, presumably in
the hope that the public will one day learn to love them.

8. The Bill emphasises proudly that £55 billion has been spent on transport in the last 5 years, of which
£27 billion has been spent on enhancing and renewing networks and infrastructure. No mention is made of
any planned or previous investment in innovative transport systems. But without innovation it will not be
possible to eliminate carbon and toxic emissions, to increase energy eYciency or to achieve a measure of
energy security. There seem to be no plans for encouraging or supporting innovative public transport
projects which will increase energy eYciency. Business as usual, with ever more diesel buses, seems to be the
only concern of the Bill.

9. The principal obstacle to improvements in public transport is the apparent indiVerence of the DfT
towards the urgent need for innovation. The DfT policy is to leave innovation to local authorities and to
“the market”—the handful of big bus companies who dominate local transport. Experience shows that this
does not work. Local authorities are not Venture Capitalists and the highly profitable bus companies are
very happy to continue collecting their massive subsidies. The bus companies see no need to take the trouble
to risk investing in new vehicles or in reducing the cost of their operations, which are more than fully covered
by generous Government subsidies.

10. It might be expected that the Bill would provide some strategic recommendations on measures that
need to be adopted to reduce our dangerous dependence on fossil fuels, thus simultaneously eliminating
carbon and toxic emissions. For example, switching to alternative non-polluting, renewable fuels needs to
be given the highest priority, but does not figure in the Bill at all. A recent Report by the National Society
for Clean Air (July 2006) reveals that if all available organic “waste” in UK were to be recycled by processing
through Anaerobic Digestion (AD), as is commonly done in other countries, not only would it prevent
massive amounts of methane from being released into the atmosphere (where it causes 22 times more
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damage as a GHG than carbon) but it could also produce enough biogas to meet 16% of total UK
consumption of transport fuel. It would also enable large amounts of nutrients to be returned to the soil, in
the form of digestate, instead of being land-filled.

11. Even half of this amount would be more than enough to enable all urban public transport in UK to
convert to using Renewable Natural Gas (RNG, biogas or bio-methane). If the RNG were used to fuel light
trams it would be enough for three times as many passenger kilometres as if it were used in buses, making
the supplies go even further. A programme of this kind is easily attainable. It could be implemented over a
period of 10–15 years, at minimal cost, with huge benefits in terms of reducing GHG emissions and
improving the quality, eYciency and energy security of public transport. However there is no chance of such
a programme happening unless and until the DfT takes a lead in introducing it and giving it the
encouragement and support that it would need.

12. It is hard to imagine a better example of “re-arranging the deck-chairs on the Titanic” than this Bill.
Confronted with the major challenges of our time in the form of global warming, imminent peak oil, looming
fuel crises, lethal quantities of toxic emissions and the urgent need for innovation to achieve the energy
eYciency essential to meeting these challenges, all the Bill suggests is more subsidies for polluting, ineYcient
diesel buses and some minor changes to governance, quality partnerships and other refinements of the diesel
bus regime.

13. In publishing this Bill the Department also confirms yet again the widespread belief amongst local
authorities that it is only interested in supporting and subsidising ever more diesel buses, to the virtual
exclusion of light rail or of other methods of making urban mobility more eYcient and less polluting. All
forms of light rail seem to have been forgotten—a complete U-turn from the 10-year Transport Plan which
has happened without any debate or attempt at justification.

14. In conclusion it is suggested that this Bill should be withdrawn and replaced with one that gives local
authorities the guidance and support that they so desperately need in planning:

— The immediate initiation of programmes for eliminating the dependence of urban public transport
on fossil fuels, over the next 10–15 years, thereby simultaneously eliminating carbon and toxic
emissions.

— Giving priority to the most energy eYcient forms of public transport to replace ineYcient buses
eg by substituting steel-wheeled vehicles for those with rubber tyres.

June 2007

Memorandum from Arriva plc (DLTB 24)

1. Summary

1.1 Arriva supports a legislative framework that will help develop local arrangements for the delivery of
increasingly attractive services. The Draft Bill should help to strengthen the co-operative partnership
working between operators and local authorities, built on a common vision of the contribution that buses
can make to the economic and social life of our communities. We support the continued development of the
partnership approach.

1.2 Proposals to give a stronger role to the TraYc Commissioners in holding both operators and local
authorities to account for their actions (or lack of them) in working to improve bus service punctuality and
reliability are welcomed.

1.3 Similarly, Arriva supports the objectives of the changes to the Competition Test and believes that,
when this is clarified through further advice from the DfT and OFT, the Test should provide an opportunity
to secure even closer co-operation between operators and authorities where this will benefit passengers.

1.4 Arriva will adopt a radical approach to the development of partnerships with local authorities,
commensurate with the radical nature of the proposals being reviewed by the local authority partners. We
support options for including fares and frequency in partnerships where such arrangements are agreed with
operators.

1.5 Any proposals for Quality Contract schemes will have to be subject to stringent approval
arrangements. We support the proposal to create an Approvals Board for England; the legitimate interests
of operators, their shareholders, customers and employees must form part of the assessment of any Quality
Contract proposal.

1.6 Arriva welcomes plans to revise the structure of governance, particularly in metropolitan areas, so as
to secure greater integration between public transport responsibility and highway management. We would
welcome the inclusion of wider powers to consider matters such as on- and oV-street car parking as part of
demand management.
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1.7 Local delivery of improvements for passengers has to be the key theme for the successful development
of bus services. Arriva shares the view that buses play a fundamental part in securing sustainable urban
mobility in a way that will support economic growth to the benefit of the community as a whole. Local
delivery requires the flexibility to create successful local arrangements and, subject to the concerns outlined
in this note, Arriva supports the aims of the Draft Transport Bill.

1.8 We will comment to the DfT in further detail during the formal consultation period for the Draft Bill.

2. Introduction

2.1 Arriva is one of Europe’s leading passenger transport companies, operating bus and rail services in
nine member states of the European Union. Arriva has a long-term commitment to its services and
networks; we welcome the development of joint initiatives to secure improvements in passenger service.

2.2 We are pleased to have the opportunity to provide this note summarising our initial views on the Draft
Local Transport Bill (and on the associated Regulatory Impact Assessment). We will respond in detail to
the DfT’s consultation on the Bill in due course. In this note we concentrate on those elements of the draft
Bill that would have a direct impact on the operation of local bus services.

3. Putting Passengers First

3.1 We welcomed the publication in December 2006 of Putting Passengers First, having taken an active
part in the review instigated by Transport Ministers in 2006. The Local Transport Bill closely follows the
objectives outlined in Putting Passengers First. and provides a good platform on which to build a stable
future. We will continue to work with the Government to refine the principles outlined in the Bill.

3.2 We welcome and endorse the proposals in the Bill that require operators and local authorities to work
together to create relationships that have a common vision for the successful development of attractive,
eVective and eYcient bus services and that are based on an ever greater understanding of the diVerent but
complementary roles of all the parties involved. The Bill and subsequent regulations need to retain and
strengthen the focus of operators and local authorities on action to improve the delivery of quality services.

4. Arriva’s Experience of Partnership Working

4.1 We have substantial experience of partnership working across England. Partnerships, both formal
and informal, range from schemes such as the highly successful Kent Fastrack operation to small but
eVective agreements to implement CCTV to improve passenger security on buses.

4.2 Our experience also includes situations where we have been unable to encourage local authorities to
work with us. There are areas where commitments that we have given to long-term network stability have
not been matched by action on the part of appropriate local authorities to bring forward measures to
improve the eVectiveness, eYciency, punctuality or predictability of those services. We continue to seek
opportunities to find ways of improving service quality across our networks.

4.3 Our work with Kent County Council and the Kent Thameside Development Board on the Fastrack
project is both radical and innovative. An integrated approach to bus lanes, traYc signals, stretches of new
road dedicated to buses, good information and high quality vehicles with dedicated employees has resulted
from close and positive co-operation between all the parties involved in the partnership. The agreement
between Arriva and Kent County Council is the structure that guarantees that the investment by our local
authority partners is matched by our commitment to the delivery of the service. The agreement is, in eVect,
the formal expression of the partnership.

4.4 Reliability and punctuality levels are high. The overall result is the delivery of clear benefits for
passengers with the numbers travelling increasing by 22% in the first 12 months of operation. Arriva would
be pleased to facilitate a visit to Fastrack for members of the Committee.

5. Proposals to Develop the Monitoring of Punctuality and Reliability

5.1 We welcome the proposed involvement of the TraYc Commissioners in assessing the overall
punctuality and reliability of bus services in a way that will encourage closer co-operation between local
authorities and operators to the benefit of customers. We share the view that both operators and local
authorities need to be held to account for their actions.

5.2 Although the concepts of punctuality and reliability are linked, they are two diVerent issues, requiring
diVerent, but linked, approaches to the improvements in these key areas. In addition, the question of
“predictability” must not be overlooked.

— Reliability is largely an issue for operators;

— punctuality is aVected both by timetable design and, crucially, by highway and traYc
management; and

— predictability is almost entirely an issue of highway and traYc management.
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5.3 The three issues need attention from operators, highway engineers, local authority traYc managers
and those who enforce highway management, such as the Police and parking enforcement authorities.

5.4 Comment is sometimes made that DfT figures show that two-thirds of bus service reliability problems
are the responsibility of operators: it is important to judge figures properly. Arriva consistently operates
around 99% of its services with reliability issues within our control accounting for the cancellation of about
0.6% of all service mileage; a further 0.4% is cancelled as a result of factors outside our control—principally
traYc congestion.

5.5 Conversely, issues of punctuality aVect far more buses and far more often; DfT figures show that
about 72% of buses across the country run on time; there is variability across the country and punctuality
falls as the bus proceeds along a route. Punctuality is, however, the critical issue for passengers which is why
we welcomed the development of the idea of Punctuality Improvement Partnerships, as promoted by the
DfT’s Bus Partnership Forum. The initiative was designed to encourage operators and authorities to work
together to identify and manage punctuality issues.

5.6 We believe that the next logical step in that process would be that operators and local authorities
should develop joint reports on the punctuality of bus services and should outline how they propose to
improve performance. A report—which would be a public document—could be presented to the TraYc
Commissioner who would be able to judge the extent to which the parties involved were acting on their
responsibilities. Where an operator was failing to do so, the TraYc Commissioner would be able to act
against that operator; we believe that the Commissioner needs similar powers to secure action by local
authorities. We welcome the Bill’s proposals to use the powers of the TraYc Management Act. The
consultation note with the Draft Bill proposes further work on the initial arrangements in the Bill; we will
be pleased to work with the DfT on this.

5.7 The current draft Bill sees a role for the Commissioner only when the performance of bus services has
deteriorated to a point where the Commissioner believes that action (by one or both parties) is necessary.
We believe that the Commissioner should also be able to act where there is evidence that performance of
the highway network (in terms of eYciency and eVectiveness, as well as punctuality, reliability and
predictably) could be improved. We will comment further about this as the DfT’s work on punctuality and
reliability develops.

6. Quality Partnership Schemes

6.1 Arriva strongly believes that partnerships between operators and local authorities oVer many
substantial advantages; we welcome the Government’s clear steer towards the development of partnership
working.

6.2 The Bill oVers an opportunity to secure some welcome clarity in the role of competition law. The
proposed change to the Competition Test should allow for more co-operative working between operators
and local authorities where this has clear benefits for passengers. Detailed advice from the DfT and OFT
would be very helpful in clarifying how the Test will work in practice so that operators and local authorities
can have confidence in its practical implementation.

6.3 The Bill allows an incremental approach to the development of statutory Quality Partnership
Schemes, which will provide useful flexibility to authorities seeking to implement Schemes over a defined
period. It will be important for Schemes to have a clear timetable for implementation, with commitment
from both sides to the delivery of key elements of the partnership, so that all the parties involved can develop
their investment plans with certainty.

6.4 The Transport Act 2000 prohibited the inclusion of matters relating to frequencies and timings from
Quality Partnership Schemes. Arriva will work on agreements about frequencies and timings as part of a
voluntary partnership arrangement. There are technical challenges in achieving a balance between the
diVerent timetable requirements of services in a network. We have reservations about the extent to which
an authority might seek to manage timetables. We believe that the inclusion of timing and frequency issues
in Quality Partnership Schemes must only be by agreement.

6.5 Matters relating to fares are even more complex; as with frequencies and timings, we are happy to
agree arrangements about fares with local authorities where radical priority measures—or radical demand
management schemes—are being proposed and implemented. We believe that arrangements that gave local
authorities or other operators an opportunity to set fares that artificially depress revenue (and, thus, our
ability to operate a successful and attractive service) would be entirely misguided. In addition, such an
approach would not match European Union rules about the impact of public service obligations on
operating companies. The key issue is “by agreement”.
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7. Quality Contract Schemes

7.1 We have consistently argued that partnership working is the best way to secure improved service for
passengers. We do not believe that the full range of partnership options has yet been exploited.

7.2 While we have no objection in principle to the removal of the “only practicable” test for Quality
Contract Schemes, we believe that the mechanism proposed in the Bill must ensure that Quality Contract
applications are thoroughly and independently vetted. It will be essential that any applications for approval
are subjected to rigorous testing to ensure that the full implications for passengers, operators, employees of
operating companies and local authorities have been assessed. The assessment for local authorities must
include not only those authorities promoting the Scheme but also neighbouring authorities and other tiers
of local government in the area aVected.

7.3 The Approvals Board must have access to resources that will allow it to assess the long-term eVect
of any proposed Scheme with particular regard to financial stability and the eVect on parts of an operating
company’s business that would be outside the scheme. Authorities would have to assess the full financial,
operating, technical and legislative implications of the Quality Contract option, including the inevitable
impact that any proposal for a scheme would have on the opportunities for operators to invest and develop
services outside the scheme area. Any proposal for a scheme under the arrangements proposed in the Bill
would have to take account of all such issues.

7.4 Putting Passengers First referred to Quality Contracts and the legitimate interests of bus operators.
Companies bought operating businesses from the state in good faith and have invested heavily in them over
many years. We have bought, developed and improved garages along with employee and maintenance
facilities as well as passenger facilities such as bus stations (where these are in our ownership). Our employees
are involved in a long-term business where we have worked with trades unions and employee representatives
to make improvements to pay, conditions of service and to pensions that are responsive to commercial
pressures while securing long-term employment, training and development prospects.

7.5 It would be wrong to jeopardise future investment in expensive capital equipment such as buses and
garages. As with many public transport companies, Arriva is a major employer in most of the areas that we
serve; the future employment prospects for the thousands of Arriva employees who work in our many
operating centres must be properly considered. The Bill should provide regulatory certainty where
continuous employment is threatened.

7.6 The Regulatory Impact Assessment does not yet fully address the key issues that would aVect
employees in any transition from the existing regulatory regime. In addition, the RIA suggests levels of
benefit that might accrue from a Quality Contract without assessing the revenue cost and cost risk
implications for the promoting authority. While a proposal for a scheme may identify notional future
benefits to a wide range of diVerent interest groups in financial terms, the scheme itself will be paid for in
cash. The revenue cost assessment would have to take account of any compensation payments that would
properly accrue to an operator and its employees through the implementation of a scheme.

8. Structure of PTA/Highway Authority Governance

8.1 We strongly support proposals to review the structure and responsibilities of authorities in the PTA
areas. We have previously argued that the lack of integration between public transport responsibilities and
highway powers is a barrier to the delivery of highway management schemes that benefit bus users. We
continue in our belief that a system approach to the design and implementation of bus networks will deliver
substantial benefits. In addition, we would welcome a more integrated approach to issues such a on- and
oV-street car parking as an element of demand management.

8.2 There are proposals to revise the process of developing plans for transport; we welcome this. We will
work with authorities on the long-term strategic development of networks and services; we believe that
agreements over long and medium term implementation plans would be of substantial benefit.

8.3 We welcome also the proposal to facilitate a process of reviews into the structure of authorities
responsible for transport. We would welcome proposals that would secure strong political leadership across
a local authority area; such leadership is essential for the delivery of both small and large scale improvements
for passengers. We believe that this element of the Bill presents an excellent opportunity for the creation of
new structures that can be aligned to work more closely and in a more integrated way with all those who
can make a diVerence both to the image and to the operational reality of bus services.

9. Local delivery

9.1 Delivery of improvements at a local level must be the key objective of the revised framework proposed
in the Draft Bill. The need to develop local solutions is recognised at a European and at a national level; the
European Union’s proposed adoption of a new regulation on transport recognises that transport needs to
take account of local factors. Finding the right mechanisms and the right balance between the availability
of public funds and the desire to bring improvements for passengers is a challenge across Europe. While we
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have concerns about some aspects of the Draft Bill, as we have raised in this note, we are supportive of the
general thrust of the proposals outlined in it and believe that they will help to create a new framework that
will strengthen the eVectiveness and eYciency of the country’s networks of bus services.

June 2007

Memorandum from the National Alliance Against Tolls (NAAT) (DLTB 25)

Introduction

1. The committee have invited comments on the draft Local Transport Bill which was published on 22
May 2007. This is the response of the National Alliance Against Tolls (NAAT).

2. The NAAT was formed by groups protesting against tolls in England, Scotland and Wales. We oppose
all forms of toll regimes, even if they are given names such as “congestion charging”, “road pricing” and
“road user charging”. We took part in the campaign against the Edinburgh Tolls and with others we are
opposed to the Manchester Toll proposals.

3. The NAAT are generally opposed to the proposals for “road pricing” which were first announced by
the Government in July 2004. Our reasons for this are summarised as an appendix. We are not alone in our
views, roads users have already made it very clear that they do not want more road taxes, particularly a tax
that will cost many billions to administer and require a major surveillance system to enforce it.

Summary

4. The purpose of this Bill is to make an already undemocratic process less so. The Government know
from the Edinburgh Toll Poll, the petition to the PM which attracted 1.8 million signatures and various
surveys (including Institute of Transport Studies report commissioned by DfT and published in March
2006) that people are overwhelmingly opposed to their road toll proposals.

So there are to be no more referenda, the requirement to go through even a mock form of consultation
is removed, and power is to be given to the least democratic of all the local authority bodies—Passenger
Transport Authorities.

The Bill

5. The Bill includes a section on regulation of buses, our submission only deals with the more significant
changes to the tolls part of the bill—sections 64 to 82. These clauses change the regime as set out in the
Transport Act 2000 and the GLA Act 1999. (Our references below to the 2000 Act can be taken as including
the GLA Act.)

Clauses 64 to 70

6. These clauses of the Bill would give power to Passenger Transport Authorities (PTAs) to join in with
one or more local traYc authorities in making a “local charging scheme”.

7. PTAs are not directly elected and seem to be dominated by unelected Passenger Transport Executives
(PTEs) whose aim seems to be to push drivers oV the road and on to public transport. PTAs and PTEs were
created by the Transport Act 1968 when the cities owned and operated large bus fleets. The set up is one of
the most opaque and least democratic areas of government in Britain.

8. This proposed new power for PTAs seems to be designed to change the law to match what is already
happening. A good example is Manchester where the work on preparing the proposed charging scheme
seems to have been carried out by the unelected PTE and private consultants employed by them. The 2005
TIF submission was made “by AGMA / GMPTA/E on behalf of the Greater Manchester authorities”. The
2006 bid was “made by Greater Manchester PTE/A on behalf of all the Greater Manchester Authorities”.
AGMA (Association of Greater Manchester Authorities) is possibly not cited as making the 2006 bid as
they did not endorse it till two months after it was submitted.

9. In our view AGMA had failed to comply with the requirements of the Local Government Access to
Information Act 1985 in the way that meetings to discuss the road charges had been conducted and
documents made available

We complained to the Local Government Ombudsman (LGO) about AGMA and others. The LGO told
us that he could not investigate AGMA, and said that it was a “voluntary association”. So it appears that
the Government’s flagship road pricing scheme has been developed and promoted not by the local traYc
authorities but by bodies that have no legal power to make such a scheme and may be presuming that MPs
will pass this Bill.
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10. The councillors in the local traYc authorities in Greater Manchester appear to know almost nothing
about what is going on. Before the May 2007 elections there were various reports in the Manchester papers
indicating that councillors thought that they were being kept in the dark. E.g. on 20 April the Manchester
Evening News (MEN) reported that the Rochdale council leader had said: “The only details of the scheme
are those I have read in the MEN” So not even the leader of one of the 10 local traYc authorities knew what
was going on.

11. This Bill seems to be designed to legalise and encourage the way that charging has been promoted
in Manchester. Is this because the less that councillors and voters know, the better chance there is of pushing
these schemes through?

Clause 72

12. This clause of the Bill removes (in England) the requirement in section 169 of the 2000 Act for
charging schemes to be approved by the Minister. Given that it is the Government that is encouraging
charging it is strange that they want to do a Pontius Pilate.

Clause 73

13. Under the 2000 Act there is no mandatory requirement to consult, hold an inquiry, or hold a
referendum on a charging scheme. There is however a power (section 170) for the Minister to order that
there be consultation and / or an inquiry. Clause 74 removes this power in England. Authorities may still
consult and hold some form of inquiry, but there is little doubt that these will just be a sham.

Clause 74

14. This clause would allow the charge to vary according to “diVerent methods or means of recording,
administering, collecting or paying the charge”. Charging in this way for any service discriminates against
the less well oV who are less likely to pay in advance or set up direct debit arrangements etc. It is also likely
to discriminate against casual users who use the roads the least.

15. In the particular case of road pricing this could also be used to coerce drivers into doing something
that they would prefer not to do such as installing some sort of black box in their vehicle. In Manchester it
also seems that for phase one the preferred method of payment is that drivers will register their vehicles with
“franchise agents”; again many drivers will not want to do this.

Clause 79

16. Clause 79 would widen the extent to which information is shared between various bodies including
local traYc authorities, PTAs and the Government. There seems to be no limit as to what information is
being shared. The suspicion must be that the purpose of this clause is to give legal backing to the passing
on of information with regard to individual vehicles and drivers. Many people, not only drivers, will be
concerned about further moves towards a surveillance state.

Appendix

SOME REASONS WHY NAAT OPPOSE “ROAD PRICING” PROPOSALS

1. We Already have Road Pricing

It’s called fuel duty and with associated VAT raises about £30 billion a year, and costs almost nothing to
collect and enforce. Fuel duty is an established tax which drivers are used to, and though it is set at an
unfairly high level, most drivers prefer it to any other form of charging.

Taxing fuel encourages the use of smaller cars, more eYcient engines, better driving (the less you use the
throttle, the less fuel you use) and alternative fuels. Road pricing cannot readily do any of this, and may
even encourage drivers to detour onto longer routes to avoid the higher tolls, and so use more fuel.

2. “Plebs” Driven Off the Roads

Roads used to be reserved for the rich, but now over 80% of men drive and 60% of women. They pay a
great deal for this privilege; the total taxes (including vehicle excise duty, VAT on new cars, company car
tax etc) derived from roads use is about £50 billion. Roads users are in eVect “voting” for better roads, but
very little (tuppence a vehicle mile) goes back into maintaining or improving the system.

With road pricing, drivers will be expected to pay even more and this will have the eVect of forcing less
well oV drivers oV the road.
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3. Vast Amount Would be Wasted in the Collection of Tolls

People are being misled into believing that road pricing will be revenue neutral. The Local Transport Bill
does not include any provisions for oVsetting the new charges in any way. In the case of the Manchester
scheme it appears that they wish to spend £3 billion on public transport schemes, and hope to get £1 billion
of that from the taxpayer via TIF. The intention seems to be that the rest of the money plus interest on
borrowings will come from profits from the charges on road users.

Even if road charging were really to be “revenue neutral” (ie no net increase in tax revenue), there would
have to be a massive increase in taxes on roads users, because of the cost of setting up and running the
charging system. Deloitte were asked by the Government in 2004 to look at the costs. Deloitte estimated
that a national scheme would cost between £10 billion and £62 billion to implement, with annual running
costs of up to £5 billion on top. If you assume that the higher estimate is more realistic and spread the initial
costs over ten years, then the collection cost is over £10 billion a year, or the same as adding another 23 pence
a litre to the cost of fuel.

Even these figures may be an underestimate, as based on the London scheme the annual cost of the system
could be several times higher.

4. Causes and Cures for Congestion

One cause of congestion is that main road space has been reduced for the majority of motor vehicle users
and the smooth flow of traYc impeded. The main answer to congestion is instead to improve the system.
Advocates of road pricing say that if you do this then traYc will increase and roads will soon be as congested
as before. But this ignores the other constraints on how much drivers will want or be able to drive—fuel and
other costs, parking diYculties and charges, other entertainments apart from just driving around for 24
hours a day! The argument that you should not meet the demand is not used for hospitals, schools, libraries,
houses, etc.

There are many other things that can be done to reduce congestion, not least of which is to remove existing
road tolls. It is scandalous that the M6 Toll road is almost empty while there is major congestion elsewhere
in the West Midlands.

5. This is not Just a Tax on Drivers

A large part of the traYc on the roads is vans and lorries. They will have to pay at least the same charge
as cars, and probably a lot more. Either that will be passed on to the consumer (ie everyone) through
increased prices for goods and services, or some of these firms are going to go bust. There will also be an
aVect on retail businesses in areas where road pricing is higher, as customers will go elsewhere.

6. Big Brother

This would be the world’s biggest surveillance system. Its use would inevitably spread so that police and
other agencies could oYcially use it to monitor vehicles and drivers. So many people would be involved that
there will also be lots of unoYcial use of the information. It has been suggested that in some unspecified way
the system would not record where a vehicle is at any time. This is not credible, as there will have to be
systems to identity and record vehicles as they pass along the roads so that those who appear not to have
paid can be pursued.

7. Technology Might not Work or be Subject to Massive Evasion

Even if a system can be made to work (or at least the public can be convinced it works) over a small area,
there is no guarantee that it would be able to cope with monitoring over 30 million vehicles over the
whole country.

According to the Government, charges could be up to £1.34 a mile. There will be a massive incentive to
evade the charge. A massive police system will be needed to try and catch people and to deal with
disputed charges.

June 2007
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Memorandum from the Green Light Group (GLG) (DLTB 26)

Draft Local Transport Bill

1. The Green Light Group (GLG) is a body of organisations that use their technical expertise to consider
how road pricing could be implemented in the UK. Led by the Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE), other
members include Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport (CILT), the Institution of Highways and
Transportation (IHT), the Institution of Mechanical Engineers (IMechE) and the Transport Planning
Society (TPS). The bodies making up GLG have over 185,000 members. Further details about the group
and its published reports are available at www.greenlightgroup.org.uk.

2. The Green Light Group is interested in the development of a rational policy for charging for the use
of roads, as well as the funding of there development and maintenance. We also have an interest in both
pricing and funding for all modes of ground transport and believe that there should be a more direct and
transparent funding of transport improvements from the revenues raised from motorists. Given these
interests, our submission relates only to those elements of the Draft Bill which relate to road pricing.

Summary

3. For a national road pricing scheme to be realised the Government must take the lead its introduction.
The Draft Bill places too great an onus on local authorities taking the initiative.

Part 5 Local Charging Schemes

4. The Green Light Group broadly welcomes the provisions of this Part.

5. It is clearly right to provide Passenger Transport Authorities (PTAs) with the powers to be parties to
local congestion charging schemes. Congestion charging must never be seen as a stand alone policy; if
proposed or adopted, it must be just one element of a set of measures designed to improve the overall
eVectiveness of local transport. Since PTAs are responsible for key elements of local transport within
Metropolitan Areas, they must be an integral part of the organisation implementing that package of
measures. This is even more important for those PTAs obtaining highway powers, as proposed in the
Draft Bill.

6. We recognise that it is right that in considering any local charging scheme, account is taken of the
possible environmental impacts both within and outside the charged area, including emissions. However,
even with the current state of the art technology, it is our understanding that it is not possible to forecast
local impacts of emissions with any meaningful accuracy. Although it is our understanding that relative
changes in greenhouse emissions are easier to quantify, there are still limits on the accuracy of such
predictions. We are therefore concerned that these proposed provisions might prove burdensome, and a
potential source of legal challenge.

7. We are deeply concerned abut the proposed provision to remove the requirement for the Secretary of
State to confirm local charging schemes. We are conscious of the words in the Prime Minister’s letter of
appointment to Douglas Alexander as Secretary of State for Transport:

“We therefore need to advance the debate on the introduction of a national road-user charging
scheme. The successful roll-out of local schemes funded from the Transport Innovation Fund will
be critical. I would like you to identify the other key steps for the successful introduction of road-
user charging within the next decade . . .”.

of the Secretary of State’s commitment, speaking in York shortly after his appointment:

“A personal priority will be to advance the debate about a national system of road pricing in this
country—moving the debate from “why” to “how” we might make a national system work in
practice”

And of the Prime Minister’s response to the 10 Downing Street e-petition:

“Let me be clear straight away: we have not made any decision about national road pricing. Indeed
we are simply not yet in a position to do so. We are, for now, working with some local authorities
that are interested in establishing local schemes to help address local congestion problems”.

Taken together, they can be seen as a reduction in Government commitment and an increased desire to
“pass the buck” to local government.

8. We are concerned that the removal of this requirement for approval by the Secretary of State will make
it easier for the Government to step back from any local scheme, denying any responsibility in the face of
possible criticism. If the Government is truly committed to moving towards a national road pricing scheme
(however that might be defined), it must fully and openly support those local authorities willing to act as
pathfinders. By providing the funding required, through TIF, it will have approved any local charging
scheme, so it should be seen to have done so de jure.
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9. We consider the provisions of the 2000 Transport Act in relation to enabling procedures, with the
Secretary of State being able to call for consultation or an inquiry, unnecessarily burdensome, and imposing
unmanageable risks on local authorities. Since this provision was not included in the 1999 Greater London
Authority Act we saw no reason for its inclusion in the 2000 Transport Act. We therefore welcome the
proposal to remove it. This does not seem to be consistent with the concern raised in paragraph seven.

10. We welcome the proposed, and sensible, flexibility in charge levels and payment arrangements.
However, we are deeply concerned that proposed provisions of the Draft Bill could lead to diVerences in
charging regimes across the country. This would:

— cause confusion amongst users as they travel within diVerent charged areas, increasing the
possibility of inadvertent non-compliance; and

— add to user costs, if diVerent payment arrangements exist between diVerent areas.

11. If the Government is truly committed to a national scheme, it must require a high level of consistency,
and interoperability between schemes, including vehicle charge classes. To fail to make such provisions
could reduce the prospects of a national scheme becoming acceptable to a significant proportion of the
population.

12. The Green Light Group welcome’s the proposed relaxation of the “Ten Year Rule” relating to the
use of net revenues in London. However, we consider it necessary to remove any time limit over which any
local authority (including a PTA and the Greater London Authority [GLA]) has the right to retain the net
revenues of local schemes, with appropriate revisions to the 1999 GLA Act and Schedule 12 of the 2000
Transport Act.

13. We are disappointed that the Government has decided not to propose revisions to the 2000 Transport
Act’s provisions relating to Workplace Parking Levies. The lack of interest in adopting such schemes relates
to the anticipated licensing enforcement diYculties, given the terms of the Act. These have been set out in
various documents, including the ROCOL Report29 . The Draft Bill should give local authorities the powers
to introduce parking levies for all types of parking space as may be determined by the authorities. Experience
abroad, particularly in Australia, is that a more broadly based parking levy is more equitable since it does
not impact on a single (business) sector.

Part 3 Passenger Transport

14. We consider it unlikely that the full benefits of local congestion charging schemes will be realised,
unless the local authorities (including PTAs) are able to ensure the delivery of adequate complementary
public transport services, and to determine the fares to be paid. Whilst we think it probable that the
provisions of the Draft Bill will go some way to achieving this, it is our understanding that they might not
be suYcient.

Part 4 Passenger Transport Authorities

15. As we have noted, congestion charging must never be seen as a stand alone policy, that it must be just
one element of a set of measures designed to improve the overall eVectiveness of local transport. We
appreciate that the separation of transport powers within metropolitan areas, between local authorities with
their highway powers and PTAs with their public transport powers serves to complicate the development,
implementation and operation of regional transport policies, which include congestion charging,

16. We therefore welcome, in principle the reformation of transport governance within the metropolitan
areas. Since urban congestion is not restricted to these areas, as witnessed by the award of TIF Pump
Priming funds, and is not restricted to single local authorities, we also welcome, in principle, the proposed
ability of other local authorities to create a PTA.

A Key Omission

17. Although this Draft Bill is concerned with local schemes, we remain very strongly of the view that if
Government truly wants to move towards a national road pricing scheme, it must lead, and not rely on local
authorities, encouraged by the Government’s funding arrangements for local transport.

18. We consider it essential for the Government to include sections of its roads—motorways and trunk
roads- in the real life assessment of road pricing schemes. Failure to do so is likely to compound the view
that the Government is not truly committed, unless the success in London is followed by success elsewhere,
with local politicians taking the main political, and policy, risks.

June 2007

29 Road Charging Options for London: A Technical Assessment, The Stationery OYce, London, 2000.
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Memorandum from Greater Manchester Centre for Voluntary Organisation,
Transport Resource Unit (DLTB 27)

Background

The voluntary sector30 has an important role to play in local transport, whether as users of transport,
contributors to policy development, representatives of community groups or in delivering community and
public transport schemes. The Transport Resource Unit (TRU) is part of the Greater Manchester Centre
for Voluntary Organisation (GMCVO) with the specific remit of focusing on transport issues as experienced
by the voluntary sector.

The TRU vision is for an integrated transport system for Greater Manchester that is socially inclusive,
sustainable, and accessible to all communities.

This can only work to an optimum level, however, if fares and ticketing are simple and economical for
users, and real travel choices are available to all.

It is from this perspective that that the TRU oVers comments on the draft Bill as part of the Committee’s
Inquiry. We will be consulting locally on the issues raised in our evidence, as part of the overall DFT
consultation. For ease of understanding, our response is posed in the format of consultation questions
presented for the Bill.

Chapter 3.

Q1: What are your views on the proposals relating to:

(a) voluntary partnership agreements;

(b) quality partnership schemes;

(c) quality contracts schemes;

We support these proposals as they act to remove the barriers for introducing schemes. However we do
think that the scheme approvals could be simplified further and we have a reservation about the proposals
for quality contracts schemes in regard to community transport.

The TraYc Commissioner would have responsibility for monitoring and enforcing quality partnership
schemes. Given the limited resources available for each traYc commissioner, there would need to be some
analysis undertaken as to whether this approach is practicable.

It is sensible that the “only practicable way test for local authorities will be replaced by a set of criteria
requiring authorities to demonstrate that a scheme is in the “public interest’. However, rather than approval
being provided by an unelected independent Approvals Board, we see merit in the power being delegated
to local transport authorities, who have a democratic mandate.

In regard to the “public interest criteria’, we feel that there is some threat in the proposal to community
transport. Current government policy recognises the role of community transport in delivering social
inclusion and providing tailored services to meet local need.

In the regulatory impact assessment para 2.86, it is stated that the government will be:

“Exploring options for ensuring that local authorities have due regard to the impact on small
firms. . .”;

and adds

“. . . a local authority would need to ensure that the contractual process and the size of individual
contracts would be designed to protect the interests of passengers, and to maintain eVective
competition for future contracts. . .”.

These objectives should be included in the legislation proposed here to embrace government policy and
provide a duty on local transport authorities to encourage community transport to deliver public services.

This would ensure that due regard to community transport organisations would be made when quality
contracts are implemented and provide for support and capacity building of the community transport
sector.

(d) bus punctuality;

The proposed legislation provides TraYc Commissioners with powers to oversee bus punctuality, and
they would then devolve powers to local authorities. Given the limited resources available for each TraYc
Commissioner, there would need to be some analysis undertaken as to whether this approach is practicable.

(e) community transport;

30 The term “voluntary sector” is used throughout this document. It should be understood to include the whole “third sector”
including voluntary, community and faith groups and organisations, social enterprise, co-operatives and other not-for-profit
organisations with a social purpose.
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We welcome the removal of restrictions relating to the payment of Community Transport drivers with
some reservations.

We do not support the plan to remove provisions for designated bodies to issue Small Bus Permits. We
are concerned that the responsibilities under the present plan, where local authorities and designated bodies
such as voluntary sector agencies can issue such permits, will also be transferred to the TraYc
Commissioner.

Existing legislation (Section 19(7) of the Transport Act 1985) allows the Secretary of State to amend the
list of designated bodies able to issue permits. Criteria that would be appropriate could be agreed with the
sector and designated bodies such as the Community Transport Association. This would not require
primary legislation. Criteria could include:

— Removal of designated bodies that have not issued a minimum number of permits in a set period

— Removal of organisations who are also vehicle operators (to delineate between bodies providing
permits and those operating under them)

Designated bodies such as the CTA are able to oVer advice to applicants and additional support. We are
concerned that the TraYc Commissioner will not have the capacity to deliver this role eVectively.

We support changes proposed for Section 19 permits, to allow the use of vehicles with fewer than nine
seats and for Section 22 permits, to allow drivers on local services to be paid, and to allow the use of vehicles
with more than 16 seats.

However, we do not agree with the proposed requirement for Section 19 vehicles with less than nine seats
to operate only when separate fares apply. The problem with this approach is that it prevents a number of
community transport and other third sector operators from delivering locally needed services.

Many community transport operators provide transport solutions to other local voluntary sector groups.

Due to the definition of a “public service vehicle’, as provided in the Public Passenger Vehicles Act 1981
(PPVA), a number of small vehicles used for group hire by voluntary sector groups would be excluded. The
PPVA [s1(1)b] defines a public service vehicle below nine passenger seats as one being “used for carrying
passengers for hire and reward at separate fares in the course of a business of carrying passengers’. Many
voluntary sector groups would struggle to meet the requirement to be engaged in the “business of carrying
passengers’. eg sport clubs, scout groups and youth groups.

We feel that the existing restrictions covering bodies that can use permits and the purpose of transport
they provide are suYcient controls to allow such vehicles to be excluded from the requirement of the PPVA.

(f) other measures

The set of proposals, including reforming local governance and local road pricing schemes, are welcomed.

The proposals for local governance allow devolved reform of governance arrangements and they enhance
powers for transport in urban areas such as Greater Manchester. As each area is diVerent, this is welcomed
and each local area could include powers for the Secretary of State to direct local authorities to review local
arrangements.

In regard to local road pricing schemes, we welcome the flexibility provided to local authorities in
developing local road pricing arrangements and retain responsibility for revenues over five year renewable
periods. We recognise that guidance remains at a national government level, providing strategic direction.

Finally, the mechanism for delivering regulation of services requires review and capacity building. We
recognise that the Transport Commissioner is under resourced to undertake many of the added
responsibilities proposed in the legislation. Devolution of responsibilities where appropriate needs to be
undertaken and fed into the final document.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Association of Transport Co-ordinating OYcers (DLTB 28)

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 oVer our initial views on the draft Local Transport
Bill, albeit that we have had little time for full consultation on the draft Bill with our membership.
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1.2 We broadly support the proposals relating to governance and road pricing in the context that they
should lead to better bus services—for passengers and local communities. We acknowledge the need to have
regard to climate change issues, noting that this should increase the momentum towards providing bus
services that people will choose to use as communities, both urban and rural, seek to move towards more
sustainable and environmentally acceptable transport solutions to local needs.

1.3 We welcome the proposed changes to the way local authorities should be able to influence the
provision of bus services, particularly if those changes will allow better co-ordination between
commercially-provided services and local transport plans for general and targeted public transport. We
think that it is significant that the Government uses the word “harness” in its description of the powers
required to ensure that the investment and innovation of the bus industry meets the specific needs of local
communities.

1.4 We are concerned that any revised or new framework should be workable, from a local authority
point of view, in order that buses can be the mode of choice for many and that they will provide improved
accessibility to work and educational opportunities and to essential facilities, including healthcare and fresh
food, including for people with mobility diYculties.

1.5 We note that the proposals appear to be almost exclusively focussed on metropolitan and large urban
areas. Whilst our membership includes these areas, it is important that the needs of passengers and local
communities in smaller towns and rural areas are not overlooked.

2. Voluntary Partnerships

2.1 Many of these exist dealing with a variety of matters. However, it is our experience that many are
based on proposals that match the private bus operator’s investment decisions, particularly concerning fleet
renewal. Other partnerships provide the basis for a better understanding of each other’s positions. None of
this should be derided but some partnerships do not deliver significant tangible benefits to the local
community. There are a number of oft-quoted successful partnerships, but these are few.

2.2 Our experience shows that too much relies on trust which is not easy to foster and can quickly be
damaged through management, political or personnel changes. The lack of influence on key factors,
including frequencies, timings, co-ordination of services, fare increases and ticket acceptability, has made
delivering passenger benefits through partnership arrangements unpredictable.

2.3 We welcome the proposal to allow the inclusion of minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares
in voluntary partnership agreements. We regret the omission of any reference to the passenger being able
to use return tickets on diVerent operators” services along a “partnership route’. In our experience, this is
an issue that perplexes many passengers and adds to the belief amongst many users and non-users that buses
are not operated for the convenience of passengers. We believe that such should be included, to indicate
Government’s acceptance of this important matter, notwithstanding that the terms of any such new
agreements will be voluntary.

3.. Statutory Quality Partnerships

3.1 We welcome the general intention to extend the remit of Statutory Quality Partnerships (SQPs) to
include minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares. However, we regret the omission of any
reference to the passenger being able to use return tickets on diVerent operators” services along a
“partnership route’. We believe that participating operators should be required to accept other “partnership
operators” return tickets for the reason expressed in paragraph 2.3 above.

3.2 We welcome the phasing in of new facilities and standards. This is realistic in terms of local authority
investment programmes.

3.3 We are extremely concerned about operators that do not participate in a partnership, but still operate
along the “partnership route’, especially if they do not provide services matching the standards agreed within
the partnership. They have the potential, through “cherry-picking’, to undermine delivery of the agreed
benefits to passengers, particularly by taking revenue from operators within the partnership. This could have
the eVect of reducing the amount that participating operators can put into the partnership. The current
redress is that such operators, not within the partnership, would be denied access to the facilities provided
through the partnership. This could include bus lanes and other bus priority measures and, thus, could lead
a ridiculous situation of some buses being able to use a bus lane whilst others would, legally, have to use
general traYc lanes. Such a situation could easily bring the provision of local bus services and the actions
of the local authority into disrepute, as well as causing confusion amongst bus users, motorists and the local
community.

3.4 The solution to dealing with operators not within the partnership could be to give the TraYc
Commissioner powers not to accept their registrations except with the agreement of the relevant local
authority, as already exists in Scotland. Agreement would be expected to be given if such services would not
undermine the partnership or it would not disadvantage existing and potential bus users if such services were
allowed to operate along the “partnership route’.
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3.5 We believe that it is not unreasonable that the provisions pertaining to statutory partnerships should
be made more onerous, in terms of delivering benefits to passengers and the local community in the context
of local transport and other relevant policies to widen the diVerence between voluntary and statutory
partnerships, thereby implicitly narrowing the diVerence between statutory partnerships and quality
contracts. This would give a better balance to the mechanisms available to local authorities. Finally, the role
of the TraYc Commissioner should be limited to considering only those SQPs for which there are unresolved
objections.

4. Competition Test

4.1 We believe that the fear, actual or perceived, of competition is a significant barrier to the
establishment of meaningful partnerships that can deliver benefits to the travelling public such that more
would make the bus their mode of choice. We remain concerned about competition issues and would
welcome greater clarity about this matter and the role of the OYce of Fair Trading.

5. Quality Contracts

5.1 Our initial view is that we welcome the “public interest test” so long as it allows consideration of
Quality Contracts against all relevant local authority policies, including non-transport policies the delivery
of which require good public transport inputs. We believe that the procedure for introducing a Quality
Contract must be reasonably straight-forward, notwithstanding operators” concerns, so that more
operators will work with local authorities in partnership schemes, giving the best of both worlds—of
commercial enterprise and public planning and accountability.

5.2 We believe that removing the Secretary of State from the approval process to be beneficial. However,
the Government and Department for Transport must recognise that many non-metropolitan authorities
may not have the adequate resources to prepare a Quality Contract and so will welcome assistance in
drawing up potential proposals and testing whether or not this course of action would produce the best
possible passenger and community benefits.

5.3 We believe that some clarity is required over the timescale connected with operator appeals. Whilst
we appreciate the need for time to consider the impact on local operators and for them to make
representations, it is important that the period of uncertainty is minimised for the benefit of bus passengers
as well as keeping the implementation costs under control.

5.4 We believe that Quality Contracts should not adversely aVect any particular size of operator because
the local authority would be able, and indeed perhaps should be obliged, to arrange contracts such that all
operators that would be aVected would be able to bid. In this context, we welcome the proposal to increase
the timescale from five to ten years. This should increase the ability of operators to be able to invest in what
might be necessary to bid for contracts.

6. An Alternative to Quality Contracts—Tendered Network Zones

6.1 We are concerned that Quality Contracts may still not be feasible in rural areas and for smaller local
transport authorities. However, there could still be passenger growth and other benefits for passengers and
local communities to be gained if network planning could be carried out by one body rather than be at the
mercy of a number of commercial operators whose sole interest is probably only their own services and how
other services might impact upon them. The local authority can carry out network planning for the benefit
of passengers and their local communities but this often cannot be delivered eYciently because of a small
number of commercial operations.

6.2 There would be a benefit of having the ability to influence a whole network where the majority of
service provision is already non-commercial and contracted to the local authority. We are not proposing to
prevent commercial operations that oVer a positive contribution to a local network but to have the ability,
through the TraYc Commissioner, to discourage the registration of services that “cherry-pick” where such
services would undermine the overall network with a Tendered Network Zone (TNZ). We believe that a
properly planned TNZ would make more eYcient use of resources.

6.3 The key element of this proposal is that operators should be required to send copies of registrations
to the relevant local authority(ies) at least 70 days prior to the proposed implementation date. This already
happens in Scotland. The local authority would then be able to ask the TraYc Commissioner not to accept
the registration on the basis that the authority could demonstrate that the eVect of the registration would
be to undermine a network of mostly tendered local bus services. The local authority should also be able to
consider any unreasonable adverse impact on local rail services that are in receipt of public subsidy.

6.4 We would welcome the opportunity to explain this concept to the Select Committee in greater detail.
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7. Punctuality, Reliability and Journey Times

7.1 We appreciate the need for greater accountability by local highway authorities for their contribution
to the punctuality, reliability and speed of local bus services. However, we believe that there could be a more
eYcient model for reporting to the TraYc Commissioner. Local authorities should be given the
responsibility for working in partnership with all operators in their area for the purpose of identifying
matters that aVect punctuality, reliability and speed of local bus services in their area. The local authority,
on behalf of this partnership, should be required to prepare a report at an appropriate frequency, not less
than annually, on punctuality and reliability of all local bus services, identifying problem areas, proposed
actions or reasons justifying no action and an implementation timetable. This report should be written with
regard to the local transport and other relevant policies setting the context for proposals.

7.2 Such reports and the partnership arrangements to review the problems and determine possible and
aVordable solutions would better fit with the general philosophy in the draft Bill concerning having solutions
that match local circumstances. A local authority is in a better position to tailor the need for reporting by
diVerent operators to match the scale of operations and magnitude of problems aVecting the punctuality,
reliability and speed of each operator’s services.

7.3 This “model” is based on jointly finding solutions rather than relying on the TraYc Commissioners
to apportion “blame” some time after the problems have arisen. Frequency of meetings and reports can be
set in relation to the scale and urgency of the problems, matching the Government’s intention to find ways
forward that are not “one size fits all’.

7.4 The powers of TraYc Commissioners should be extended to be able to require the operator of any
registered local bus service to co-operate with the relevant local authority for this purpose. Such co-
operation would include the provision of data on punctuality, reliability and speed of their local bus services
to an extent necessary for the proper consideration of the issues. Failure to do so should be a matter about
which the TraYc Commissioner could take action against the operator, as appropriate. The Highways
Agency should be required to participate in respect of the parts of their network that are used by buses in
any local authority area.

7.5 The local authority acting on behalf of such partnerships should be required to allow any operator
to add comments to reports to the TraYc Commissioner if the operator cannot agree with the content of
the report.

7.6 There would be resource implications for local authorities; however, we suggest this alternative
“model” because we feel that the local authority is more likely than the TraYc Commissioner to have an
understanding of operating conditions in their area. Furthermore, this would require a greater involvement
of designated TraYc Managers in working towards solutions sooner than waiting to be summoned by the
TraYc Commissioner after an operator’s failings had been exposed.

7.7 We would be pleased to explain this concept to the Select Committee in greater detail.

8. Community Transport

8.1 We welcome the proposals regarding the role of Community Transport services. This will certainly
help in some areas but it should not be seen as a panacea for all rural areas. Buses will always be an essential
part of the mix, even in rural areas, particularly as an eYcient way to convey school pupils.

8.2 We are concerned at a possible side-eVect arising from the proposed changes, in that services currently
operated under section 19 permits may become registered under section 22 and thus their elderly passengers
and those with specific disabilities would become eligible for concessionary fares. It is not that we believe that
this, in itself, is wrong but it could have an unfortunate and unplanned impact on local authority budgets
for which Government would need to allocate adequate revenue resources. This may also result in capacity
problems that, in eVect, require additional vehicles that could not easily be resolved by the standard
reimbursement method in England.

8.3 It would be beneficial to require all existing operators to renew their section 19 permits, over a period
of time, in order to clarify the situation and possibly raise standards.

9. The Role of Traffic Commissioners

9.1 We welcome the proposal to make the position of Senior TraYc Commissioner a statutory one with
the ability to ensure consistency across the individual TraYc Areas. We also welcome the provisions that
will allow TraYc Commissioners to discharge their functions across territorial boundaries when necessary.

9.2 Whilst ATCO has established a good working relationship with the Senior TraYc Commissioner and
many of the area TraYc Commissioners, we are concerned about the degree of authority proposed for the
Commissioners over proposals that have been developed by elected local authorities and Passenger
Transport Authorities. It is vital to get the right balance between locally-determined courses of action and
an approvals system that could potentially over-ride what the representatives of local communities,
including bus passengers, believe to be needed for their area and constituents.
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9.3 We believe that the role of the TraYc Commissioners should focus on ensuring that operators comply
with relevant regulations, much as today, together with new powers to consider and make recommendations
about how local bus services are delivered.

10. Other Issues

10.1 We welcome the proposal to allow local authorities to use their budgets to secure improvements to
existing services, in terms of frequency or types of vehicle. However, this should be accompanied by a review
of existing De-Minimis limits.

10.2 We welcome the potential to extend the maximum length of tendered local bus service contracts
from five to eight years. This should have two beneficial eVects:- Passengers might experience greater service
stability and smaller operators may have greater confidence to invest and bid for contracts.

10.3 We regret that the future of Bus Service Operators Grant remains unresolved. We believe that there
could be benefits for passengers and local accountability if the Grant were to be removed from all local bus
service operations and channelled through local authorities. This would have a significant and unfortunate
eVect on marginal commercial services but would enable the relevant local authority to use the re-channelled
funding to purchase such services as appropriate to local circumstances including passengers” and local
people’s needs.

10.4 We are concerned about the new Passenger Transport Authorities with regard to boundaries. We
understand the potential advantages of having a PTA for contiguous or adjacent urban areas, especially
where they face similar transport challenges. However, we cannot see any logic in including a whole local
authority area if significant parts of it are wholly rural and have transport issues that are better addressed
through joint working with adjacent “rural” local authorities.

10.5 The general use of a 70 day notification period everywhere would enable local authorities to improve
the co-ordination of timetables even where most services operate commercially and end the current nonsense
of two buses scheduled within minutes followed by a large gap in the service. The 70 day notice period would
give time to look at the co-ordination of services, both in terms of spacing and connections with other buses,
trams, trains, ferries, etc., for the benefit of passengers. Authorities would then be able to ask the TraYc
Commissioner not to accept a registration if it does not provide as reasonably co-ordinated a service as
practically possible. We are aware of the constraints that exist in scheduling terms that can sometimes limit
the scope for co-ordination and this would of course be taken into account, both by the local authority in
deciding on its representation and by the TraYc Commissioner in determining his/her course of action. In
practice it is unlikely that any of the above would involve the local authorities or the TraYc Commissioner
in significantly more work as, once aware of the new powers, most bus operators would ensure that their
registrations were as well co-ordinated as possible in the first place, knowing that if they were not they might
not be accepted. Operators would, as today, be free to speak with local authority oYcers on a confidential
basis prior to submitting registrations.

10.6 A further advantage would be the ability of local authorities to check the accuracy of details in
registrations which are not only important for the on-road operation of services but also, and more
importantly, for the provision of adequate and accurate information to existing and potential passengers.

10.7 Altogether this “70 day” rule would allow public transport co-ordinators actually to fulfil this
important co-ordination function to help deliver better bus services for passengers.

10.8 We would welcome clarification in the proposed legislation about the use of De-Minimis contracts
to reduce the uncertainty as to the legality of reviewing such contracts at the end of the initial period when
the need still exists.

10.9 In carrying out many of the proposals implicit in the draft Bill and to improve the travelling
experience for bus passengers generally, it is important that Government considers the need for an increase
in revenue funding especially in subsidising services to increase the standard of service on particular routes,
in terms of frequency, hours of operation or quality of vehicles. There is also a need to recognise the need
for revenue funding to be attached to capital schemes, for example—Real Time Information provision and
Park & Ride services.

10.10 In summary, we believe that the intended new legislation should follow the ideal of “putting
passengers first’. Nothing that would help passengers, both existing and new ones, should be set aside
because it may be diYcult and / or unpopular with operators or local authorities. Local authorities are in
the best position to determine what its community needs and desires and how this relates to adopted
transport and other policies. The system must be there to provide the best possible public service for local
communities irrespective of how it is provided, by commercial operators determining their own business
decisions or acting in partnership with authorities or tailoring their businesses to meet local authority
specifications.
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10.11 We would welcome the opportunity to expand on anything at a Select Committee hearing if that
is helpful to the process of securing legislation that is practical and that will lead to better bus services for
existing bus passengers and improved accessibility and patronage growth in line with local authority targets
and aspirations for their communities.

June 2007

Memorandum from TravelWatch SouthWest (DLTB 29)

Punctuality Performance

Appropriate Measure of Performance

Bus speed not Punctuality

Consistency

Delivering Government Objectives for Growth in Bus Use

This (section of the) response deals with Section 32 of the draft Bill and it’s linkage to the relevant sections
of the TraYc Management Act 2004. It answers Question 4 in the consultation paper. It also considers
interaction with Section 1 of the draft Bill and how the Senior TraYc Commissioner may help deliver
consistency in the approach to punctuality performance and hence partially addresses Question 14 in the
Consultation document.

Our concern is about eVective delivery of a bus punctuality regime. Punctuality is not the appropriate
measure; it should be bus speed. As drafted the Bill will not help to deliver government policy for bus
passenger increase and is unbalanced in how the TraYc Commissioner can achieve compliance between
Operators and Local Authorities.

Section 32 gives additional powers to TraYc Commissioners by adding section 27A and 27B to the
Transport Act 1985, that strengthens the power of the TC to investigate where an operator “. . .fails to
operate such a service in accordance with the particulars registered. . .”. One such particular would be the
registered timetable and hence is the means to allow closer scrutiny of punctuality, but only punctuality to
that registered timetable.

However, that timetable could already be predicated on the congested nature of the local highway
network that does not feature adequate bus priority measures. The timetable may oVer extended journey
times that are not attractive to potential passengers and will not therefore meet government bus passenger
growth objectives. Low speed bus operation also requires more resource and therefore higher fares that also
deter use. In such a case the TC would not observe any lack of punctuality and would not therefore be
empowered to take any action. If the TC were alerted by measurement of bus speed, without the benefit of
bus priority to circumvent general traYc congestion, he could be empowered to help deliver government
passenger growth objectives.

Conversely, an Operator could publish a very ambitious timetable that required bus speeds that can only
be delivered by a degree of bus priority that could only be delivered over a period of time.

Without some guidance to TCs on the minimum bus speed needed in congested urban operation, there
is no measure to deliver consistency by which TC’s enquires/reports would judge if punctuality performance/
bus speed were adequate. Indeed, legal cases from local authorities or operators against TCs may rule that
the TC can only consider performance against published/registered timetable, regardless of whether that
timetable is too ambitious or lacks ambition.

Hopefully government will want to avoid later legal cases arising from lack of clarity in this draft Bill and
to ensure that is framed so as to deliver government objectives.

Information Format

The new section 27B does allow the TC to require information from local traYc authorities in a way that
could distinguish bus speed/performance. At Section 27B (4) (b)—in the amended TA 1985—information
can be requested relating to “the use of their road network by diVerent kinds of traYc or the eVects of
that use.”

This is welcomed and must remain in the final draft of the Bill. However, it may not be suYcient to prevent
an Operator or LA from taking legal action to say that the TC can only measure punctuality performance
against the registered timetable, regardless of how “padded” that timetable is.
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Guidance

There is no provision for guidance to be issued under section 32 as to how TCs should deliver an improved
punctuality regime. The reference to the TraYc Management Act 2004 at 32 (2) is to Sections 16 &17 in the
TMA 2004. Neither of those sections allows for guidance about the performance of particular classes of
traYc (eg buses), although Section 19 (2) (b) has the same wording in regard to the supply of information
as Section 27B (4) (b) in the amended TA 1985.

Above we explain why punctuality to a registered timetable, that could have low or high ambition in terms
of bus priority/bus speed, is the wrong measure. A ludicrous situation could arise. One TC may have buses
running at higher speed but not punctually to an ambitious timetable, and forward a report to the SoS
complaining of lack of punctuality. Another TC could have slow moving buses performing excellently
against a timetable padded to allow for inadequate bus priority and report perfect performance.

The former would be trying and partially succeeding in delivering government bus use objectives but
would be “on report” to the SoS, the latter could be a failing service in terms of use but given a “clean bill
of health’.

Clearly some guidance is needed on what bus speed is reasonable in congested urban areas, with a level
of bus priority that is commensurate with government objectives for bus use increases. This guidance may
have to be graduated across diVerent size towns/cities. It would need review and adjustment as comparison
of good practise was continually made. This may well be part of the role envisaged for the Senior TraYc
Commissioner.

Role of Senior Traffic Commissioner

We agree on the need to retain regional TCs who can apply local knowledge but see a strong need for
consistency, not least on the yardstick of bus speed to be used in measuring punctuality performance. We
therefore support the need for a statutory STC to deliver consistency. Given the greater expertise needed
for bus regulation and its diVerentiation from HGV work, we see a need for some splitting of TC functions
and the recruitment of more bus operational expertise. Given that punctuality performance is primarily a
function of network/traYc management, some expertise on these matters may have to be recruited to the
ranks of the TCs.

Paragraph 6.7 in the Consultation document notes that “consistent application of this (punctuality)
performance regime across the TC areas would be particularly important, to both bus operators and local
authorities.”

We agree but point out that (as explained above) the way to deliver this consistency is for the STC to
promulgate a minimum bus speed that should be achieved in urban areas with a level of bus priority that
meets government objectives for the growth in bus use. The “currency” of consistency in punctuality
performance is the “output” that results from the congestion and bus priority in a network. That consistent
currency and output is bus speed.

6.10 in the Consultation Document suggests that the SoS should oVer guidance to the STC on matters of
“general process and policy”. We agree but one of those policy issues must be for the SoS to guide the STC
to continually review best practise on bus priority and bus speed and guide TCs on a minimum bus speed
that should be used to deliver consistency when considering punctuality performance.

We would prefer that at Section 1 (5) (c), or with a new 1 (5) (d), that the STC be empowered to specifically
guide TCs as to a minimum bus speed that is applicable in various areas/settlements. Similarly at Section 1
(6) (b) it would be preferable to specifically allow the STC to guide on the need to request bus speed as part
of the information that TCs should require from their local authorities.

Cumbersome Process

Lack of “teeth” for TC with LAs

Unbalanced Compliance regime between Operators and Local Authorities

The method to enforce any non-compliance with the punctuality performance regime is unbalanced
between operators and local authorities. For operators Section 31 of the draft Bill and the TA 1985 give the
TC direct and immediate sanctions against the operator. Contrast this with the process to achieve
compliance by a local authority that does not deliver suYcient bus priority to allow punctual operation of
buses that achieve government bus use growth objectives. Given that operators are largely private
companies and local authorities are arms of government, largely funded by central government via RSG,
this is ironic.



3721511028 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:17:34 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 178 Transport Committee: Evidence

The process to achieve compliance to a punctuality regime by a local authority (a declared aim in PPF)
is cumbersome, long and uncertain. It will not aid the delivery of government objectives for bus use growth.
The steps needed are:

1. TC request information about punctuality.

2. TC analyses data.

3. TC holds an enquiry/hearing.

4. TC prepares a report with recommended remedial actions.

5. If some of those actions pertain to the local authority remit TC sends LA a copy of the report.

6. There is no obligation for the LA to respond and “no teeth” for the TC to require compliance.

7. TC sends copy of report to SoS.

8. If SoS considers that the report indicates that the local authority has not complied with Sections 16
and 17 of the TMA 2004, he may decide to serve an Intervention Notice.

9. The LA must be given time to respond to the Intervention Notice.

10. If the SoS still believes that Sections 16 & 17 have been breached he may serve an Intervention
Order.

11. Section 17 (2) of the TMA 2004 requires the LA to have appointed a “TraYc Manager”.

12. The Intervention Order allows the SoS to replace the “TraYc Manager” with a “TraYc Director”.
However, this has to be achieved by an order made by statutory instrument under Section 21 (1)
of the TMA 2004.

13. The Intervention Order must set out the reasons for appointing a TD, his objectives and confer
powers appropriate for the delivery of those objectives.

14. The powers conferred on the TD may only be in relation to monitoring and reporting, they may
not necessarily include intervention and carrying out the functions of the local traYc authority.

15. The criteria for (Section 27) for making Intervention Notices and Orders is not on the face of the
Act. They will be appended to a SI made by the SoS.

This would take an extremely long time and cost an inordinate amount. It is cumbersome and uncertain.
The government stresses the need for confidence of both operators and local authorities in consistency of
application by the TC of the punctuality performance regime. Unless the TC can have some faster and more
certain way of holding the LAs to account for their (lack of) contribution to punctuality, why should
Operators accept the immediate and definite penalties that the TC can apply to them?

The 15-point path above will not meet the aims expressed by government in paragraph 6.7 of the
Consultation document.

Changes That We Would Like to See in the Draft Bill

The Ideal

Ideally we would like the redrafting of Section 32 of the draft Bill to add Sections 27A &27B to the TA
1985 in a way framed to allow the TC to directly call for information about bus speed and to receive guidance
from the STC on minimum bus speed applicable to a congested urban area. The TC should be given direct
and immediate sanctions against LAs not delivering their contribution to punctuality against that minimum
bus speed. Commensurate changes to Section 1 about the STC’s guidance to TCs on bus speed would also
be an ideal.

Or at least

For the government to oVer some comfort in indicating if the guidance from the SoS to the STC will
include the need to deliver consistency in punctuality performance by using the consistent currency of the
output that is bus speed. Also there must be some way of shortening the 15-point path (see above) to
sanctions against LA not delivering on the punctuality regime.

Answers to Consultation document Questions

Q4—How can the proposed new bus punctuality regime best be designed to achieve the desired benefits at
minimum cost, particularly for small operators?

The “desired benefit” is taken as the government objective of increased bus use delivered by more
passengers being attracted to punctual services, that oVer journey times that are attractive and allow eYcient
bus operation and hence lower fares, that further attracts passengers. The “design” has to be consistent and
this requires a consistent currency for punctuality measurement between TCs. TCs cannot consistently
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compare lengths of bus lane to judge if LAs are delivering their part of punctuality. It is the overall
eVectiveness of bus priority measures (of all formats) and their enforcement that delivers the output of bus
speed. That bus speed output has to be the currency of consistency.

The registered timetable is a totally inadequate yardstick against which to measure a punctuality regime.
That registered timetable could have too much or too little ambition in what bus priority has to be supplied.
A non-ambitious timetable could comply with a punctuality regime but not deliver the “desired benefits”.

The Operators will have to “pad” their timetables to appear punctual and avoid further fines from the
TC. The TC needs equal powers/sanctions over LAs, as he does over the Operators when punctuality is not
delivered. Without this the timetable remains “padded” and the “desired benefits” will not be delivered.
Operators will not accept this unbalanced approach to sanctions.

The processes in the TMA 2004 to apply sanctions to LAs are cumbersome, long-winded and expensive.
They must be replaced by a direct power for the TC that is simpler, quicker, cheaper to deliver and
commensurate with powers over the Operators.

Q14—To what extent is there a problem of “inconsistency” between the approaches of the diVerent TCs, and
what costs does this impose on PSV and goods vehicle operators?

The answer here is about the new inconsistency that will arise in the case of ruling on punctuality
performance regimes, unless measures are taken to avoid the creation of new inconsistencies.

The new statutory Senior TraYc Commissioner must receive guidance from the SoS and give guidance
to the TCs about a minimum bus speed that should be used to consistently judge if punctuality is being
delivered against a timetable that will deliver the “desired benefits” mentioned in Q4.

The draft Bill builds in inconsistency between the treatment of Operators and LAs not delivering their
contribution to the punctuality regime.

June 2007

Memorandum from the British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) (DLTB 30)

About the British Chambers of Commerce

1.1 The BCC welcomes the chance to respond to the Transport Select Committee’s call for evidence into
the Transport Draft Local Transport Bill. The British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) is the national voice
of local business; a national network of quality-accredited Chambers of Commerce, uniquely positioned at
the heart of every business community in the UK. The BCC represents 100,000 businesses of all sizes across
all sectors of the economy who together employ over 5 million people.

Background

1.2 The BCC welcomes the Committee’s inquiry into the bill. The two principle targets of the bill,
reducing congestion and improving the quality of local bus services, are key issues which consistently rank
high among our members concerns. Congestion, according to our most recent survey, currently costs
business £17 billon. The BCC therefore believes the Bill oVers an excellent opportunity to improve the
reliability and quality of local transport while freeing up our cities roads.

1.3 The BCC believes that congestion, if it continues to rise at its current pace, risks stunting economic
growth in the UK. It is this realisation that led to the BCC’s members indicating conditional support for
road pricing in our transport survey Waiting in Line 2006. However, for any such scheme to work and to
gain support from both the business community and the public is must include up front investment in public
transport. If people and businesses are to be charged for the use of our roads there must be alternatives
available.

1.4 The introduction of road user charging schemes must also be coordinated at a national level to ensure
that local pilot projects are consistent. Businesses that travel between cities where local pilots are in place
must be able to do so seamlessly without the complication of separate and incompatible systems.

BCC Response

Improving Public Transport—Partnerships or Contracts

1.5 The BCC viewed the Putting Passengers First (PPF) document as a step in the right direction and
believes that this Draft Transport Bill builds on the good work. However, the BCC has reservations over
the introduction of Statutory Quality Contracts, preferring Statutory Partnerships. Provisions on fares,
frequencies and timings should be reached by agreement with local authorities rather than by imposition.
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The development of high quality bus corridors, including roadside infrastructure and measures to assist
reliability, remain the most cost eVective solution to changing public perceptions and usage of buses in UK
towns and cities outside London.

1.6 The BCC would draw attention to the issue of franchising funding. London’s franchise system costs
central Government £500 million each year. It is essential that any Statutory Quality Contract franchise
funding is economically justified.

Punctuality

1.7 The BCC supports the Government’s proposals to deliver better punctuality, particularly its intention
to hold local authorities as well as bus operators to account for the contribution to punctuality performance.
At the present time it should be noted that many of the causes for poor bus performance are within the
control of local authorities such as the provision and enforcement of bus priority measures and coordination
of road works. Punctuality is essential for establishing confidence in public transport, where passengers are
relying on others to enable them to get to work.

Bus Subsidy

1.8 The BCC is supportive of the intention to amend the rules which permit local authorities to subsidise
services, so as to provide more flexibility for local authorities and facilitate more investment. However, we
would seek the proposal to extend the maximum length of bus subsidy from five to eight years to be extended
further to eight years to encourage more investment in vehicles and staV training.

New and Enlarged PTA·PTEs

1.9 There is widespread belief that the current arrangements are not working and that governance
arrangements in the metropolitan areas outside London are in need of reform. However, a one size fits all
approach is not acceptable and there must be suYcient flexibility to permit changes that reflect the
conditions in diVerent parts of the country.

2.0 We welcome the Government’s attempt to rationalise the amount of diVerent bodies that have
responsibility over local roads. A single body consisting of elected local representatives drawn from county,
local or even parish councils, as appropriate would promote quicker decision making and a sharper focus
on meeting local needs.

2.1 There are many anomalies in the current structure where major towns and cities lie outside PTE
boundaries but with significant passenger flows into the major conurbations covered by PTEs.

2.2 The Bills proposals could also be an opportunity to look at widening the membership of PTAs to
include user and business community representation.

Smaller Operators

2.3 Concern has been raised among our members that the tendering processes are too complicated and
act as a barrier to entry to smaller operators.

Local Charging Schemes

2.4 Local congestion is increasingly a problem in our major urban centres. The BCC is encouraged by the
proposals within the Draft Local Transport Bill but maintains reservations about the Government’s motives
regarding local charging schemes. BCC members have voiced concern that responsibility for implementing
local charging schemes has simply been passed from the government to local authorities.

2.5 Although the BCC is supportive of the principle of road pricing we are adamant that for any such
scheme to work there must be upfront investment in public transport. The Government needs to make sure
that any road pricing proposals must not be just extra taxation but form part of a thorough, strategic plan
to improve the future of transport in the UK.

2.6 The introduction of road user charging schemes must also be coordinated at a national level to ensure
that local pilot projects are consistent. Businesses that travel between cities where local pilots are in place
must be able to do so seamlessly without the complication of separate and incompatible systems.

2.7 Any Local Charging Scheme must also include consultation with all stakeholders and in particular
the business community. The introduction of local road pricing will undoubtedly have an eVect on
businesses that operate both within and outside of any proposed chargeable area. The cost implications are
worrying to those businesses and will undoubtedly have a knock on eVect on their competitiveness.
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Work Place Parking Levy

2.8 The BCC is strongly opposed to the Work Place Parking Levy. We believe that there is no evidence
that such a scheme would reduce congestion merely displacing parking from the business premises. There
is also widespread belief that such a scheme would merely constitute another tax rather than an attempt to
reduce congestion.

TraYc Commissioners

2.9 We welcome the draft Bill’s proposals to put the existing senior traYc commissioner role on a
statutory footing in order to set national standards and processes. The current situation, where a number
of commissioners maintain diVerent standards and processes, only adds to uncertainly and cost. Our
members feel they spend a disproportionate amount of time in meeting demanding requirements which are
expensive to administer and threaten the operating margins of their business. This is particularly acute for
the smaller operators with ten or fewer vehicles.

June 2007

Memorandum from TraYcmaster Plc (DLTB 31)

1. As the leading provider of intelligent driving solutions, TraYcmaster and our partners O2 have been
following the debate on road pricing. We were interested to see the publication of the Draft Local Transport
Bill and we welcome the opportunity to submit our thoughts on the Bill to the Committee.

2. We should say straight away that we do not argue in favour of road pricing or against it. Our interest
is simply that, should road pricing be introduced, we have an existing infrastructure and technology that
would enable its implementation to be as risk free as possible and that would deal with the concerns that
have been expressed by the public.

3. The area of the Bill that is of most interest to us is that on local road pricing schemes and, in particular,
the technology that could be used by those local authorities who decide to take forward pilots. In the
Department for Transport’s Bill consultation document, it states that the schemes must be “consistent and
interoperable, so as to avoid unnecessary costs and complexity for road users who need to interact with more
than one scheme”.

4. We believe that our partnership’s existing and proven technology would make this a reality. Perhaps
more importantly, it would do so in a way which met the majority of the concerns that have been raised
about road pricing with regard to security of data and who would control those data, and to cost. Further,
our technology is a ready to go, cradle to grave solution that works and can be shown to work. The
infrastructure exists and does not have to be invented or installed. The equipment that would be carried in
the vehicle is of comparatively low cost, and that cost is reducing as it increasingly becomes standard practice
for vehicle manufacturers to install it.

5. Our system would, therefore, minimise risks for motorists and for those authorities which chose to
introduce road pricing. Our system would protect individuals’ privacy and our Smartnav satellite navigation
system could oVer our customers routing by cost rather than time or distance, thus ensuring that the best
use was made of the existing road network, reducing congestion and emissions, and minimising cost for
motorists.

6. We have enclosed a short note that explains in greater depth the background to our solutions. Should
you require any further information about our technology or our traYc management experience, we would
be delighted to contribute further to your inquiry.

June 2007

Appendix A

AN INTELLIGENT PARTNERSHIP FOR ROAD USER CHARGING

Trafficmaster and O2 Have Created the Ideal Partnership to Pilot a Road User Charging Scheme
in the UK

Road User Charging is the principle of Pay-As-You-Go motoring which could replace road tax and fuel
duty. Such a scheme could charge drivers by distance travelled, roads used and time of day a journey takes
place. The primary objective is to use a pricing mechanism to manage road capacity and significantly reduce
congestion.
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What We Do

Together, TraYcmaster and O2 provide intelligent driving services in the UK and Europe.

We provide dynamic routing, vehicle tracking and emergency location, through a combination of real-
time traYc information, GPS navigation and remote personal assistance, all delivered via a mass produced
intelligent driving unit developed in Cranfield, Bedfordshire. The TraYcmaster intelligent driving unit has
a GPS receiver and GPRS data transmitter which connects to the O2 mobile phone network.

TraYcmaster also provides live traYc information services through a network of sensors and roadside
cameras that monitor over 8,000 miles of UK motorways and trunk roads.

A Strong Technology Partnership

TraYcmaster’s primary technology partner is O2, whose robust and secure mobile phone network is used
to carry our vehicle data.

Technology, Proven by Example and Experience

TraYcmaster and O2 have proven technology, infrastructure and a detailed understanding of operating
a national system. In fact, we already do so for diVerent applications including fleet tracking and Pay-As-
You-Drive insurance. TraYcmaster has already deployed over 100,000 intelligent vehicle units in total.

Installation of TraYcmaster intelligent vehicle units by major car manufacturers, insurance companies
and fleet leasing companies have proven the TraYcmaster and O2 technology to be reliable and accurate.

The Trafficmaster and O2 Pilot Proposal

TraYcmaster and O2 have provided a response to the UK government PIN which proposes a set of pilots
to prove the technology is fit to deploy today. The key features of our proposal are:

1. Use of existing intelligent vehicle units which prevents the cost and time delay of installing new ones

2. Large scale pilots to demonstrate scalability and provide real empirical charging scheme outcomes

3. A scheme which protects the individuals’ privacy

4. Immediate start of most of the pilots

5. Use of customer tools to assist route choices

6. Use of TraYcmaster “blue pole” traYc monitoring network as part of an enforcement system.

Trial Without Delay

Thanks to our fieldwork and our continuous technological development eVorts, TraYcmaster and O2 are
in the position to oVer an immediate trial of Road User Charging, subject to the necessary agreements and
approvals.

Our in vehicle technology already provides real-time traYc data, our navigation system could easily oVer
routing by cost, rather than time or distance and our traYc sensor and camera infrastructure oVers the ideal
basis for enforcement.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom [ITS (UK)] (DLTB 32)

1.0 Introduction

1.1 The Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom, known as ITS (UK), is pleased to provide
comment on the Draft Local Transport Bill. ITS (UK) is a not for profit organisation of around 150
organisations in the transport field who are working to promote the use of Intelligent Transport Systems
(ITS). These are combinations of sensors, communications and mobile Information Technology designed
to assist all modes of transport. ITS (UK) is fortunate in having membership from across the UK and
beyond drawn from the public and private sectors and from academia. We are funded entirely from member
subscriptions and can therefore independently represent the interests of the whole membership spectrum in
this rapidly developing field.

A complete list of our Members is attached to this Response.

In particular ITS (UK) would like to respond to the Transport Committee’s invitation as follows:
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2.0 Overview

2.1 Government has set out its desire to sponsor charging using both the simple tag and beacon approach,
and comprehensive Time, Distance, Place charging involving satellite-linked on-board units. However,
there is a large gap in understanding between Government and Local Authorities in respect of how delivery
of such schemes at a local level should converge to enable compatibility, interoperability and transparency
to the customer. The Bill aims to give Local Authorities greater powers to design, procure and operate
schemes with less direct Government involvement. If the schemes are to operate cooperatively, and in the
longer term converge to form a national scheme, then the means of intercept needs defining. Substantial
costs and resource eVort will be saved if the path to the intercept method is understood in advance of the
local schemes being designed. It is essential that the Department for Transport continues to be the focus for
designing and promulgating a national road pricing technology framework, which is in turn compatible with
EU-wide initiatives, and does not leave the impression that the Government is distancing itself from the
implementation of Road User Charging schemes.

2.2 It is a truth universally acknowledged that a successful road pricing scheme must be built on the
foundations of strong public transport and alternative travel choices. Managing and delivering both of these
types of service can be substantially improved by deploying proven Intelligent Transport Systems techniques
and it is clear that there is a large gap between the best Local Authority practitioners and the weakest.
Regrettably too many Local Authorities are simply not aware of the range and capabilities of currently
available ITS technologies. There would be substantial benefits, and substantial economies of scale, if
Government were to organise centrally a programme of reference book and face-to-face tutorials to raise
Local Authorities” awareness of ITS technologies and good practice

2.3 There will be smaller but worthwhile savings from wider use of measures to enable pooling or joint
arrangements between schemes, for example, the introduction of powers allowing Local Authorities to act
on behalf of, supply service to, and enter into joint arrangements with, other authorities. Local Authorities
should be encouraged to avoid individual procurements and pool their needs rules thereby avoiding multiple
ineYcient exercises. The Government needs to consider this issue and decide whether to issue standard
“framework” contracts centrally for Local Authorities to use.

2.4 The Bill deals largely with Public Transport issues on which ITS (UK) has few comments apart from
the need for Local Authorities to have a better understanding, and thus move to a better deployment, of
complementary ITS systems and services available today. It is important to avoid the feeling that the Road
User Charging elements of the draft Bill are there regardless of the other elements and reflect transport
improvements that have been delivered through other elements of the Bill, potentially reflecting a fiscal
approach as opposed to a congestion reduction approach.

2.5 The manner and delivery of revenue collection from Road User Charging is vital for public
acceptance and a simple and evident process is required to ensure reassurance and process transparency.
A clear indication of the relationship between investment and revenue hypothecation must be detailed and
published with regular reporting to reinforce that position. Such a process will obviate previous criticisms
concerning the use of revenues generated by Road Safety Cameras and the public perception that such
schemes are tax-raising schemes rather than systems to tackle transportation and congestion issues.

2.6 Consideration also needs to given to schemes” running costs” as these are typically either
underestimated or not fully understood from the outset. As with system integration it is essential that the
Department for Transport continues to be the focus for technology advice and issues clear guidance on
achievable “ceilings” on running costs.

3.0 Enforcement

3.1 Enforcement is a key component of any local road pricing scheme. Enforcement aims to contribute
to the sustainability of any scheme by ensuring that unpaid charges are collected and the scheme operator’s
revenue streams are preserved. Working alongside education and information programmes, enforcement
also aims to maximise user compliance thereby helping each scheme achieve its objectives. Enforcement also
helps reduce incidences of deliberate misuse, fraud or evasion and should assist in reducing the number of
payments missed due to genuine errors.

3.2 For this to happen, the following need to be considered:

— Enforcement must not just be fair it must be seen to be fair—for a scheme to be credible,
enforcement must try to ensure that all drivers (or other relevant liable parties) pay the correct
charges accrued by them for using roads within a scheme boundary.

— Unless the scheme uses physical barriers to control entry to the pricing zone (such as the Durham
scheme), enforcement needs to be eVective, be carried out retrospectively but swiftly, and should
not restrict the movement of vehicles in any way.

— Enforcement carried out retrospectively relies on tried and tested technology to record the presence
of vehicles within the pricing zone and to identify their registered owner/keeper by matching their
licence plate with vehicle registration information held by the DVLA. For this process to be
eVective, the following need to be considered:
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— The procedures for administering and collecting penalties need to be established.

— The location of roadside technology and its impact on the urban streetscape

— The accuracy and completeness of the DVLA database

— The degree to which vehicles not registered by the DVLA can be identified.

— A fair and scalable prosecution and adjudication system must be established which is able to
support a fair penalty Road User Charging structure defined at a national level.

— DVLA must be given new powers to permit the exchange of registered owner details with selected
other peer authorities in other EU and EEA member states.

— For enforcement purposes a scheme operator needs access to the data held by Revenue & Customs
on non-UK registered vehicles at the point of entry to / exit from the UK.

4.0 Environment

4.1 The Bill promotes considerable common sense in promoting the use of public transport as a means
to tackle congestion and climate change however schemes will require imaginative and innovative
approaches to match public expectations. It will be necessary for Local Authorities to carry out what, for
many, will be diYcult and innovative customer research exercises incorporating local consultation meetings
as well as focus groups, other market research techniques and wider public involvement in decision making
processes.

4.2 Local Authorities need to design Road User Charging schemes inside the wider concepts of
guaranteed service delivery using an assured inexpensive and reliable service linked to faster journey times
on all occasions. Public engagement in delivering well targeted schemes to make individual schemes are
eVective is important. A long term transport vision related to high profile eYcient public transport needs to
be integrated with ITS schemes to ensure the most serious congestion are resolved in the short term however
this need to be linked to a plan to make public transport a genuine future alternative prior to any imposed
introduction of a nationwide Road User Charging scheme or “carbon rationing’.

5.0 Concerns

5.1 The Bill targets strategic objectives and sets out examples of how to deliver them couched in terms
such as “Propose reforms’,” Propose new PTA’s’, “Introduce “quality contracts’. However the
identification of the associated substantial funding sources that will facilitate those desired changes remains
unanswered. Other potential concerns include how Local Authorities will maintain and not lose sight of the
hierarchy of services in local, regional and national contexts, as improvements in local services should seek
to enhance the patronage of, not detract from, nor be at the expense of regional and national services. Ideally
there would be enhancement of national services; however where such investment for an already
overcrowded transport system could come from also remains unanswered. In promoting public transport
schemes to tackle congestion there is a need to consider the best options between bus, rail, taxi and other
bespoke transport systems.

6.0 Legislation & Powers

6.1 ITS (UK) has the following points on powers and related legislation:

— Regarding DfT Circular 01/2007 Para. 16/17—the Bill needs to make explicit that enforcement /
detection / monitoring equipment such as cameras or DSRC beacons on poles / gantries, including
cabinets is not “development” so neither planning permission nor permitted development rights
are required.

— Local Authorities will need inspection and enforcement powers for tags and GPS-based On-board
Units. These need to make explicit that the data gathered from these devices can be used for
evidential purposes; as at present only images are regarded as suYciently robust as primary
evidence without a witness statement.

— The Bill proposes using regulations for:

a. Imposing limits on the charges payable

b. Regulating exemptions and discounts

c. Ensuring consistent vehicle classification

d. Equipment and traYc signs.

Far too often the time needed to centrally prepare such regulations is too long. For example, the
regulations on bus lane enforcement were only agreed recently—6 years after the publication of the TraYc
Act 2000; in addition key parts of regulations related to the TraYc Management Act 2004 are still
outstanding. The Government needs to consider this situation and decide how these issues would be
addressed through local regulations.
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7.0 Summary & Conclusion

7.1 ITS UK welcomes the proposals to assign greater control to Local Authorities through the Bill. This
is a key requirement to enable public transport interchange but more importantly it acknowledges that
public transport is a key component of the delivery of integration of Intelligent Transport Systems
Applications.

7.2 The Bill addresses a broad range of important transport issues, but could have been even more potent
and influential if it had set out some specific reference to the capabilities and deployment of Intelligent
Transport Systems in public transport. The Bill has made loose reference to how tackling congestion
through improved public transport will influence and impact on climate change; however it fails to identify
how this would be estimated. In addition there is no mention of how this relates to other environmental gains
and social issues. Furthermore there is a need to understand local and regional land use planning and its
impact on transport and public transport such as linking education establishment’s schools and public
transport

7.3 ITS (UK) welcomes the draft Local Transport Bill and supports the ethos that is included therein.
These comments are intended to be supportive of the proposals acknowledging that road space availability
is finite and measures need to be put into place to address these for the improved management of urban
networks and environmental implications.

June 2007
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Memorandum from Hackney Community Transport (DLTB 33)

Introduction : Hackney Community Transport

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 (7
depots in total). 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).

Overview

Whilst we welcome the paper and most of the recommendations we have some reservations and areas
where we feel the bill needs to be more robust.

We still feel the passenger is not being put first and the bill needs to reflect the needs of all passengers.

Recommendations

1. Any public investment in Quality Partnerships or Quality Contracts must have accessibility for
disabled people as a condition of this investment.

2. As a condition of Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts the needs of smaller operators in the
private and third sectors need to be enshrined in law.

3. PTE have a statutory duty to consult the Disabled Passengers Transport Advisory Committee
(DPTAC) on their Local Transport Strategies. This would be consistent with the statutory requirement of
Transport for London. We recognise that DPTAC would need to be resourced to undertake this role.
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4. The issuing of section 19 and 22 permits does not change except a duty of issuing bodies to maintain
records at a central source.

5. Currently changes to section 19 are inconsistent with current operational factors. Therefore the
removal of the requirement to charge separate fares is recommended.

6. We need to ensure that disabled people are exempt from road pricing and we suggest that as a statutory
duty any authority that puts forward proposals on road pricing they consult DPTAC.

Q1 (a) Voluntary Partnership agreements

1. Whilst the goal of through ticketing and other partnership proposals should be beneficial for the
passenger it must be very robust in protecting competition.

2. Partnership agreements need to be transparent and need to be open to new players as well as existing
players in specific areas. Agreement between suppliers is very rarely in the interest of the consumer and we
need to ensure the long term consumer benefits are not lost because of a reduction in competition.

3. With rigorous transparency we welcome the introduction of voluntary partnership agreements with
more than one company in any area, however, we are concerned that information concerning these
partnerships may be diYcult to obtain and would recommend that the terms of the voluntary partnership
agreements be published and made available to consumers and other operators. This would give confidence
in the system and enable possible new entrants to understand the conditions within which they may be
proposing to operate.

Q1 (b) Quality Partnerships

1. The concerns on competition outlined above apply to Quality Partnerships as well. The improvement
in the infrastructure (bus stops, bus priority etc) would be welcomed as would the introduction of accessible
vehicles and increase frequencies etc but this would also make the market attractive to other potential
quality operators. We must ensure that any Quality Partnership does not, at any stage, restrict new entrants
into the market.

2. Within Quality Partnerships there would be significant public investment. We feel that in this situation
full accessibility for all passengers should be included in the agreement, it would be wrong for public
investment to discriminate against people who are unable to use the new service because of their mobility
diYculties.

Q1 (c) Quality Contracts

1. We welcome the seriousness with which the introduction of Quality Contracts is taken within the bill.

2. Quality Contracts are, we feel, the only viable option in many areas if the goal of public transport as
a public service is to be realised. We need to ensure that Quality Contracts are inclusive and that the use of
public money is for the benefit of all travellers. We need to ensure that the rights of elderly and disabled
passengers are upheld and we need to ensure that local authorities bus strategies reflect their needs.

3. We would propose that where local authorities bus strategies (local transport policy) include the
provision of Quality Contracts, they have a statutory duty to consult the Disabled Passengers Transport
Advisory Committee (DPTAC). This would be consistent with the statutory requirement of Transport for
London. We recognise that DPTAC would need to be resourced to undertake this role.

4. We welcome the “public interest” criteria. We are concerned that the right of appeal will delay
significantly any implementation and will, in the first instance, make authorities very reluctant to go down
this route. It is understood that in many instances the market approach has failed and for this failure to be
reversed we need to be able to act quickly.

5. We welcome the guidance on small operators, we would however like this to have a “public interest”
test in its own right. It should be possible to ensure that Quality Contracts are structured to enable
competition from the largest pool of quality operators. We would like to see the bill stress the importance
the government is attaching to the development of social enterprises in the delivery of public services and
the role they could play in the delivery of quality contracts

6. For the Quality Contract structure to be successful we need to have robust competition, not only at
the start of the process, at all stages. If at the end of the first round of Quality Contracts we are left with
only one or two large operators who are in a position to tender then the scheme would not in the longer term
be economic.
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Q1 (d) Bus punctuality

1. Very supportive of the importance given to bus punctuality. It is important for all users but it is vital
for some of the more vulnerable members of society, for their confidence and their safety.

Q1 (e) Community Transport

1. The sector plays, as stated, an important role in providing services that would not be provided without
CT. The paper fails to point out however that these services also often link into the mainstream bus network
therefore not only providing journeys in their own right but more passengers for the system as a whole.

2. We welcome the changes to section 22 of the ’85 act however we have concerns regarding the role of
the TraYc Commissioners in the issue of permits, both 22 and 19.

3. Whilst we understand the intention for reforming section 19, we do not understand why there are
restrictions. As currently proposed we would be unable to operate the smaller vehicles as we do the larger
vehicles. We would have to charge individual fares, which would make the lifting of the size restriction
less eVective.

4. The advantages in the reform of section 22 should be felt in some of the deepest rural communities and
will support local social enterprises centered on rural villages to provide a mobility lifeline to many isolated
people. As with section 19, section 22 would work where commercial services are not possible.

5. CT works because it has low barriers to entry, needs once identified can be tackled quickly and the
sector works on very low resources. We fear there would be unnecessary delays and a possible economic
burden placed on CT’s by the role of the traYc commissioners. We need to ensure that CT’s, many of which
are run by volunteers, are not restricted in what they can achieve by having another barrier put in place.

6. The present permit with some minor changes would work well, there are few major issues with the
current system. What we would propose is that the system remains as at present with the added clause that
issues bodies forward on a quarterly basis the number of permits issues and the organisation to which these
were issues to a central source

Q1 (f)Other measures

Q2 Competition Legislation

As outlined above

Q3 ‘public interest criteria’

1. The public interest case needs to be well defined, the proposals are fine as far as they go, however, as
it is public money being used to purchase a public service quality contracts should conform to best practice
on accessibility issues. The procurement potential is vast, without adding significantly to the overall cost the
introduction of audio visual announcements on buses, the use of DPTAC specification on small vehicles and
a requirement on minimum levels of training and customer care would make a monumental diVerence to
the travelling experience of elderly people and people with disabilities.

2. The needs of small, and new operators should be enshrined in any quality contract and services
tendered on a route by route basis oVer the best option for competition

Q4 Data collection

1. As regards the provision of data, we feel that this is both necessary and correct. The data flow currently
is insignificant to make full and informed judgements as to the quality of the services oVered. There needs
to be a clear understanding of the information requirement so that operators do not feel they are collecting
information for no reason.

2. We do not feel there should be a diVerent system for diVerent type of operators, if they are large enough
to claim BSOG they are large enough to collect basic data.

Q5 Subsidy contracts

1. he only point to make is the same one on the use of public money as regards accessibility.

Q6–10 Governance issues

1. We do not hold strong views on how governance should change, the paper outlines some of the
diYculties and for eVective management change should happen. We need to ensure that Eddington and
Stern are embedded into the system and a more robust governance system would make this more likely.
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Q11 Powers and Duties of PTAs

1. The proposal for PTA’s to prepare a Local Transport Strategy is very positive and dovetails well with
both Eddington, on the economic impact and Stern on the environmental impact.

2. The powers of Wellbeing are also very welcome. This is very important in the support PTA’s can, and
should, give to the most socially excluded members of society.

3. As mentioned before, we feel that in the production of an LTS the PTA’s should have a statutory duty
to consult DPTAC. We need to ensure that the needs of disabled travellers are taken seriously, there is cross
fertilisation of best practice across regions / cities and that there is where possible, a level of consistency for
disabled travellers.

Q12 Other city regions

1. We feel that LTS should be applied to other city regions if the full economic benefits outlined by
Eddington are to be realised. We need to ensure that other large cities are not left behind in their economic
development.

2. There also needs to be consistency between areas. The “London model” has provided the most socially
inclusive transport system in the UK. If this is replicated in the metropolitan areas then this will have a huge
impact, however, if these positive improvements are only in some areas large city / regions like Bristol,
Leicester, Southampton etc are going to be significantly disadvantaged.

Q13 Road pricing

1. Whilst in favour of the principal of road pricing we need to ensure that safeguards are put in place to
protect individuals with mobility diYculties who use their private car as there main means of mobility.

2. Whilst it is correct that public transport is becoming more accessible for people with disabilities it will
always be the case for many disabled people that their private car is there their main and preferred choice
for mobility.

3. We need to ensure that disabled people are exempt from road pricing and we suggest that as a statutory
duty any authority that puts forward proposals on road pricing they consult DPTAC.

4. We also need to ensure that community transport is treated equally with other forms of public
transport in any scheme.

June 2007

Memorandum from Devon County Council (DLTB 34)

Introduction

1. Devon County Council welcomes the opportunity to submit a response to the Transport Select
Committee request for evidence in response to the Draft Local Transport Bill. In order to provide a focused
response the structure of the Draft Local Transport Bill Consultation document has been followed, with
each question posed being answered in turn. It should be noted that certain responses may be expanded upon
for the final submission to DfT by 7th September.

2. As 2006 Local Transport Authority of the Year, and a Centre of Excellence in Local Transport
Delivery, it is hoped that the enclosed response will add value to the ongoing debate on the draft Bill.

Chapter 3—Improving the Quality of Local Bus Services

Q1: What are your views on the proposals relating to:

(a) voluntary partnership agreements;

3. Whilst strengthened voluntary agreements are a positive it is considered that other factors beyond
minimum frequencies and maximum fares should be considered. Ticketing arrangements and fare structures
could be included, in some instances for example operators do not have to accept return tickets purchased
from diVerent operators. Such instances are often nonsensical to passengers and indeed potentially act as a
barrier to usage by potential passengers.
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(b) quality partnership schemes;

4. Please also see response to Q1a) above. The ability to phase in improvements over time is welcomed
as it will allow greater flexibility and is more realistic in terms of current investment programmes.

5. It is considered that quality partnerships need not be approved by the TraYc Commissioner but rather
a set criterion could be followed by local authorities and operators when developing partnerships. Only
when an appeal is made on a decision needs the direct involvement of the TraYc Commissioner.

(c) quality contracts schemes;

6. The “public interest test” is welcomed although greater detail could be provided. Quality Contracts
should also consider non-transport policies eg health and education, where policy delivery requires good
public transport inputs.

7. Removing the Secretary of State from the approval process is supported. However, it is still
recommended that any new approval process should be kept streamlined. Once a contract is signed between
operators and the local authority the time it takes for approval should be minimised, in order to all
improvements to be made quickly.

(d) bus punctuality;

8. It is agreed that there needs to be more accountability of Local Transport Authorities and operators
when punctuality/reliability performance is poor. There is however a need to balance what is actually
achievable and holding to account. In some instances it may be that congestion is not a problem easily solved
and therefore even small incremental improvements could actually be a significant step forward.

(e) community transport;

9. The proposals for community transport are broadly welcomed. The current system for permits is
potentially acting as a barrier to operating small schemes.

(f) other measures?

10. There is potential for greater recognition of accessibility issues to be included in the Local Transport
Bill. There is a need for greater education for operators, passengers (and particularly potential passengers)
in order to minimise barriers to usage which exist. Examples might include educating drivers of public
transport vehicles on diVerent disabilities which exist, improving education in schools and workplaces on
how to use public transport etc.

Q2: What are your views on the specific questions relating to competition legislation (Box 3.4)?

11. The proposals need to ensure that the OFT is not acting against the ability of Local Transport
Authorities to co-ordinate fares, timetables or routes as is currently the case. It is felt that this is perhaps
more important to stress than information on specific clauses.

Q3: Do the proposed “public interest” criteria for quality contracts schemes cover the right issues (Box 3.5)?
Do they strike the right balance between making schemes a realistic option and protecting the legitimate
interests of bus operators?

12. This is broadly a positive move as it balances the issues in a reasonable way.

Q4: How can the proposed new bus punctuality regime (paragraphs 3.32 to 3.39) best be designed to achieve
the desired benefits at minimum cost, particularly for smaller operators?

13. Para 3.35:

(i) patronage data: while some data is required to be provided by operators to the TraYc
Commissioner, there is no such requirement to provide data to Local Transport Authorities, yet
Local Transport Authorities are required to provided data on patronage to DfT. It would be
recommended that some form of requirement should be included to make it essential for operators
to provide accurate data to Local Transport Authorities for example—patronage by route, and
where required, broken down into individual fare stages or sections of route. Clearly the Local
Transport Authority must respect confidentiality in return and will only use it for network
planning purposes.
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(ii) punctuality data: operators should be required to share any data with Local Transport Authorities,
as (a) Local Transport Authorities may be held to account by the TraYc Commissioner in future
re. bus punctuality and (b) as DfT is encouraging Local Transport Authorities to set up Bus
Punctuality Improvement Plans—which rely on the quality of data.

Q5: Do the proposals to amend the existing powers relating to subsidy contracts provide suYcient flexibility
to meet local authorities” needs (paragraph 3.47)?

14. All aspects of these provisions are welcomed.

Chapter 4—Reforming Local Transport Governance

Q6: Do you agree that governance arrangements in the metropolitan areas outside London require reform?

15. OYcer level discussions with metropolitan authorities would suggest that changes are needed.

Q7: Do you agree that there is a need for flexible arrangements which allow for variation in the governance
developed for diVerent areas?

16. There is a need for more flexibility in governance arrangements. However, it is paramount that all
authorities are appraised in a uniform way when determining performance.

Q8: Do you agree that the cities themselves should be asked to publish proposals on revised governance? Do
you have views on which body or bodies should be asked to prepare those proposals?

17. Initially the cities should be approached for their views on what changes are needed. It would be
suggested that DfT should then work in partnership with the cities to shape appropriate future governance
arrangements relevant to them.

Q9: Do you agree that the Bill should enable broad changes, or should there be limitations on what change
might be allowed?

18. Any changes should be focused upon what is actually needed. If cities/authorities consider broad
changes are required then this should be pursued.

Q10: Do you think that the power to review and amend governance arrangements should allow development
over time, or should the powers lapse after an initial review?

19. In order to provide stability and continuity it would be recommended that governance arrangements
should develop over time with the chance to revisit proposals after a set time period.

Q11: Do you agree with the changes we are proposing to the powers and duties of PTAs in all the
metropolitan counties?

20. Any change to governance which improves local transport delivery at both the national and local level
is welcomed. Clearly though it is paramount that there is a level playing field for all authorities (metropolitan
and non metropolitan) when determining performance and any subsequent funding reward.

Q12: Do you agree with the proposed changes to Local Transport Plans described in paragraphs 4.43 to 4.45?
Should these changes be applied only to the metropolitan counties, or should they be applied elsewhere, for
example to other city regions?

21. The Devon Local Transport Plan 2006-2011 took approximately two years to reach a final form and
required at least three members of staV working on its creation full time during this period, in conjunction
with numerous other oYcers feeding in to the document’s development. It is felt that a move towards a less
onerous system focusing mainly on local transport strategy could potentially be more beneficial. While the
shared priorities and associated mandatory targets are important for comparing performance across the
UK, they do not necessarily reflect the priorities of the local area. A slightly less rigid approach, focussed
mainly upon local priorities, could potentially be more beneficial. There is a definite need for increased
revenue funding to support the ongoing success of capital funded schemes. It may perhaps be beneficial to
allow capital budgets to be used for ongoing maintenance if deemed necessary by the Local Transport
Authority.

22. There is also a clear need to shift capital funding towards a 100% grant as opposed to the current
system of part grant, part approval to borrow. In some instances Local Transport Authorities are unable
to take up their full local transport allocations.



3721511033 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:17:34 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 194 Transport Committee: Evidence

Chapter 5—Taking forward local road pricing schemes

Q13: What are your views on the proposals relating to:

(a) local freedom, flexibility and accountability (paragraph 5.18),including the proposals in Box 5.1;

23. The increased freedom and flexibility to introduce road pricing schemes is welcomed. The proposals
to ensure any revenues are hypothecated to local transport indefinitely is seen as a positive move as this will
provide potentially longer term financial guarantees in business case development. The decision to remove
Secretary of State approval and Public Inquiry as a prerequisite to any scheme is also particularly welcomed
as it could speed up the introduction of potential schemes on the ground.

(b) consistency and interoperability (paragraph 5.22);

24. Ensuring consistency and interoperability across not just the UK but potentially the EU, is vital.
Road users should be able to have the same method of payment irrespective of where they travel. Likewise
harmonising factors such as encryption of data, standard data formats and equipment is a positive as this
would potentially result in easier tendering and re-tendering of service provision/maintenance of systems.

(c) information (paragraphs 5.26 and 5.29)?

25. Should the appropriate national body charge for the supply of specific information necessary for
introducing road pricing, for example DVLA , it is felt that this would increase the costs of operation of any
road pricing scheme, therefore potentially eroding the local transport benefits a scheme could accrue.

26. Local Transport Authorities are being encouraged to develop local road pricing schemes to inform
national policy debate and therefore would have no objection to the sharing of information which is not
commercially sensitive or of personal confidentiality.

Chapter 6—Traffic Commissioners

Q14: To what extent is there a problem of “inconsistency” between the approaches of the diVerent traYc
commissioners, and what costs does this impose on PSV and goods vehicle operators?

27. Devon County Council is not aware of this being an issue in the South West region.

Q15: Do you agree that the proposals outlined here would help to reduce those costs?

28. Any proposals aimed at reducing those costs which may exist elsewhere are clearly beneficial. Any
proposals should be uniform across the country to ensure consistency.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Freight Transport Association (DLTB 35)

1. Introduction

1.1. The Freight Transport Association represents the transport needs of UK industry. Its membership
is comprised of manufacturers, retailers, logistic companies, hauliers and organisations in the public and
private sectors. The Association’s interests are multi-modal and, in addition to consigning 90% of freight
carried on rail and over 70% of sea and air freight, its members operate in excess of 200,000 goods vehicles,
approximately half the UK fleet of commercial vehicles.

1.2. Parliamentary time is valuable and opportunities to pass legislation must not be squandered on
poorly thought out, headline grabbing initiatives. The Local Transport Bill oVers the opportunity to tackle
the problems surrounding congestion and supply in urban areas. A bill is very pressing on transport
Ministers’ time, but it must not be allowed to distract from other goals such as those laid out by Sir Rod
Eddington of the need for infrastructure improvements between urban areas, and to and from international
gateways. This bill cannot address those issues.

2. Road Pricing

2.1. Commercial deliveries are essential services. The image conjured up is always that of “goods to
market”: supermarkets receiving fresh food deliveries, clothes stores getting re-stocked with garments, and
paretes with every colour, shape and size of iPod arriving at the electronics store. Increasingly consumers
are becoming less and less tolerant of hearing the words “we should be getting some in on Tuesday.” And
it is the commercial delivery vehicle that must satisfy that uncompromising demand for consumer choice.
But it runs further than simply the consumer: the electronics manufacturer must receive components on
time, the environmental pressure group must get its stationery order and Members of Parliament must
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receive their constituents’ mail. While the freight industry does all it can to provide these services
competitively, increased transport costs will ultimately be reflected in the price of all commodities that must
be transported.

2.2. Any local or national road pricing scheme should not be applied to commercial vehicles since they
provide essential services to the nation’s economy.

2.3. FTA has suggested that road pricing could bring benefits for the freight industry if it is not seen as
a panacea to the problem of congestion. Any scheme, whether national or local, will have to be preceded
by road infrastructure improvements, an open-minded attitude to social aspects influencing travel (delivery
restrictions, school hours, remote working) and improvements to public transport.

2.4. The draft LTB recognises this to some degree and FTA welcomes that. However, while there is talk
of a package of measures, that is presented in the consultation document as road pricing going hand-in-
hand with local transport improvements. Government must make clearer the need for local authorities to
be innovative and look beyond simply pouring money into public transport, and see the benefits of reviewing
some of the restrictions which currently constrain operators from operating more flexibly. These restrictions
on their own are preventing commercial vehicles from travelling at less congested times, and could be
resolved today.

2.5. The Department for Transport must be more prescriptive in its interpretation of “a package of
measures” and instruct local authorities to examine existing regulations which may restrict operators who
would like to show greater flexibility in their delivery practices.

2.6. FTA is concerned about the degree of autonomy the Secretary of State is prepared to give to local
authorities in devising schemes. The retention of powers to regulate price caps, vehicle classification,
equipment and signs, and data formats is welcomed, but regulation must go further still to ensure that local
schemes are similar in style. Already two diVerent concepts have emerged: The London Congestion Charge
is a boundary which, whether you drive into it or start your journey inside it you get charged. The
Manchester proposal works quite diVerently. If 10 local schemes emerged, all subtly diVerent in approach,
the education and training of drivers will become increasingly complicated and expensive. Furthermore,
diVerent systems will require diVerent administration; FTA members have had to employ new staV simply
to manage the administration of the London Congestion Charge. While transport Ministers are at great
pains to emphasise that these proposals do not make national road pricing a foregone conclusion, it would
be disastrous if a future Government found itself in a position where national road pricing had shown itself
to be the suitable way forward, but 10 or more diVerent and incompatible local road pricing schemes had
emerged and taxpayers’ money spent on their development and subsequent re-development.

2.7. Furthermore, the road freight industry has experienced some negative attitudes from local
authorities in the past. There is a risk that local authorities will not consider the needs of freight operators
in the strategic national context that the Secretary of State for Transport could ensure. It is also unclear why
the Secretary of State does not seem to trust Welsh local authorities with the same autonomy. We assume
that he will be giving advice to Welsh transport Ministers that they follow his example.

2.8. Local road pricing schemes cannot be developed independently from strategic national transport
planning and as such the Secretary of State for Transport must have a role in the approval of any local
scheme.

Greater Manchester Road Pricing Proposal

2.9. This bill does not specify the Manchester proposal but it does define the framework within which it is
developed. In unveiling its proposals shortly after the first glimpse of the LTB, Manchester has allowed us
to consider shortcomings in the Bill that are already apparent.

2.10. Drivers may already have a DartTAG and an M6Tag on their windscreen. They would have an
account for each of these and also possibly with Transport for London for the Congestion Charge. It seems
they must stick yet another electronic toll reader device on their windscreen for Manchester. M6 Toll state
that these tags are incompatible with metallic (or re-radiating) windscreens. In recognition of this
manufacturers have provided an Electronic Toll Collection Window in windscreens to allow these tags to
be used, but is there room enough for all these existing tags, potentially more from other schemes and any
European systems an international operator may need?

2.11. The charge for the toll reader device is estimated to be £15–£20 and is “dismissed” as a refundable
deposit. However, if we assume that a freight transport company intends to continue trading indefinitely,
unless they cease trading, that deposit is a cost they must absorb. A company that has 200 vehicles that have
a good chance of entering the zone requires a £3,000–£4,000 outlay. The draft bill consultation document
outlines powers to standardise data formats so that equipment from one local scheme can be utilised in
others, but there are already many incompatible technologies in use in the UK.

2.12. The Local Transport Bill should provide powers for the Secretary of State to harmonise all existing
toll collection systems in the UK. The Department for Transport should be oVering direction now to
fledgling congestion charging schemes for interoperability of toll collection.



3721511034 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:17:34 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 196 Transport Committee: Evidence

2.13. Notwithstanding paragraph 2.2 above, commercial vehicle should not be required to pay for the
equipment associated with road pricing.

2.14. The Manchester proposal describes enforcement through Automatic Number Plate Recognition.
FTA accepts that ANPR technology has brought massive improvements in roadside enforcement allowing
VOSA to target operators with a poor roadworthiness record more eVectively. The limitations of ANPR,
however, are widely known—foreign vehicles are virtually untraceable. It defies belief that new systems are
adopting this technology, where compliance is enforced through penalties sent through the post, but
authorities have no way of pursuing foreign operators without disproportionate expense. Use of ANPR for
remote enforcement of road charging sends a clear message: Foreign vehicles travel free!

2.15. The problems with enforcement through has been displayed by TfL in the introduction of the
London Low Emission Zone. They accept that the new requirements for emission standards cannot be
enforced upon foreign vehicles. TfL appear satisfied to allow these vehicles to flout the rules and
Manchester, through their chosen method of enforcement, appears to be echoing this view. It may represent
a tiny proportion of their overall market, but to the UK domestic road freight market it represents a
considerable disbenefit. Yet another opportunity for foreign vehicles to undercut haulage prices due to
regulations imposed on UK operators by UK authorities.

2.16. In the case of road pricing this could be achieved through enforcement at ports. Any vehicle not
registered with DVLA or associated with a road pricing account must be made to pay any outstanding
charges before it is allowed to depart. This would require the associated enforcement resource to be deployed
to all UK ports.

2.17. The Government should direct local authorities in implementing a toll collection system that
guarantees all users are charged appropriately and are subject to the enforcement regime. ANPR should not
be used for implementing a compulsory charging scheme until the associated enforcement procedures can
achieve this.

2.18. The bill should include the necessary powers at UK ports to collect toll charges accrued by vehicles
not registered with DVLA, before they attempt to leave the country.

3. Reforming Local Transport Governance

3.1. FTA is dismayed at the attitude towards local transport planning outlined in the draft Local Transport
Bill. Clearly, what it refers to as “transport users as a whole” (consultation doc para 4.12) means passengers.

3.2. In recent years FTA has represented the freight industry in developing relations with local
authorities to improve facilities for essential deliveries in urban areas. This has brought mixed results—some
authorities remain convinced that prevention of access to commercial vehicles is the cure to congestion—
but where successful the results have been outstanding: innovative approaches to road-space management
in Tyneside, preferred lorry-routing and signage in many urban areas, the establishment of Freight Quality
Partnerships, consideration of freight’s needs in Local Transport Plans, establishment in some forward-
thinking authorities of dedicated freight teams and, most recently, the development of FTA’s Night Time
Delivery Toolkit.

3.3. The transfer of powers to develop the Integrated Transport Strategy to a Passenger Transport
Authority—a body with no interest in facilitating the movement or delivery of goods in an urban area—is
wholly unacceptable. The proposed legislation even allows management of some trunk roads by PTAs,
which could allow traYc restriction orders, such as lorry bans, to be placed on them. We have seen with the
introduction of the London Low Emission Zone how willing the Secretary of State is to allow devolution
of regulatory powers over motorways, resulting in commercial vehicle restrictions. These are the very roads
onto which we should be encouraging commercial vehicles.

3.4. These concerns are not unfounded. The Chairman of a PTA of a large urban area recently stated in
public that he saw the solution to congestion problems in his area being the banning of commercial vehicles
in peak hours on the motorways leading to his city. Unlike local authorities, passenger transport authorities
have no remit to consider the impact of transport planning on goods vehicles. Local authorities have to
consider the impacts on the economic development of their locale, and forward-looking authorities have
realised that movement of goods is key to that.

3.5. The transfer of powers to develop the Integrated Transport Strategy to a Passenger Transport
Authority is wholly unacceptable and represents a retrograde step by the Government in local freight
transport planning. Any body responsible for planning local transport must have a statutory duty to
facilitate the movement and delivery of goods to an urban area.

3.6. The trunk road network should be managed and maintained by the Highways Agency on behalf of
the Secretary of State for Transport, and should be available to all roadworthy vehicles.
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4. Traffic Commissioners

4.1. The consultation document proposes the establishment of a Senior TraYc Commissioner as a
solution to the problem of large, nation-wide operators having to deal with several traYc commissioners.
It is unclear what this legislative role adds to the establishment of a Lead TraYc Commissioner for a multi-
licence holder organisation due which came into eVect on 1 June 2007.

4.2. Parliament must be satisfied that the proposed powers of a Senior TraYc Commissioner to direct
TraYc Commissioners will not have a detrimental eVect on their independence from prejudicial
intervention, which is the key to the freight industry’s trust in the traYc commissioner system.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA), the Greater Manchester
Passenger Transport Authority (GMPTA) and Executive (GMPTE) DLTB 36

Greater Manchester’s economy is growing, with the best per capita GVA growth record outside London
and the South East, and 45,000 new jobs created in the last five years alone. In the absence of transport or
other constraints, we have every prospect of continuing to grow at these (or better) rates, with the City
Region Development Plan identifying potential growth suYcient to deliver a net increase of more than
210,000 jobs over the next 15 years. Delivering these new jobs over the next 10–15 years will significantly
change the demand for transport, not only to and from the regional centre, but throughout the Greater
Manchester area and beyond. Transport capacity will need to be massively enhanced to absorb these
demands, and hence we must have an increased level of influence in order to deliver greater transport
connectivity and reliability. This relates primarily to the operation of bus services, but extends also to local
rail services and major highways.

Therefore AGMA and GMPTA/E welcome the timely publication of the draft Local Transport Bill. We
are currently developing a bid for Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) resources, and the draft Bill provides
some of the essential reforms and additional powers that will be vital in ensuring that this broad package
of public transport and road charging measures can meet the transport challenges that face the Manchester
city-region over the next 20 years. This means developing a high quality, fully integrated transport system
that can promote sustainable and enhanced economic growth and productivity, improve the quality of the
local environment and enhance access for all to jobs, opportunities and services.

GMPTA/E’s comments, as informed by our TIF bid, cover the six headings referred to in the draft Bill:

1. Quality Partnership Schemes and Quality Partnership Agreements

2. Quality Contract Schemes

3. Extension of the maximum length of subsidised services agreements

4. Governance arrangements relating to Passenger Transport Authorities

5. Integrated Transport Strategies and Implementation Plans

6. Power of PTAs to make a Local Charging Scheme

1. Quality Partnership Schemes and Quality Partnership Agreements (Clauses 3–6; 24)

1.1 We are currently investigating the most appropriate method of delivering our TIF Bus Strategy
outcomes. Our approach is to investigate which mechanism can best secure those outcomes that are vital in
supporting the step change in bus service provision, which is an essential component of our proposed
radically improved public transport oVer under TIF. One route currently being discussed with the Greater
Manchester Bus Operators” Association is through some form of partnership such as legally binding
bilateral or unilateral Quality Partnership Agreements (QPAs) and/or Quality Partnership Schemes (QPS).
However, we are also fully exploring the viability of Quality Contracts (QC) in the event that the partnership
route cannot deliver all the necessary outcomes. We are then keen to ensure that the Bill suYciently amends
existing legislation such that both QPS and QC become realistic and practicable options that can provide
the stable framework essential for the delivery of improved bus services. We welcome the approach adopted
in the draft Bill whereby it is for local transport authorities to select the most appropriate measure from a
menu of options to meet local transport demands.

1.2 We also welcome the widening of the scope of QPS to allow for the inclusion of agreements on
frequency or timing of services, fares and the phasing-in of facilities and service standards.

1.3 However, based on our experience to date we do have concerns about whether partnerships, even
amended as proposed, will be able to deliver all the outcomes that we believe will be essential to ensure the
success of our TIF bid. These concerns, plus the appropriate remedies that may be necessary to incorporate
into the draft Bill to further strengthen partnership arrangements, are outlined below:
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Protecting parties in a QPS from predatory competition

Where we have entered into an agreement with one or more operators on standards along a particular
corridor or route (for example on frequencies, timings, quality standards and fares), there is nothing to
prevent another operator (who may still meet the minimum quality standards set in a QPS) from operating
along that route and undermining the Agreement. It should not be assumed that this additional “on-the-
road” competition is always in the interests of the passenger, particularly if it creates the circumstances
recently witnessed in central Manchester where the city centre was brought to a standstill following a large
increase in unmanaged bus movements. We believe that where operators have entered into an Agreement
on frequencies, timings or fares, a mechanism should exist which prevents other operators from registering
similar services along that route for the period of the Agreement, and we are keen to see such a mechanism
considered and incorporated into the draft Bill.

Revenue sharing agreements

The public sector will be making a significant level of investment in public transport infrastructure and
services if our TIF bid is successful. Introducing a local charging scheme will also contribute to significant
mode shift from car to public transport. There is a legitimate role for the public sector to be able to guard
against bus operators raising their fares to take advantage of their monopoly position and further, we will
require a fair share of the increased revenues from passenger growth that our policies have brought about.
We believe this is best undertaken at the city-region level, not least because as part of the TIF funding model
these revenues will be required to support the less commercial parts of the public transport network. Again,
we are keen that the DfT consider how the draft Bill could be amended to permit such a revenue sharing
arrangement within a QPS.

Stability

One of the key limitations of partnership arrangements is their revocable nature. However, the Authority
clearly requires long term guarantees regarding bus service frequencies, fares, network coverage, quality and
so forth; and this will be particularly important in a TIF environment. However, as the draft Bill stands we
are not convinced that QPS can provide these essential guarantees of stability and we would be keen for the
DfT to consider further amendments to QPS arrangements to secure this key objective.

TraYc Commissioners

The draft Bill proposes to expand the remit of TraYc Commissioners to oversee a strengthened bus
performance regime and places an obligation on bus companies to provide punctuality data. Whilst we
welcome these proposals, we are keen to ensure that TraYc Commissioners will be suYciently resourced to
properly undertake these and any additional responsibilities, for example, oversight over any putative QPA/
QPS. To further enhance this regime, we would suggest widening the sanctions available to the
Commissioners to punish operators that consistently fail to run punctual, reliable services by providing them
with the flexibility to impose penalties that do not negatively impact on the passenger. Regulations
governing the use of TraYc Regulation Conditions (TRC) should be clarified and amended such that local
authorities can ask TraYc Commissioners to impose them pre-emptively in order to prevent predictable
problems, such as congestion. At the moment, the guidance governing TRCs suggests that they can be
imposed only after problems have arisen. Finally, it may be appropriate for an independent adjudication
process to be established to administer local revenue sharing arrangements and consider issues of predatory
competition et al, and the OYce of the TraYc Commissioner may be best placed to adopt this role, provided
they are adequately resourced.

2. Quality Contract Schemes (clauses 7–23)

2.1 We welcome the intention to make QC a more realistic option and the removal of the “only
practicable way” test, but are very concerned that this intention will not be satisfied by the proposals in the
draft Bill. Should the partnership approach with operators prove unable to deliver our desired TIF Bus
Strategy outcomes, it will be essential to have in place a mechanism and regime for QCs that can deliver the
integrated network, together with the frequencies, stability, quality and capacity that we believe will be an
essential pre-cursor to any local charging scheme.

2.2 However, we are concerned at both the nature of the proposed public interest test and its narrow
definition of “public interest’. Whilst we understand the wish of the Secretary of State to remove himself
from the decision-making process, the proposals in the draft Bill will mean that both the approval and
appeals processes will now be in the hands of non-elected bodies (the new Approvals Board and the
Transport Tribunal). It seems anomalous to us that on the one hand, the draft Bill devolves to local
authorities the responsibility to make decisions about Local Charging Schemes, yet does not provide them
with a similar responsibility to determine the most appropriate framework for delivering local bus services,
despite the fact that the ability to deliver significant bus improvements and capacity is critical to the success
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of our overall TIF bid. Whilst we have no objection to reasonable scrutiny of our proposals, perhaps in the
form of a public inquiry under the auspices of an independent panel, we believe that the final decision should
rest with the promoting authority after having regard to the panel’s recommendation.

2.3 At the very least, we require the DfT to provide an estimate of the time required for the proposed
approval process and access to the detailed guidance they presumably intend to provide to the Approvals
Board and Transport Tribunal (in order for them to determine whether the public interest test has been met),
before we can properly determine the viability of the proposed public interest test. It is imperative to ensure
that the proposed public interest criteria are an appropriate framework for setting out how a QC will deliver
the authorities” overall objectives and be aVordable without being so onerous as to make them impractical.
Specifically, we would expect the remit of any public interest test to be drawn much more widely, such that
an Approval Board would be able to consider the wider economic, social and environmental benefits of QC
arrangements.

2.4 There is a need for the timings of decisions on local charging schemes and the delivery mechanism
for the public transport strategy to be closely linked. The AGMA tests for our TIF bid require that
“enhanced capacity (on public transport) must be in place where congestion charging is proposed prior to
the introduction of the charging scheme”. We believe that where a QC is integral to the delivery of a local
charging scheme, it will be essential for a simplified and accelerated approval process to ensure that the
quality and capacity public transport enhancements are in place before charging is introduced. We are
concerned that the draft Bill contains no such provisions.

2.5 We welcome the proposals (clauses 16–17) to give increased flexibility by allowing the extension of
the maximum period of quality contracts and the confirmation of a scheme for a further period beyond the
initial 10 year period. This is likely to be invaluable for us to be able to deliver improvements over the
longer term.

2.6 We have noted the DfT’s intention to review the fact that the Bill does not include any transitional
arrangements to cater for the circumstances where the incumbent operator is unsuccessful in a bid for a QC
in the area of their current operation. We are convinced however, that the potential risk is so great (transfer
of vehicles, running down of services, disposal of depots, etc) that transitional arrangements will need to be
put in place.

3. Extension of the maximum length of subsidised services agreements (Clause 36)

3.1 We welcome the increased flexibility aVorded by extending the maximum contract length from 5 to
8 years. We would question, however, why 8 years has been chosen as part of the proposed amendments to
Clause 36.

3.2 As part of the proposed amendments to Clause 16 (extending the maximum period of quality
contracts to 10 years), the Explanatory Notes state, “Ten years is also the maximum duration for public
service contracts for coach and bus services proposed by virtue of article 4.3 of a draft Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council on public passenger transport services by road and rail. . .”

3.3 In these circumstances we see no reason why the proposals under Clause 36 should not also extend
to a maximum of 10 years. We would find this particularly helpful in the context of our Yellow School Bus
programme, another key component of our TIF bid proposals. When we have previously sought tenders
from the bus companies to supply and operate new yellow school buses, the prices have proved too high
because of the operators” need to write oV the cost of new vehicles over the maximum period of the contract
(5 years). Whilst an extension of the maximum to 8 years would assist, a further extension to 10 years would
make such contracts more aVordable to the authority and allow more rapid expansion of the programme.

4. Governance arrangements relating to Passenger Transport Authorities (including power to
promote well-being) (clauses 38–52; 60)

4.1 We welcome the proposals in the draft Bill to address the governance issues relating to the provision
and management of transport services at the city-region level. In particular, we welcome the approach
adopted whereby each city-region will be charged to determine their own most appropriate transport
governance arrangements, via a review of current arrangements and subsequently to publish a scheme that
sets out the results of the review and any proposals for change.

4.2 Briefly, we believe that it will be essential to the delivery of our TIF Strategy for us to be able to
manage or at the very least have much greater leverage over the wider transport network in the city-region,
including significant influence over the specification of local rail services and the Highway Agency’s strategic
road network.

4.3 We note the DfT’s invitation, as part of the consultation on the draft Bill, to comment on funding
arrangements and we will be preparing a full response. Briefly however, we envisage that a new GM-wide
transport body will require significant, additional funding responsibilities, along the lines of those enjoyed
by Transport for London, and we are keen to ensure the draft Bill contains the necessary powers to
institutionalise any new funding arrangements. We will also be responding to the invitation to comment on
the future of the Bus Service Operators” Grant.
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4.4 We also welcome the proposals to extend the power to promote well-being to PTAs as we believe that
this will allow greater flexibility in meeting, in particular, our social, economic and environmental objectives
as part of the TIF Strategy.

4.5 We would however, wish to press government to consider the re-introduction of powers for PTA/Es
to own buses and lease them to operators that were taken away as part of the 1985 Act. The GMPTA/E has
no wish whatsoever to operate buses as part of the general network, but such powers would help us meet
many of our social, economic and environmental objectives (for example the ability to purchase and lease
to operators yellow school buses, low-carbon buses, and “people-carriers”). In the context of the tendered
services network, the ability to own and lease buses could potentially widen the pool of operators willing to
tender for contracts, thus enhancing our ability to guarantee Best Value.

5. Integrated Transport Strategies and Implementation Plans (Clause 58–59)

5.1 We welcome the proposals to replace Local Transport Plans (LTP) and Bus Strategies with Integrated
Transport Strategies (ITS) and an Integrated Transport Implementation Plan (ITIP), primarily because they
would enable us to formally define transport within the wider public policy context and adopt a long
term view.

5.2 Indeed, the context for our TIF bid was laid out in our own Greater Manchester Integrated Transport
Strategy (April 2005); an innovative, integrated package of measures to tackle congestion and encourage
modal shift in response to the government’s Transport White Paper, the Future of Transport (2004). We
had expected to prepare a revised LTP2 (Bus Strategy) subsequent to our TIF bid but may now need to
explore with DfT the practicality of preparing a new-style ITS and ITIP prior to the expiration of LTP2.

6. Power of PTAs to make a Local Charging Scheme (Clauses 64–82)

6.1 We welcome the proposals in the draft Bill to devolve greater control of road charging scheme to a
local level. GMPTA/E has worked closely with AGMA districts on the preparation of the TIF bid. The
ability to prepare a joint Charging Scheme to include GMPTA, including provision for revenues from a
scheme to be apportioned to the PTA, would be a sensible extension of this partnership.

6.2 We do feel, however, that greater clarity is needed over the period during which all the net proceeds
of a local charging scheme can be used for local transport purposes. The draft Bill states (Clause 82 and
Schedule 5) that a detailed programme for the application of the net proceeds of a charging scheme must
be produced every 5 years from the date on which the scheme comes into force. However, it does not indicate
over what period this would apply.

6.3 Our public transport investment package of £2.9 billion (from TIF and from borrowings) is
predicated upon the revenues being available (and re-invested) over a 30 year period and we are seeking
reassurance from government that charging revenues will be available at least over the same period. Further
clarity on this key point would be welcomed.

6.4 As part of the removal of the current role of the Secretary of State to approve a local charging scheme,
the government propose to introduce “an appropriate framework of accountability”, which would comprise
a combination of statutory guidance and regulation. Whilst we understand the need for such accountability,
we would wish to ensure that any such guidance and regulation still allows for a scheme to strike a balance
between the need for nationally applied standards (for example to allow for inter-operability) but retaining
enough flexibility to allow for a scheme to take account of local needs. We would not wish to see over-
prescriptive regulation that might, for example, reduce the ability at a local level to determine exceptions
and exemptions from a charging scheme.

In conclusion, the devolutionary approach of the draft Bill is encouraging, but should be further extended
to the process for securing a QC, and we approve of the draft Bill’s guiding principle that authorities are
provided with a range of practicable transport options that they are free to select in accordance with local
circumstances and requirements.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Passenger Transport Executive Group (pteg) (DLTB 37)

1. Introduction

1.1 pteg represents the six English Passenger Transport Authorities and Executives (PTA/Es) which
between them serve eleven million people in Tyne and Wear (‘Nexus’), West Yorkshire (‘Metro’), South
Yorkshire, Greater Manchester, Merseyside (‘Merseytravel’) and the West Midlands (‘Centro’). Strathclyde
Partnership for Transport (‘SPT’) and Transport for London are associate members. Since their inception
the six PTA/Es have been the driving force behind the development of public transport in the areas they
serve. The PTAs have enabled cross-Party and cross-District consensus to be achieved around the strategies
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for the city regions as a whole, while the PTEs have provided the expertise and professional commitment
to deliver on those strategies—with combined investment programmes of over £1 billion a year. However,
the range of powers available to the PTA/Es to deliver on their plans, policies and programmes is severely
limited when compared to Transport for London, or with comparable transport authorities in other major
European cities. In particular PTA/Es cannot plan, specify or regulate the main form of public transport in
their areas—which is the bus.

1.2 pteg therefore welcomes the draft Local Transport Bill and strongly supports both its objectives and
much of the detail of the proposals.

1.3 The Bill deals with three main issues—transport governance, reform of the bus sector and road
user charging

2. Governance

2.1 We believe that the governance proposals strike broadly the right balance between strengthening the
remit and the role of the PTA in planning and delivering the strategic priorities for the city region—whilst
allowing each city region some freedom of manoeuvre on how best this might be achieved, in the light of
local circumstance and local aspirations.

2.2 The Local Transport Bill does this by setting out a “base case” expansion of PTA powers. After that
the city regions can propose further reforms or changes, with the Bill providing the powers necessary to
underpin a wide-range of governance options.

2.3 The “base case” expansion includes “wellbeing” powers and the responsibility for drawing up an
Integrated Transport Strategy (ITS) and accompanying implementation plan. These new powers are
welcome with the latter ensuring that there is a clear strategic transport plan for the conurbation—and a
timetable for its implementation. However, if the ITS is to have force, it’s important that it acts as a key
conduit for local transport funding (as we believe is the Government’s intention).

2.4 The Government has identified other areas that need to be addressed, which include:

— the mismatch between the strategic planning of public transport networks (currently carried out at
a PTE level) and the local planning and management of highways (currently carried out a
District level);

— the need for the planning and development of the local heavy rail network to be more eVectively
integrated with wider city region plans;

— the need for a fuller range of powers and options to be available to ensure the provision of high
quality bus services;

— the way in which commuting patterns and the economic “pull” of the city regions now extends
beyond existing administrative boundaries.

2.5 Although these issues are relevant to all PTAs, the way in which they are resolved is best determined
locally. This is because although the six city regions served by PTA/Es are among the largest conurbations
outside London—their socio-economic characteristics vary, as does the nature of their transport networks.
For example Greater Manchester is made up of ten Districts; the core built up area spans District
boundaries; and Greater Manchester is considering taking forward a TIF bid based on road user charging.
In comparison, South Yorkshire is far more polycentric; is made up of four districts; and is not considering
becoming an early adopter of road user charging.

2.6 We are therefore strongly of the view that “no one size fits all” and that city regions should be allowed
to develop formats for governance that best suit local circumstances and local priorities. We are very pleased
that the draft Local Transport Bill accepts this as a cornerstone of its approach. However, just as it would
be wrong to attempt to impose a single model of governance on the city regions, it would be equally wrong
not to encourage city regions to take a fresh look at what structures of transport governance would best
support the equitable and sustainable economic development and regeneration of their areas. The Bill
rightly gives the Government the powers to encourage and accelerate progress where a city region fails to
rise to the challenge or where the progress of a city region as a whole is being slowed down by the politics
of the “lowest common denominator”.

3. Bus reform

3.1 The bus is the main form of public transport in PTE areas (about 85% of all trips), yet unlike rail and
light rail systems, bus travel has been in decline in the Met areas. The PTEs are one of the biggest backers
of the bus. With SPT, they invest around half a billion pounds a year in supporting and improving bus
provision. Their level of capital spend per head is far in excess of that by local authorities in the rest of
England, outside London. This is currently done through voluntary partnership with operators. However,
despite this considerable and continuing investment in voluntary partnership by the public sector, bus use
in the conurbations continues to decline (and is expected to continue to do so once the eVect of the new
concessionary fares scheme for older and disabled people has been discounted) [see table one].
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Table one

CHANGES IN KEY BUS INDICATORS TO 2005–06

PTEs London Shires

Fares
Since deregulation !96% !45% !42%
Since ten years ago !28% !7% !28%
Since five years ago !14% !6% !14%

Patronage
Since deregulation -49% !57% -27%
Since ten years ago -14% !52% -8%
Since five years ago -7% !34% -7%

Mileage
Since deregulation -5% !70% !28%
Since ten years ago -21% !32% -1%
Since five years ago -17% !25% -4%

3.2 This decline is linked to a number of factors including: rising car ownership; changing lifestyles and
working hours; changing patterns of development; above inflation fares rises causing bus travel to be
increasingly uncompetitive with cars, taxis, and light and heavy rail; patchy service quality (including
cleanliness, late and early running); unstable and retrenching networks; and the ability to deliver adequate
bus priority.

3.3 Research carried out for pteg by NERA showed that, without significant policy change, the most
likely outcome for bus services is further decline as operators pursue a policy of network reductions and
fares rises—in order to protect profitability—and with PTEs increasingly unable to meet the rising costs of
supporting the rest of the network.

3.4 We are delighted therefore that the bus policy is now getting the attention it merits and that the
Government has set out its ambition in “Putting Passengers First” that: “. . .the progress London has made
on buses can and should be replicated in the big conurbations in the rest of England”.

3.5 The draft Bill would give PTEs and local authorities a more eVective “toolbox” of policies with which
to improve bus services, and we deal with each of these in turn.

A new performance regime

3.6 We support the proposal that the TraYc Commissioners should have additional powers to require
operators to provide performance data and to ensure that local authorities and operators tackle poor
performance together.

3.7 We would like to see the proposals developed to ensure that:

— detailed operator performance data is available to PTEs, to enable problems to be fully analysed
and solutions developed;

— in line with other key public services, summary performance data is accessible and in the public
domain;

— there is an eVective, and properly funded, reward and penalty regime in place to encourage high
standards of delivery, in place of the current system of fines;

— the TraYc Commissioners have adequate resources to monitor and investigate performance
problems and to ensure that subsequent remedial measures are implemented and enforced.

The role of the competition authorities

3.8 The Government is looking at exempting co-operation in the provision of bus services from sections
of the Competition Act. Instead, there would be a specific test designed to show whether the benefits of a
partnership arrangement outweigh the benefits of on-street competition. pteg is studying the details of the
proposal. However, we would welcome any change which removed the threat of action, by the competition
authorities against sensible cooperation between operators and local authorities. Substituting a specific test
for sections of the Competition Act should help achieve this aim—but the specific test should have wider
criteria than currently drafted, to take into account the fullest range of benefits that could accrue from
partnership arrangements.
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Quality partnerships

3.9 We welcome the proposals to extend the scope of a Statutory Quality Partnership (SQP) agreement
to include maximum fares, minimum service frequencies and timetable specifications, and allow
improvements to be phased in over time. These changes should make SQPs a more realistic and attractive
option—although it should be noted that the benefits fall short of what could be achieved by a Quality
Contract. We also have concerns about how aspects of a SQP could be made to work in practice. For
example how an SQP (and the bus service timetable) would be framed when several operators were involved,
or if new operators wanted to join the scheme. We would also wish to ensure that a full basket of fares was
covered rather than just single and return fares.

Quality Contracts

3.10 ‘Quality Contracts” are in eVect the franchising of a network of services—similar to the way in which
the majority of the rest of public transport in the UK is provided (such as bus services in London and the
national rail network).

3.11 Quality Contracts would allow PTEs to specify and regulate bus networks. These networks could
be the whole of a PTE area or a single town. Private sector companies would be invited to bid to operate
the specified network. Once a company was appointed it would face no on-road competition and would be
free to concentrate on developing the local market for bus travel, in partnership with the PTE.

3.12 As with any franchising exercise, you get what you are prepared to pay for. But a market testing
exercise by PTEs has shows that even with a comparable level of public funding, franchising should provide
a better service than currently exists. At a minimum, franchised networks would benefit from:

— more stability, with less frequent changes to fares, times and frequencies;

— better reliability—because services would be thoroughly monitored and good performance would
be incentivised;

— better integration—one brand, one family of tickets, simpler fares, improved links between diVerent
modes of travel;

— being cleaner and greener—dirty old buses would be sent to the scrapyard and contracts would
require bus operators to provide newer, cleaner buses and to maintain them properly.

3.13 If more resources become available—be it from national Government or from the city regions
themselves—then Quality Contracts could be used to make further step changes on vehicle quality, fares
levels and service levels. All of which would help reduce car dependency, improve air quality and underpin
the sustainable and equitable regeneration of the city regions.

3.14 There are considerable practical obstacles to the introduction of Quality Contracts—not least of
which is that the incumbent usually has control of the garages, the staV and the buses and if they fail to win
a Quality Contract competition then they are under no obligation to hand them on to the winning bidder.
Indeed operators like Stagecoach have already threatened to challenge the process if their current monopoly
position is threatened by Quality Contracts. For example Brian Souter was quoted in the SheYeld Star (30/
10/06) as saying: “If franchising or Quality Contracts are brought in we will put all our depots up for sale
in South Yorkshire. That is not a threat, it’s just that we don’t think it is the way to make the system work.”

3.15 pteg believes that these practical diYculties can be overcome by, for example, investing directly in
new modern depots to facilitate a level playing field at the start of a franchising process. However, the
Transport Act 2000 added an additional layer of procedural diYculty to what is already a challenging
process. Among other things, it required PTEs to demonstrate that a Quality Contract is the “only
practicable way” to achieve the objectives of a bus strategy. The practical diYculties in introducing Quality
Contracts, coupled with the high hurdles set out in the legislation, helps explain why no Quality Contract
applications have been made. The “practicable way” test and the requirement for the Secretary of State to
determine a Quality Contract application have been removed by the draft Bill. We welcome this and must
now ensure that the replacement process strikes a fair balance between the needs of passengers, the ability
of a local authority to deliver its policies in a timely and cost eVective way and the rights of incumbent bus
operators.
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3.16 Our main concern with the process set out in the draft Bill is that an approval board (Chaired by a
TraYc Commissioner) will determine an application. This decision can then be appealed to a Transport
Tribunal. Our understanding is that an appeal to the Transport Tribunal can be made “as of right”, on any
matter, and by any consultee on the original Quality Contract application. If neither the approval board or
Transport Tribunal decision went their way then current monopoly operators would be free to appeal the
decision to the Court of Appeal. The net eVect of this process would be to:

— increase the already significant risks and uncertainties which PTEs would face in a transition from
unregulated monopolies to a regulated market;

— give a best case timescale (if all parts of the process went smoothly) for a Quality Contract to go
from proposal to implementation of nearly four years.

3.17 An extended and uncertain process brings with it cost penalties. It would also potentially give the
approval board and the Transport Tribunals a veto over a city region’s wider transport strategy—up to and
including a road pricing pilot. A Quality Contract would not just be about improving bus service
performance. It would be linked to wider strategies for tackling social exclusion, serving regeneration sites
from day one, traYc restraint and raising air quality standards. A Quality Contract proposal would also
have been approved by democratically accountable local authorities. The TraYc Commissioners and
Transport Tribunals have considerable expertise in vehicle safety and operational issues—but they have no
expertise, remit or accountability to determine whether a city region’s transport strategy should go ahead
or not. For example the current remit for the Transport Tribunals is:

— appeals against the decisions of TraYc Commissioners in connection with HGV and PSV operators
licensing systems;

— decisions of the Registrar of Approved Driving Instructors;

— disputes under the Postal Services Act 2000.

3.18 pteg fears that this new process could mean that the Local Transport Bill repeats the mistake of the
Transport Act 2000, with the franchising legislation being similarly under-utilised, against a backdrop of
continuing decline in fare paying bus usage. This would be a further wasted opportunity—with passengers
the ultimate losers.

3.19 pteg believes that the challenges inherent in a transition to a regulated market are suYcient to deter
any ill-conceived QC application, and that it should be for democratically accountable PTAs to decide
whether a QC will best deliver the improved bus services that their city regions need. Operators would still
have recourse to the Courts to challenge any unfair or unlawful decision.

3.20 Aside from the key issue of who determines whether a Quality Contract goes ahead the Bill also
needs to be developed to cover the transitional period between a deregulated and a regulated market. This
includes protecting service provision and the workforce in the period between an incumbent losing a
franchise competition and the new franchise starting operation. The Bill is entirely silent on the issues of
managing transition and the problems that may emerge at this stage have the potential to prevent an
approved Quality Contract being implemented. The Bill should also include “operator of last resort” powers
for PTEs, where a franchisee found itself unable to deliver on the contract.

3.21 Without proper attention to the issues set out above, we believe that the Secretary of State’s objective
of making Quality Contracts “a more realistic option” will fail to be achieved.

Bus Service Operator Grant (BSOG)

3.22 pteg’s view is that continuing to subsidise operators to burn fuel is diYcult to defend from
environmental and good governance perspectives. However, transition to a new subsidy regime needs to be
carefully thought through as operators would react to the loss of BSOG by reducing services and increasing
fares. PTEs are discussing with Government the option of PTEs taking over responsibility for BSOG
payments—which would allow them to phase in more locally appropriate subsidy regimes, thereby
incentivising operators to switch to greener and cleaner vehicles and to better target the subsidy to support
bus networks which met the city regions” wider economic, social and environmental objectives. For
example, BSOG subsidy could be partially re-directed to subsidise particulate filter traps or to support the
introduction of GPS equipment on buses (enabling bus performance to be properly monitored and real time
information systems to be introduced). It could also support the introduction of smartcard-readers on
buses—which would support the national concessionary fares schemes and allow integrated smartcards (like
London’s successful Oystercard) to be rolled out across the country.

Vehicle ownership

3.23 At present, unlike District Councils, PTEs are not allowed to own or lease buses. The power to own
and lease vehicles may be a best value option in some situations. The draft Bill provides an opportunity to
address this anomaly in PTE powers.
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4. Road user charging

4.1 pteg recognises that public transport improvements alone will not be suYcient to tackle traYc
congestion. Given the background growth in car ownership and use, traYc restraint measures will also be
needed. Road user charging is one way in which traYc growth can be restrained and we welcome the powers
in the Bill which will give the city regions the practical means by which road user charging schemes could
be introduced.

4.2 However, it’s important to stress that firstly, it’s a matter for locally accountable politicians in each
individual city region to decide whether or not road user charging is a viable option for them. Secondly,
there is considerable variation both within and between the city regions on the strength of their local
economies, and in their levels of current and forecast traYc congestion. This explains why city regions are
at very diVerent stages in considering whether road user charging is an appropriate traYc management tool
for them. It is also why pteg welcomes the powers in the Bill but why it is for individual city regions to set
out their views on the Government’s wider policies on road user charging pilots.

5. Conclusion

5.1 pteg believes that the Local Transport Bill can give the city regions more of the governance and policy
options they need in order to provide the planned and integrated transport networks that are so vital to their
equitable and sustainable economic development. We are committed to working with the Committee and
the DfT to ensure that the detail of Bill properly reflects the Bill’s objectives—including the Secretary of
State’s stated aim of making Quality Contracts a “more realistic option” for PTEs than they are now.

June 2007

Supplementary memorandum submitted by The Passenger Transport Executive Group (pteg) (DLTB 37a)

COMPETITION ISSUES AND LENGTH OF QUALITY CONTRACTS

1. Introduction

1.1 On 22 May 2007, the Department for Transport published its consultation on the draft Local
Transport Bill (the “draft Bill”). The draft Bill is intended “to support the Government’s eVorts to tackle
congestion and improve public transport” by setting out the Government’s legislative proposals “to give
local authorities the right mix of powers to improve the quality of local bus services, building on the
measures set out last December in Putting Passengers First”.

1.2 Putting Passengers First (“PPF”) was published on 12 December 2006 and was the “DfT Ministers’
‘long hard look’ at the issues aVecting bus patronage and sets out the Government’s proposals for the future
direction of bus policy”.

1.3 This paper deals with the following issues that arose during pteg’s appearance before the Transport
Select Committee on 13 June 2007 upon which the Committee have requested additional information: (1)
the competition test applicable to Quality Contract Schemes (QCs) and Quality Bus Partnerships (QBPs)
(arising from question 86/87); and (2) the length of QCs.

1.4 Additionally this paper clarifies two other issues that arose during pteg’s session at the Committee (1)
the procedure for implementing a QCs arising from questions 15ı18; and (2) PTA funding issues.

2. Summary

2.1 Pteg’s detailed comments are set out in paragraphs 3 to 6 below however this Section 2 summaries the
main points made.

Questions 86/87—Competition test

2.2 Detailed comments in respect of the competition aspects of the draft Bill are given in Section 3 below
however, in general pteg welcomes the opportunity the draft Bill presents to clarify the roles of the
Competition Act 1998 and the OfT and their interaction with Schedule 10 of the Transport Act 2000.
However we feel that further clarity can be given by explicitly disapplying the Competition Act in respect
of QCs and QBP’s and explicitly clarifying the role of the OfT in respect of a QCs. For the reasons given in
section 3 below pteg question whether a competition test for QCs is needed at all.
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Pteg also welcomes the new Schedule 10 test for voluntary partnerships but would like to see the categories
of agreements subject to the new test widened and clarified.

Question 25—Quality Contract periods

2.3 This issue is dealt with in section 4 below but in essence Pteg feels that 15 year contract periods would
allow greater investment by operators as the opportunity to earn a return on capital invested is greater. Also
by allowing longer contract period LTA’s are given more flexibility generally.

Questions 15–18—Implementing QCs

2.4 Pteg does not support the QCs approval process set out in the draft Bill for the reasons set out in
section 5. Pteg proposes a procedure that allows for local determination by allowing the Local Transport
Authority for the area to approve a QCs with the possibility of independent ratification. The ratification
would relate to confirming that the correct procedures had been followed and that the proposal was in
accordance with DfT guidance and local plans. The Senior TraYc Commissioner may well be the correct
body for this role. This could also reduce the timescales for implementation.

PTA Governance Changes—Funding

2.5 Pteg would like to press for clarity in the draft Bill in respect of the funding of PTA’s.

3. Competition Considerations (Questions 86–87)

The current situation

3.1 It is useful briefly to consider the current application of competition law to QCs, quality partnership
schemes (“QPs”) and voluntary arrangements between local authorities and one or multiple bus operators.
Currently, there are two competition tests available: one under the Chapter I prohibition of the Competition
Act 1998 (“the Competition Act Test”) and the other under Schedule 10 to the Transport Act 2000 (“the
Schedule 10 Test”).

The Competition Act Test is broadly that the agreement, decision or concerted practice in question, if it
aVects trade within the United Kingdom and has as its object or eVect the prevention, restriction or
distortion of competition within the United Kingdom:

(a) must contribute to:

(i) improving production or distribution, or

(ii) promoting technical or economic progress,

while allowing consumers a fair share of the resulting benefit; and

(b) must not:

(i) impose on the undertakings concerned restrictions which are not indispensable to the
attainment of those objectives; or

(ii) aVord the undertakings concerned the possibility of eliminating competition in respect of a
substantial part of the products in question.

3.2 Clearly, the Competition Act Test is generic and not geared to any industry in particular. Accordingly,
it is always going to be diYcult for PTA/Es, bus operators and any other interested parties to know whether
their particular activity meets the criteria, in particular, whether in any certain circumstance the test is
fulfilled. It is understood that for this reason, the Schedule 10 Test was introduced.

The Schedule 10 Test is that the exercise of the relevant function does not or is not likely to have a
significantly adverse aVect on competition or, if it does, then it is justified on the basis that it:

(1) is with a view to achieving:

(i) securing improvements in the quality of vehicles or facilities used for or in connection with the
provision of local services;

(ii) securing other improvements in local services of substantial benefit to users of local services; or

(iii) reducing or limiting traYc congestion, noise or air pollution; and

(b) its eVect on competition is or is likely to be proportionate tot he achievement of the above purposes.
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3.3 The current application of these competition tests to QBPs, QCs and voluntary arrangements can be
summarised as in the table below:

Agreement Competition law application: Role of the OFT:
/decision:

QC The Schedule 10 Test does not apply to QCs On the basis that the Competition Act Test
(s.153 Transport Act 2000). No specific applies, the OFT will play its normal role of
provision is made in the Transport Act 2000 enforcement under the Competition Act
as to the application of competition law to 1998 and can step in at any time if it is of
QCs. the opinion that the Competition Act Test is

not met.QCs are therefore either subject to the
Competition Act Test or to no competition
test at all. Clearly QCs have a significant
eVect on competition and it is arguable that
a quality contract scheme once made will
constitute an agreement between
undertakings on the basis that the term
“undertaking” covers any natural or legal
person engaged in economic activity,
regardless of its legal status and the manner
in which it is financed. In granting contracts
for the provision of commercial bus services
a PTA/E may be regarded as engaged in
economic activity and thus an undertaking.
Accordingly, it appears that the
Competition Act test would apply.
However, given the very high threshold
criteria for a QC scheme to be made in the
first place (the only practicable way) it is
almost certain that the Competition Act test
will be met and as such the QC scheme will
be exempt from the prohibition in the
Competition Act.

QP The Schedule 10 Test applies to QPs (s.153 The OFT may investigate and enforce the
Transport Act 2000). requirements of the Schedule 10 Test (at any

time)31.However, there is no explicit disapplication
of the Competition Act Test. This is implicit In addition, upon the application of a local
in the creation of the specific Schedule 10 authority or a bus operator, the OFT will
Test but should be made clear on the face of decide whether a (proposed) scheme meets
the Act to avoid concerns that both the the Schedule 10 Test.
Schedule 10 test and the Competition Act
test applies.

Voluntary The Schedule 10 Test does not apply to The OFT will play its normal role of
agreements voluntary agreements (s.153 Transport Act enforcement under the Competition Act

2000). No specific provision is made in the 1998 and can step in at any time if it is of
Transport Act 2000 as to the application of the opinion that the Competition Act Test is
competition law to voluntary agreements. not met.
Voluntary agreements will be subject to the
normal Competition Act Test.

Table One: Application of current law

The proposed changes

3.4 As suggested in PPF, the draft Bill proposes a new competition test that would apply to voluntary
arrangements between local authorities and one or multiple bus operators which have the object or eVect
of preventing, restricting or distorting competition, referred to in the draft Bill as voluntary bilateral
agreements (“VBAs”) and voluntary multilateral agreements (“VMAs”) respectively and would also apply
to agreements, decisions or concerted practices (collectively referred to in this paper as “concerted
practices”) connected with VBAs or VMAs and which have the object or eVect of preventing, restricting or
distorting competition.

3.5 The draft Bill proposes implementing a more tailored competition test (“the New VBA Test”) to apply
to VBAs, VMAs and concerted practices similar to the Schedule 10 Test.

31 It is assumed for these purposes that the Competition Act does not also apply.
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The New VBA Test is that the BBA, VMA or concerted practice:

(a) contributes to:

i. securing improvements in the quality of vehicles or facilities used in connection with the
provision of local services;

ii. securing other improvements in local services of substantial benefit to users of local services; or

iii. reducing or limiting traYc congestion, noise or air pollution; and

(b) does not impose on the undertakings concerned restrictions which are not indespensible to the
attainment of those objectives; and

(c) does not aVord the undertakings concerned the possibility of eliminating competition in respect of
a substantial part of the services in question.

3.6 A new paragraph 4E of Schedule 10 to the Transport Act 2000 would then expressly provide that the
Chapter I prohibition of the Competition Act 1998 would not apply to VBAs, VMAs and concerted
practices.

3.7 In eVect, the Schedule 10 Test and the New VBA Test contain the same elements, with the exception
that the Schedule 10 Test does allow the function, for example the making of a QP, to eliminate competition
in respect of the services in question, provided the eVect on competition is proportionate, whereas the New
VBA Test does not. One further diVerence is the use of the concepts of “indispensability” in the New VBA
Test and “proportionality” in the Schedule 10 Test—pteg questions whether this is an intentional diVerence
and if so what the significance is?

3.8 In addition to the introduction of the New VBA Test, the draft Bill in eVect introduces a further
separate competition test that relates to QCs (“the New QC Competition Test”). The New QC Competition
Test is negatively expressed in the draft Bill (clause 7(7)) and accordingly will be met unless both: the scheme
does have a significant adverse eVect on competition and the making of the scheme is not justified on the
grounds that it is not proportionate to the achievement of the new objectives for QCs in paragraphs (a) to
(d) of clause 7. Fundamentally, the only diVerence between the New QC Competition Test and the Schedule
10 Test is in relation to the permitted objectives of the scheme—these are more strict in relation to the New
QC Competition Test than in relation to the Schedule 10 Test. This does not seem inappropriate. However,
pteg questions whether any competition test whatsoever is necessary in relation to QC schemes? By
definition, a QC scheme ousts the normal application of the open access free market provision of bus services
and can only be put into place where there is a clear public interest in doing so in order to increase bus use
or, more probably, arrest a palpable decline in bus use. Arguably in such circumstances the free market has
already failed and in such case, pteg would submit that there is little merit in competition concerns. (Rather,
competition is transferred to the stage of tendering for the provision of the services.).

3.9 Notwithstanding pteg’s comment above, the application of the proposed competition tests under the
draft Bill to QCs, QPs and voluntary arrangements, and pteg’s comments in relation to it is summarised in
the table below:

Agreement Competition law application: Role of the OFT:
/decision:

QC32 The New QC Competition Test will apply. The role of the OFT in relation to the New
QC Competition Test is wholly unclearHowever, there is no express exclusion of
under the provisions of the draft Bill. Asthe Competition Act 1998 so it is not clear
the New QC Competition Test is not to bethat the Competition Act Test will not
part of Schedule 10 to the Transport Actapply. That it will not is implicit, but this
2000, it is assumed that the OFT will haveshould be made express in the Transport
no role in policing the New QCAct 2000 as it is for VBAs/VMAs under
Competition Test and instead the Test willthe proposed new paragraph 4E of
be policed by virtue of the role of theSchedule 10.
approvals board, the Transport Tribunal
and the Court of Appeal. Given that, in
particular, the approvals board and the
Transport Tribunal will have no real
familiarity with questions of competition
law, pteg can envisage that those two
bodies might seek to obtain guidance from
the OFT on such matters.
pteg submits that the extent to which such
guidance can be sought or reference made
by these bodies should be expressly set out
in the draft Bill. pteg would further submit

32 It should be emphasised that pteg’s comments as to the unsuitability of the proposed procedure for the implementation of
QCs are set out in section 5 to this paper. The comments and submissions that pteg makes in this section are without
prejudice to that position.
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Agreement Competition law application: Role of the OFT:
/decision:

that given the availability under the
proposed procedure in the draft Bill for an
appeal to the Court of Appeal, there is no
need for the involvement of the OFT.
pteg submits that in any case, the role of
the OFT in relation to the New QC
Competition Test be expressly clarified in
the draft Bill.

QP The Schedule 10 Test applies to QPs (s.153 The OFT may investigate and enforce the
Transport Act 2000). requirements of the Schedule 10 Test (at

any time)33.However, there is no explicit
disapplication of the Competition Act In addition, upon the application of a
Test. This is implicit in the creation of the local authority or a bus operator, the OFT
specific Schedule 10 Test but should be will decide whether a (proposed) scheme
made clear on the face of the Act to avoid meets the Schedule 10 Test.
concerns that both the Schedule 10 test
and the Competition Act test applies

Voluntary The New VBA Test will apply (paragraph The OFT may investigate and enforce the
agreements 6 of Schedule 2 to the draft Bill). requirements of the Schedule 10 Test (at

any time).(VBAs,
VMAs and Unlike in relation to the Schedule 10 Test,
concerted the local authority or bus operator will not
practices) be able to apply to the OFT for a decision

as to whether or not the New VBA Test is
met Table Two: Application of draft Bill
proposals

3.10 In relation to the New VBA Test, pteg welcomes the concept of a tailored test to apply to such
agreements and to take them out of the ambit of the Competition Act 1998. However, pteg suggests that in
the formulation of the New VBA Test, the possible purposes of the VBA, VMA or concerted practices are
too limited—the criteria are restricted to physical improvements in quality or improvements for the benefit
of users of local services—PTA/Es would have a legitimate interest in entering into such arrangements to
secure the provision of services to increase eYciency in order to increase capacity of transport into cities from
the surrounding regions in response to increased surrounding populations but such arrangements might not
engender any measurable reduction in congestion or pollution. In addition, what of slightly more intangible
but equally worthwhile benefits? For example, improving accessibility for certain areas and/or certain
communities. pteg would like to see the categories in proposed paragraph 4C(3) to Schedule 10 to the
Transport Act 2000 expanded. pteg would reiterate this comment in respect of the categories to the existing
“purposes” of the QP/Schedule 10 Test—the draft Bill is a good opportunity to amend them to enhance their
“workability’.

3.11 pteg further suggests that the definition of which agreements constitute VBAs or VMAs should be
made clearer or made the subject of guidance as this will come to be very significant in practice. For example,
clarification that the fact that such agreements might include other parties, such as rail operators, does not
preclude them from being VBAs or VMAs for the purposes of these provisions would be useful.

De minimis level for competition

3.12 In addition to those matters raised above pteg submits that some form of de minimis threshold could
be introduced into the competition tests applicable to QC, QP or VBA schemes to avoid competition issues
in relation to schemes which are not significant. Such a de minimis threshold could be framed by reference
to number of routes aVected or passenger miles;.

33 It is assumed for these purposes that the Competition Act does not also apply.
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4 Length of Quality Contracts (Question 25)

4.1 pteg welcomes the increase in the possible length of QCs to ten years, however, pteg submits that this
may not go far enough. Ten years still may not incentivise operators to invest in new facilities and equipment
and in some cases, may not be suYcient to earn a return on substantial capital investments. pteg submits
that the draft Bill powers should provide for a period of 15 years where the contract is linked to related
substantial infrastructure investments. This is consistent with article 4(4) of the proposed draft European
Union Regulation on Public Passenger Transport Services by Road and Rail34.

5 Quality Contract Scheme Approval Procedure (Question 15-18)

The draft Bill

5.1 In accordance with the proposals in PPF, the draft Bill replaces the “only practicable way” test with
a new set of public interest criteria (clause 7). Broadly, these criteria are that the proposed QC scheme will,
in the area to which it relates:

(a) result in an increase in the use of bus services (or will reduce, arrest or reverse a decline in the use of
bus services);

(b) bring benefits to persons using local services in the area, by improving the quality of those services;.

(c) contribute to the implementation of local transport policies of the authority;

(d) contribute to the implementation of those policies in a way that is economic, eYcient and eVective; and

(e) meet the competition test.

5.2 Subject to the comments in relation to competition in Section 3 pteg generally agrees with the
formulation of the public interest test in clause 7.

5.3 The draft Bill also proposes changes to the procedure for the approval of QC schemes. These reflect
PPF. An appropriate approval authority is substituted for the appropriate national authority. In England,
the authority approving the QC scheme will now be an approvals board. The approvals board will consist
of the Senior TraYc Commissioner with two other persons appointed by the Secretary of State. The
Consultation Paper suggests that these persons will have expertise in transport planning and economics.
Guidance will be issued as to how the approvals board is to exercise its functions.

5.4 The approvals board would hold a public inquiry if it thought fit.

5.5 There would then be a right of appeal to the Transport Tribunal against the decision of the approvals
board by either the local authority or any person consulted by the authority in accordance with s.125(3).
The authority could not proceed to issue invitations to tender for the QCs until the time for making an
appeal had expired (pteg notes that the draft Bill does not specify what this time period is) or any appeals
are finally disposed of.

5.6 The Consultation Paper states that this appeal route should limit the need for recourse to judicial
review (which it states is time consuming and limited in the redress it can provide).

5.7 pteg submits that this new two-tier approach is unsuitable for a number of reasons and does not
achieve the objectives that the Government sets out in PPF and in the Consultation Paper.

The role of the approvals board and the Transport Tribunal

5.8 pteg has the following criticisms of the role of the approvals board:

5.8.1 locality—para. 3.14 of the Consultation Paper refers to the Local Government White Paper which
highlights the importance of ensuring appropriate freedom and flexibility at a local level and states that the
current framework for the decision-making in relation to QC schemes is placed at the wrong level in relation
to schemes in England. However, it is not clear how the approvals board is any way “local” or at a better
level to make such decisions than the Secretary of State. Indeed the draft Bill expressly encourages the traYc
commissioner on any particular board not to sit if the QC scheme relates to his or her area (clause 10). Giving
the decision at a local level for QC Schemes would also be consistent with the approach adopted in the draft
Bill for road user charging;.

5.8.2 lack of accountability—a QC scheme may be deeply integrated into a city region’s transport plan
and/or be the contingency upon which TIF funding is made available to the city region. The rejection of the
QC application by the approvals board, which is in eVect, an unelected, centrally appointed body would
have a major impact on policies being pursued by elected local and regional bodies;.

5.8.3 expertise—the traYc commissioners” expertise is in vehicle standards, safety operation and fleet
management. Although they have a general familiarity with the bus industry, they are not familiar with
transport planning more widely or with economic / competition aspects—that this is the case is implied by
the addition of two experts in such fields. However, the combined panel might still not be familiar with
questions of social integration; development; or environmental questions;

34 See the Common Position of 11 December 2006, (2007/C 70 E/01)
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5.8.4 appropriateness—essentially, the approvals board will be deciding whether the relevant criteria set
out in s.124(1) of the TA 2000 (as amended) are met and whether the scheme is in the public interest
(s.126(4)). Previously, the Secretary of State made this decision. pteg submits that it is inappropriate for an
unelected, centrally appointed body now to make such a decision based on weighing up policy
considerations as to what may or may not be in the interest of the public in a particular area35.

5.9 In relation to the role of the Transport Tribunal, it is useful first, to note that the Transport Tribunal
is a court of record consisting of members appointed by the Lord Chancellor and by the Secretary of State.
Under Schedule 14 to the Transport Act 1985, from the Transport Tribunal there is a statutory right of
appeal to the Court of Appeal upon questions other than as to fact or locus standi. Any subsequent decision
of the Court of Appeal is final. The draft Bill makes no amendments to these provisions of the Transport
Act 1985. pteg has the following criticisms of the role of the Transport Tribunal:.

5.9.1 Judicial review v. appeal—the Consultation Paper states that providing the new appeal route to the
Transport Tribunal should “limit the need for recourse to judicial review”. This is not exactly correct—in
fact there will be no judicial review whatsoever. Given that under the Transport Act 1985 an appeal to the
Court of Appeal is provided for but then further appeal is precluded, judicial review will never arise. Rather,
in fact, whereas under the current situation, a decision of the Secretary of State confirming a QC would be
amenable to judicial review (ie a limited ability to challenge, if locus were established and leave/permission
granted, on administrative grounds, eg unreasonableness, manifest error or procedural impropriety), the
amendments proposed by the Bill would mean that there would be an appeal as of right on all matters to
the Transport Tribunal and then a further appeal to the Court of Appeal on all matters other than questions
of fact or locus standi. To say as the Explanatory Notes do that only points of law would be considered by
the Court of Appeal could give a misleading impression—for example, matters of discretion and
appreciation are not questions of fact and would fall to be considered by the Court of Appeal. Accordingly,
as opposed to reducing appeals, the new structure would lengthen them by introducing a whole additional
level of appeal and broaden them beyond mere judicial review. This can only increase delay, uncertainty
and cost;.

5.9.2 locality / accountability—again, the Transport Tribunal is not local and is not accountable
democratically;.

5.9.3 appropriateness—the Transport Tribunal is a court of record—it is not appropriate that a judicially
constituted court should evaluate matters of policy and weigh considerations of competing policy to come
to a conclusion as to what is and what is not in the public interest in a particular region or locality;.

5.9.4 delay—the very nature of this appeals process involving both the Transport Tribunal and the Court
of Appeal and on matters beyond those that would be considered in judicial review will inherently cause
delay and pteg is concerned that the Local Transport Bill risks repeating the mistakes of the Transport Act
2000, with QC schemes being similarly under-utilised.

Alternative procedure

5.10 pteg submits that the local transport authorities themselves, in particular enhanced Passenger
Transport Authorities are better placed to determine questions of public interest given their direct or indirect
accountability to local areas and regions.

5.11 In Committee pteg acknowledged that it would not object to an element of independent review, such
as that similar to the role played by the OYce of Rail Regulation (“ORR”) in the context of railway closures.
This role, which is essentially one of ratification, is one that we suggest could be undertaken by, the enhanced
Senior TraYc Commissioner. Crucially, the Commissioner would not be being asked to consider anything
significantly outside its normal expertise.

5.12 Pteg would suggest that the local transport authority could propose the QC scheme and an
independent body could then review whether the consultation required under s.125 of the Transport Act
2000 was adequately carried out and that the proposed scheme is in accordance with the guidance to be
published under clause 22 of the draft Bill, the local transport plan or its successor and any bus strategy.
This independent body could refuse to ratify any QC scheme if it was not so satisfied. Crucially, the
independent body would not consider whether the QC scheme was in the public interest—the proposing
authority would already have certified in its proposal that the QC scheme was, in its view, in the interests
of the public of its area.

5.13 Under the proposed alternative, judicial review would be available in the usual way in respect of the
decision of the PTA to make the QC and the subsequent ratification of that decision by the appraisal board/
Senior TraYc Commissioner.

5.14 pteg submits that such an alternative procedure would make QC schemes workable in practice with
the accountable PTAs deciding whether a QC will best deliver the improved bus services that their city
regions need. Meanwhile the review by an independent body would ensure that QC schemes were well-
founded and adequately consulted upon. This should then have the further advantage of reducing the
uncertainties in the process and more importantly the timescales for implementation.

35 cf. the situation in Wales, where the decision will continue to be made by the democratically accountable Welsh Ministers.
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5.15 A further alternative has recently been suggested by the New Local Government Network in their
proposals that followed the publication of the draft Bill36. This alternative gives a pivotal role to the Local
Strategic Partnership in determining whether a QC proposal meets the public interest and ties the bus
proposals with local funding agreements through the LAA and/or proposed MAA framework. We consider
this option is worthy of further consideration.

6 PTA Governance Changes—Funding

6.1 The draft Bill covers the structures of governance of PTAs but it does not deal with the question of
the review and mechanisms for funding. The regulatory impact assessment indicates at paragraph 3.34 that
financial matters will be discussed as part of the consultation procedure.

6.2 pteg submits that this is not helpful—clearly questions of governance and, in particular questions of
statutory functions have a direct impact and dependence on questions of funding. The draft Bill gives the
Secretary of State wide powers to alter the governance structures of the PTAs, and, as well as the levels of
funding, such alterations will have a very real impact on questions of frequency of funding review and which
bodies receive what funding and whether directly or indirectly. For example, the delegation of powers from
local authorities to PTAs, or the creation of new PTAs with more involved powers should arguably entrain
funding being made available directly to PTAs rather than to local authorities as part of the Revenue
Support Grant where appropriate. Questions such as this could be more adequately considered by all parties
if the draft Bill or at least the consultation paper made the potential provisions clearer.

6.3 pteg further submits that if Local Transport Plans are to be abolished then the accompanying financial
stream, the Regional Funding Allocation, should also undergo reform to provide greater flexibility for local
transport bodies.

June 2007

Memorandum from the SPARKS Programme (DLTB 38)

1. The SPARKS Programme

1.1 The SPARKS Programme (Shared Parking and Registered Keeper information Service) is an
initiative that enables traYc authorities in the UK and other EU Member States to collaborate and co-
operate as they seek to resolve the issue of cross-border enforcement of civil traYc contraventions. The
initiative is the creation of London’s Enforcement Task Force, a pan-London grouping of organisations
that co-ordinates traYc enforcement activities.

1.2 The Enforcement Task Force comprises Transport for London, London Councils, London Technical
Advisors Group (LoTAG), Metropolitan Police Service and City of London Police, as well as
representatives from the Drivers and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA) and the Vehicle and Operators
Services Agency (VOSA).

1.3 Civil enforcement—also sometimes called “decriminalised enforcement’—involves transferring the
responsibility for enforcing road traYc regulations from the police to local government authorities. In the
UK it also removes the penalty process from the jurisdiction of the criminal courts and transfers it to the
civil arena. The result of the change from the criminal to the civil regime is an eVective, computerised and
automated process capable of processing high volumes of cases, but which fails when key elements, such as
vehicle ownership data, are missing.

1.4 The SPARKS Programme is seeking legislative solutions to the problems faced by local authorities
in enforcing penalty notices against an ever-increasing number of foreign registered vehicles.

1.5 UK local authorities struggle to identify the keepers of non-UK registered vehicles. Substantially this
is because DVLA is not able to receive the relevant data from foreign licensing agencies, even when they are
willing to provide it.

1.6 The SPARKS Programme urges the Government to introduce legislation in the draft Local
Transport Bill to address the growing problem of foreign registered vehicle owners not paying penalties for
civil traYc contraventions committed in the UK.

2. Give Local Government the tools

2.1 The SPARKS Programme welcomes moves to empower local authorities and Passenger Transport
Authorities (PTAs). However further devolution should not force authorities into a position where they are
responsible for local transport delivery but are unable to make use of the full range of tools. Intransigence
in central government on integral issues that need to be resolved on a national or European level undermines
the ability of local authorities to deliver on the devolutionary aims of the draft Bill.

36 Local Buses Delivery National Policies: Options for Bus Reform, June 2007 http://www.nlgn.org.uk/public/wp-content/
uploads/buses-white-paper.pdf
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2.2 One of the key objectives of the draft Bill is to strengthen local delivery mechanisms on transport
mobility, congestion, and local road pricing schemes. Enforcement of civil and criminal traYc law is central
to achieving eVective delivery. It is therefore necessary to ensure that the further empowerment of local
authorities and PTAs includes the tools required for eVective enforcement.

2.3 A key area of competence not included in the draft Bill, and which requires action from central
government, is that of the enforcement mechanisms required to deal with contraventions committed by
foreign registered vehicles. Continuation of the status quo undermines the ability of authorities to enforce
both civil traYc penalties and schemes such as congestion charging, low emissions zones, and future local
road pricing schemes.

2.4 The impact of ineVective civil enforcement is wide ranging and includes the ability to:

— Deliver eVective local road pricing schemes

— Ensure urban mobility on local transport

— Enforce Low Emissions Zones and specific schemes such as the Olympic Route Network being put
in place for 2012

— Improve road safety through increased compliance of traYc law in the UK

— Provide parity and fairness of treatment between all vehicle owners in the UK

2.5 We urge the Department for Transport, therefore, to introduce measures to assist enforcement of
road pricing schemes.

3. Help DVLA deliver effective civil enforcement

3.1 TraYc enforcement is ineVective if those responsible for breaking the rules cannot be identified.
Foreign registered vehicle (FRV) owners who receive penalty notices for parking fines, bus lane
contraventions, non-payment of the congestion charge, and other civil and administrative penalties fall into
this category because the DVLA has no powers to obtain “keeper” information from foreign licensing
agencies.

3.2 DVLA acts as the hub for vehicle licensing and registration in the UK and assists local authorities in
enforcement through provision of relevant data for the purposes of enforcement. However their services are
deficient if DVLA is unable to receive vehicle registration data from European licensing agencies, and in
turn to process and disclose such data to UK local authorities to enable them to enforce parking tickets and
other civil traYc penalties issued to foreign registered vehicles.

3.3 Most European licensing agencies are able to share data for the purposes of traYc enforcement and
a number have confirmed they will supply keeper data to UK local authorities, providing DVLA acts as the
hub to handle the information flow.

3.4 The SPARKS Programme therefore urges the Government to introduce legislation in the draft Local
Transport Bill to address this growing problem. DVLA needs new powers to help local authorities identify
FRV owners who aren’t paying parking tickets, the congestion charge, and other penalty charges.

4. Civil enforcement assists road safety

4.1 The SPARKS Programme made a detailed submission to the European Commission Road Safety
Unit in January 2007 on the need to include mechanisms to address civil oVences within any package of
measures introduced to improve enforcement of traYc contraventions.

4.2 Driver behaviour does not readily distinguish between what is a civil and what is a criminal oVence.
Better enforcement of civil penalties will have a related eVect on the ability to enforce criminal activity which
has a negative impact on congestion, road safety, and the ability of local authorities to manage the roads
network eVectively.

4.3 There is now a strong body of evidence37 to demonstrate civil enforcement of traYc regulations
increases road user compliance.

5. Future-Proofing Road Pricing Schemes

5.1 The SPARKS Programme believes it is short-sighted of the Government not to consider the legal
provisions required for a national system of road pricing at this stage. The eVectiveness of local road pricing
schemes will in part rely on structures and powers required on a national basis, and which will require
national legislation.

37 For example, Transport for London conducted an Impact Assessment of the eVect of civil enforcement on compliance, which
can be accessed here: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/streets/pdfdocs/TraYc-Enforcement-Impact-Analysis-and-Future-Strategies-
full-report-June-2006.pdf
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5.2 The Government should use the Local Transport Bill as an opportunity to address outstanding issues,
which, if a national road pricing scheme is embarked upon, will require significant time, money, and eVort
to overcome.

5.3 The omission of provisions for dealing with foreign registered vehicles, in the view of the SPARKS
Programme, undermines the aim of the proposals to “provide additional powers to ensure that any [road
pricing] schemes are consistent and interoperable”.

5.4 Action to support local road pricing schemes on the national level should include:

— Giving DVLA the power to receive foreign registered vehicle information from foreign licensing
agencies

— Creating a nationwide persistent oVenders database

— Empowering local authorities operating civil enforcement, to register and pursue court warrants,
issued in respect of unpaid court orders against non-UK residents

— Consideration of the limitations of UK data protection law in the light of the EU trend towards
increased sharing of data for the purposes of counter-terrorism and law enforcement

5.5 The SPARKS Programme is also interested to see that the provisions laid out in this section of the
draft Bill are not to apply to Northern Ireland. We would seek clarity as to the implications of this omission
for the interoperability of road pricing schemes. As the Committee’s recent inquiry into DVLNI showed,
there are existing irregularities in how data is shared between the UK and Northern Ireland authorities, and
the problems this causes particularly with respect to licensing and registration, but also enforcement.

6. The importance of interoperability

6.1 The draft Bill proposes additional powers to ensure that any road-pricing schemes introduced by local
authorities are interoperable. It would broaden existing powers, which so far have not been exercised, to
allow the government to specify standard data formats, unique numbering systems for equipment; and
standards for encryption and security.

6.2 The SPARKS Programme welcomes the recognition of the need for interoperability but urge the
Government to address interoperability in the wider sense and to have consideration for the requirements
of the proposed European Electronic Tolling System (EETS) and the concomitant data sharing
requirements across Europe.

6.3 The Local Transport Bill should pave the way for an interoperable system for enforcing road pricing
schemes against vehicles with foreign registration plates.

7. Data-Exchange

7.1 The draft Bill proposes new rules relating to the exchange of information between central government
and local charging authorities. DVLA would be able to levy an administration charge for supplying
information—such as the details needed to issue a penalty notice—while measures would be put on the
statute book to ensure central government was allowed access to the data from local pricing schemes.

7.2 The SPARKS Programme highlights the vital role to be played by DVLA in providing data to local
authorities and accepts that it may be necessary to charge a levy for such an information flow. However
DVLA’s services will be deficient if it is unable to provide the data required by local authorities to pursue
penalty notices against all vehicles on the UK’s roads. At the current time DVLA is not able to receive data
on foreign registered vehicles from their European counterparts, leaving a gap in the data that they are able
to provide to local authorities.

7.3 The SPARKS Programme urges the Government to introduce legislation in the Local Transport Bill
to give DVLA powers to receive data on foreign registered vehicle keepers and to provide it to the authorities
responsible for civil traYc enforcement in order that they can pursue fair and eVective enforcement of the
civil traYc regime.

7.4 A DVLA that cannot provide local authorities with the keeper details for foreign registered vehicles
is a DVLA that is providing an imperfect service.

June 2007
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Memorandum from FirstGroup plc (DLTB 39)

1. Introduction

1.1.First is a UK based international transport group with bus and rail operations spanning the UK and
North America.

1.2. We are the UK’s largest bus company operating a fleet of 9,000 buses carrying over 2.9 million
passengers each day. Our UK Bus division employs some 26,000 people and we run more than one in five
of all UK bus journeys, serving over 40 major towns and cities from Penzance to Aberdeen.

1.3. We are also the UK’s largest train operating company with four franchises, an open access passenger
operating company and a freight operating company.

1.4. We submitted evidence to the Transport Select Committee Inquiry “Bus Services Across the UK”
(October 2006) and argued that deregulation has been successful in creating an environment where bus
operators in the UK are delivering a more eYcient, innovative, market oriented and well funded service than
at the time of deregulation and at a fraction of the cost to the public purse.

1.5. In FirstGroup’s UK Bus Division, we believe the reason for this transformation is due to our focus
on the customer and paying greater attention to their needs. When this is done in partnership with the local
authority, the results in terms of patronage growth are extremely encouraging. In the recent past we have
achieved excellent results in corridors in the major conurbations we serve but also in towns in regions where
car ownership is high such as Chelmsford, Bath, Northampton, Norwich and Ipswich to name a few.

1.6. Although we are the largest bus operator in the UK our management is local. We recognise that to
properly understand markets and develop eVective partnerships our management teams have to be centred
in the communities they serve. Our local management teams constantly review their networks and product
oVerings and where appropriate revise them to meet changing customer needs. The result is that the bus
product has altered from being a production led utility to a dynamic retail oVering fit for purpose for modern
business, leisure and commuting needs.

1.7. The innovations and investment we have delivered to support this strategy have been relentless. In
1998 we launched our new fully co-ordinated internal and external brand for our buses. In 1999 we started
Twintrack, where we committed to match local authority funding for bus priority and bus waiting facilities
with new vehicles. In 1999 we also introduced the first of our Overground networks. These are high
frequency colour coded routes which remove some of the mystery of bus travel, particularly to those who
don’t travel regularly and have now been spread to all of our major networks. In 2001 we launched simplified
fares such as FirstDay tickets which give customers the flexibility to ride on all our buses in a town or city
for the day at little more than the cost of a standard return.

1.8. Our vehicles are also changing. In 2005 we launched ftr. ftr is a futuristic bus design that gives
customers and local authorities all the benefits of tram operation at a fraction of the cost. This is already
bringing benefits to customers in York and Leeds. We are also enhancing the rest of our fleet for the benefit
of the environment for example by introducing bio-diesel.

1.9. The greatest barrier to achieving further improvements is traYc congestion. We welcomed the
continuing emphasis in Putting Passengers First (PPF) on partnership working. With highway authorities
concentrating on getting buses moving quicker and more reliably through our congested urban areas and
bus operators delivering an ever improving product, this is the key to bus playing an even greater role in
local transport delivery and especially in combating climate change.

1.10. We have no doubt that the debate about Quality Contracts is a distraction. Bus services have a good
track record since deregulation and this is due to bus operators, through their local companies and
managers, developing a greater understanding of their local markets. It is diYcult to envisage a situation
where this would be enhanced by a Quality Contract. As local authorities would have to take responsibility
for many of the activities currently dealt with by bus operators this would leave them less time to concentrate
on their core activities such as eVective planning of the highway network for buses, strategy development
and network co-ordination. Overall, Quality Contracts will be time consuming, bureaucratic and costly.
This is why we favour partnership working as the best mechanism for delivering volume growth and
customer benefit.

1.11. The remainder of our memorandum comments on specific aspects of the draft Bill. The comments
are made in the context of our introductory remarks and focus on those areas which are of direct relevance
to our business. We will make more detailed comments through our response to the formal consultation that
has been issued alongside the draft Bill and we will continue to participate in the Department for Transport
workstreams that have been active since the publication of PPF to collect ideas from stakeholders.
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2. Traffic Commissioners (Clause 1)

2.1. We agree with the proposals in the draft Bill to place the role of the Senior TraYc Commissioner on
a statutory footing. We believe this will help to promote greater consistency between the TraYc
Commissioner areas.

2.2. The role of the TraYc Commissioner under existing legislation is purely as a regulator. Various
clauses in the draft Bill increase the scope of the TraYc Commissioner role to adjudicate on punctuality
plans between operators and local authorities and also to judge on the appropriateness of a Quality Contract
application. If this increasing scope is to be properly executed, it is essential that the TraYc Commissioners
are given appropriate resource both to cope with the increasing workload and to ensure they have suYcient
specialist knowledge to make the right decisions.

3. Quality Partnership Schemes (Clauses 3–6)

3.1. As noted, we support the concept of partnership working. We have some excellent partnerships
around the UK Bus Division which are delivering real improvements to customers and contributing to
meeting local authority transport and environment objectives. The recent implementation of a Statutory
Quality Partnership in north SheYeld where First will commit to a number of quality improvements in
return for journey time improvements is an illustration of the eVectiveness of the legislation in the Transport
Act 2000.

3.2. Also in SheYeld we were delighted to be signatories, in May 2007, to the SheYeld Bus Agreement.
This is the most comprehensive voluntary partnership agreement of its type so far. Co-signatories are South
Yorkshire PTE and SheYeld City Council with all committing to a mutual objective of passenger volume
growth over a three year period with specific actions and obligations on each party.

3.3. More agreements are in the pipeline. For example, First has been supporting the local authorities
in the Avon area with ambitious major scheme bids worth some £100m of capital investment to transform
bus services in Bath, Bristol and south Gloucestershire and we have also participated in a strategy led by
GMBoA (Greater Manchester Bus Operator’s Association) demonstrating how bus operators can support
the local authorities” congestion charging proposals through partnership working.

3.4. This shows that partnership working can be eVective in delivering measures that support key
elements of urban transportation strategies. The important point is that these have all been developed
through negotiation and agreement between the key stakeholders. This is the best way to achieve delivery
and it is essential that future legislation encourages this.

3.5. We do have concerns at the lack of clarity in the draft Bill with regard to Statutory Quality
Partnerships and how this might impact on the balance between bus operators and local authorities. We
believe the principle of proportionality is critical to the success of schemes and that requirements with regard
to fares, frequencies and timings should only be included with the agreement of the operator.

4. Quality Contracts (Clauses 7–23)

4.1. Given our emphasis on partnership working, we are worried that the draft Bill may encourage some
local transport authorities to see Quality Contracts as a realistic policy option. Quality Contracts are not
the appropriate mechanism to grow the bus market. Indeed, we believe they will hinder progress given the
uncertainty they will introduce into the market and their likely cost. Operators should continue to
concentrate on their strengths: delivering bus services tailored to the needs of the market and local
authorities should focus on managing their highway networks in a way which optimises the movement of
people.

4.2. Quality Contracts would also create uncertainty amongst our workforce during the time of
transition. Given the record of the industry it seems unnecessary to create upheaval at a time when our
drivers, support staV and managers are focussing on the really important aspects of bus operation such as
delivering growth, improving customer service and working together with local authorities to find solutions
to move buses quicker through congestion. As we are delivering in all these areas, the emphasis should be
on continuing with these themes rather than the potential diversion of a Quality Contract.

5. Competition (Clause 24)

5.1 Although the primary purpose of changes to competition law in the draft Bill relate to bus services, we
would request that at the same time there should be a review of the need for OYce of Fair Trading referrals to
the Competition Commission where transport groups win rail franchises in areas where they already operate
bus services. These inquiries can be extremely costly and time consuming.
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6. Community Transport (Clauses 27–30)

6.1. We support the concept of the community transport sector playing a greater role in the provision of
local bus services. We particularly think it could be an eVective option in rural areas where it has been
increasingly diYcult to justify meeting transport needs through conventional bus provision. We do,
however, think this does require an adjustment to safety regulations to ensure that community transport
organisations have to meet the same or similar standards as conventional providers. At the moment criteria
for community transport providers are less stringent but if they are to play a greater role this needs to be
reviewed.

7. Punctuality (Clauses 31 and 32)

7.1. We fully support the extension of TraYc Commissioner powers to require local authorities to attend
or give evidence to assist their inquiries into poor punctuality.

7.2. As we have stated earlier, the biggest challenge we face as bus operators to continuous improvement
is traYc congestion. We are placing great emphasis on our managers ensuring that all aspects of punctuality
and reliability that are under our control are given appropriate consideration. This includes aspects such as
minimising breakdowns in service, ensuring services are properly staVed, monitoring on the day and after
to adjust schedules to match conditions and keeping proper records to identify problem areas.

7.3. However, we do need the co-operation of those local authorities with highway responsibility to
manage the roadspace optimally so that we can go even further with regard to punctuality and reliability.
Almost all of our operating companies are actively engaged in implementing or developing Punctuality
Improvement Partnerships (strategies where problems are identified and rectified through delivery focussed
plans drawn up by operators and local authorities) recommended by the Department for Transport
sponsored Bus Partnership Forum. However if a local authority fails to engage or deliver where it has
promised to, it is only right that it should be called to account in the same way that a bus operator already is.

8. Reforming Local Transport Governance (Clauses 38–55)

8.1. The granting of permissive powers to change the governance arrangements for PTAs, to create new
PTAs, to abolish PTAs or change their boundaries is fully supported. As congestion worsens, eVective
delivery of local transport schemes will become even more critical and having local authority structures that
are fit for purpose to meet local needs is a precursor. The London bus regulatory framework and the level
of patronage growth is often quoted as a justification for wider Quality Contract implementation but we
believe more critical is the impact of Transport for London’s highway and demand management powers
which allow it to be more eVective in its role as a public transport authority.

8.2. We believe extension of such powers to the big metropolitan areas outside London could have a
similar eVect in terms of delivering schemes more quickly and of greater substance. This will create the
environment which will allow bus operators to meet the challenges of traYc congestion more eVectively
thereby providing more punctual and reliable services which, after safety, is our customers” highest priority.

8.3. Some of our most eVective partnerships (for example York) are in areas where local authorities are
unitaries and therefore have highway as well as public transport responsibility in the same organisation. The
Avon showcase routes are also being developed in partnership with First in an area where there is a unitary
structure. The evidence is therefore already there to indicate a marrying of highway and public transport
responsibility tends to produce results quicker than where this is not the case.

8.4. It is important that powers should extend to all aspects of demand management. Local road pricing is
key but responsibility for policy with regard to on and oV street parking supply and charging is also essential.

9. Local Transport Plans and Policies (Clauses 56–63)

9.1. We fully support the replacement of Local Transport Plans with Integrated Transport Strategies and
the emphasis on delivery through the Implementation Plans. The incorporation of the bus strategy into the
Integrated Transport Strategy is also a positive step. Inclusion in the wider strategy should encourage more
thought as to how bus policies can contribute to the wider objectives and indeed how the wider transport
strategy can assist bus quality improvements.

9.2. The fact that Integrated Transport Strategies will cover a 15 year time span is appropriate as it will
more closely align local transport strategies with regional planning and strategic rail strategies which tend
to be longer term than the five year Local Transport Plans. Indeed we believe it would be beneficial if the
draft Bill required a closer alignment between the plans of local transport authorities and Network Rail
(through their Route Utilisation Strategies). This will become extremely important if local transport
authorities plan to implement local road pricing schemes which are likely to result in mode switching to rail
as well as bus with all the attendant capacity issues.

June 2007
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Memorandum from the IAM Motoring Trust DLTB 40

1. The IAM Motoring Trust was established in January 2007 as the research and advocacy arm of the
Institute of Advanced Motorists. It aims to be an independent voice for responsible motoring and road
safety research by promoting practical, evidence-based policies that will improve the safety of all road users.

2. While the provision of public transport, particularly bus services, may not be central to the IAM
Trust’s remit, its focus is on safer driving, safer roads and safer vehicles, all of which are relevant to local
transport, especially bus services.

3. The IAM Trust recognises the need for rigorous management of expenditure. However, it is concerned
that the selection, training and management of drivers and routine vehicle maintenance standards should
not be compromised because of cost controls.

4. Media reports of drivers recruited from abroad, who have inadequate training and experience to cope
safely with driving conditions and practices on busy urban and sub-urban UK roads, are a concern.
However, they are not representative of bus drivers in general. Nor do reports of transport equipment
failures relate to UK public transport as a whole. Nevertheless, the IAM Trust believes that safeguards need
to be incorporated in the provisions of the Bill, to ensure that:

[a] That drivers, irrespective of their nationality, are independently tested not only for their technical
competence to drive large passenger vehicles, but also to ensure that they are thoroughly familiar
with driving practices on UK roads. This must include proven experience of driving on the left,
as well as an understanding of road signs, not all of which are identical to those used elsewhere
in Europe.

A structured and monitored system of continuous professional development for all passenger carrying
vehicle (PCV) qualified drivers, focusing on driving safely, is an essential development.

[b] That maintenance schedules prioritise safety standards and reliability, and that cost is a secondary
consideration.

[c] That an independent testing and inspection operation, funded by a levy on public transport
operators, be put in place to ensure that minimum safeguards are being applied and are operating
eVectively. Such an operation could involve the Vehicle Operator and Services Agency (VOSA)
and could be supervised by regional TraYc Commissioners as part of their regulatory duties.

[d] That a procedure is established for reviewing the potential benefits of every bus lane prior to
approval—and to monitor continually its eVectiveness and safety record once it is operational.

June 2007

Memorandum from Transport 2000 (DLTB 41)

Local Transport Bill: Not Enough to Tackle Transport Crisis

1. Introduction

1.1 Transport 2000 is an independent campaigning and research body that represents the key transport
interests of around 40 environmental groups, transport organisations and transport unions. We bring
together people who seek to reduce the environmental and social eVects of transport through encouraging
less use of cars, lorries and planes and more use of rail, buses, trams, cycling and walking.

1.2 Transport 2000 broadly welcomes the direction of travel proposed in the draft bill. However, we are
strongly concerned that measures outlined lack the force, urgency and depth to provide real travel choices
to people, while tackling rising traYc growth, social exclusion and climate change.

1.3 We welcome proposals laid out in the draft bill to extend powers of Passenger Transport Authorities
(PTAs) and Passenger Transport Executives (PTEs) and for the establishment of new PTA/Es where
appropriate. Such measures are essential if we are to provide integrated transport networks to keep pace
with the rapid transformation of our city regions.

1.4 Better bus services, integrated with other modes of transport, are vital for the majority of people
across the country as an alternative to cars (not just in urban areas), and therefore must be treated as part
of Government policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and tackle climate change.

1.5 We propose that the TraYc Commissioners should be transformed into a passenger-focused bus
regulator, and in this case this body would be appropriate for quality contract approval. With this, and clear
guidance from the Government.

1.6 The emphasis in bus operation competition law should change to one of protecting and extending
passenger interests and the wider public interest. Competition law should be applied only when any
operators believe that they are being excluded from agreements involving other operators or where local
authorities or passenger groups believe that operator agreements/actions are against passenger/public
interests.
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1.7 Transport 2000 welcomes that Government’s recognition that public transport improvements alone
will not be suYcient to tackle congestion and climate change while provide travel choices. Road Pricing
could play a vital role in providing travel choices

Local Transport Governance

2. Transport 2000 welcomes the recognition in the draft bill that city regions should set their own
appropriate structures and requirements to best progress their own sustainable economic development,
although minimum standards from government are needed in the form of guidance. Also government needs
to actively push for experiments in diVerent forms of governance to be carried out. Allowing for variation
is not enough. Quality contracts piloting schemes must be tried in diVerent areas to see what works best for
the travelling public. The results of these experiments should inform the future development of the
regulatory framework.

2.1 Cities will in many cases be unwilling to give up power to create new PTA/PTEs, and local politicians
may be keen to avoid explicitly taking full responsibility for transport governance, which may not win
voters. Therefore, central Government needs to have backstop powers to ensure that cities decide on the
best form of governance for the area, and can plan and deliver public transport eVectively. LAs should be
fully consulted on the best form of governance and solutions but ultimately public interest must determine
what is agreed and inter-authority rivalries must not impede this. It should be possible to bring parts of other
authorities into PTAs: the Government proposals at present require PTAs to cover whole LA areas.

2.2 We welcome the provisions in the draft bill for replacing Local Transport Plans with longer term
Integrated Transport Strategies and shorter term implementation plans. We think this will be essential to
align local transport with local development frameworks and land use planning.

2.3 We support the proposal for PTA’s to be subject to a requirement to have regard to Government
policies and guidance on climate change, although we feel that needs to go much further. We recommend
that this requirement be extended to all Local Authorities and for the requirement to be measurable and
therefore accountable.

3. Rural transport

3.1 While we support simplification of system of permits outlined in the draft bill we are concerned that
the problems with transport in rural areas require more than this. The Government approach relies too
much on the voluntary sector, which is not a realistic approach in the long term. Extra funding from
government is essential to reverse the decline in rural services.

3.2 Evidence from other countries shows that they successfully knit together transport services in rural
areas into a seamless network, by integrating the travel modes “cheek to cheek” bus/rail integration and
also integration of taxis and community transport into the public transport network, sometimes through
franchising. This use of demand responsive services provides a 24hour, 7 day a week service

3.3 In this country, Lincolnshire Inter-Connect has successfully linked conventional bus services on main
corridors with demand-responsive feeder services. We therefore suggest that the Government examines
options for integrating taxi-buses, commercial dial-a-ride services and other demand responsive services into
rural transport networks. Ultimately, we believe that taxis need to be integrated with bus services and other
public transport provision, and as a first step responsibility for taxi licensing should be transferred to
transport authorities and away from district councils. Franchising of taxi services should be examined, with
integration into travelcards and ticketing.

Bus Reforms

4. Minimum national standards: meeting passenger needs

4.1 Transport 2000 organised a seminar last October for DfT that brought together a wide range of
organisations representing social groups which rely on bus services. The findings are outlined in Putting
Passengers First, page 29. The main message that emerged was that the quality of the overall journey
experience for passengers needs to be raised. A good bus service is not just about punctuality and reliability,
but a wide range of combined factors: frequency, good value for money, security for passengers (and staV),
helpful drivers, clean and unvandalised buses and bus shelters, accessible buses, and information that is
readily available and easy to use.

4.2 Service quality issues: security; customer service; cleanliness; accessibility and information need to be
taken seriously and given due weight in bus policy and regulation. The good practice that some operators
and local authorities can demonstrate in all these areas needs to become the norm for all operators and local
authorities. Although information and sharing of good practice can help, stronger action is required. We
support setting national minimum standards for bus operators and for local authorities. For local
authorities, the minimum standards would relate to bus facilities, such as bus shelters and information, but
also to priority over other traYc. For bus operators, standards would relate to staV training on customer
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service and vehicle standards and operations, with information and marketing where applicable. Between
the two lie some joint issues: monitoring and developing bus use, as well as on-bus audio-visual
announcements and real time information. These national minimum standards should be set by the
Government but policed and monitored by an independent, passenger-focused bus regulator (see below).

4.3 We welcome the Government’s proposals to improve quality partnerships but believe they should go
further, and should include these. We also welcome the proposal that voluntary partnership agreements and
quality partnership schemes could cover minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares as appropriate.
This will enable partnerships to deal with key passenger priorities which must be addressed if bus patronage
is to increase. We propose long term, area wide partnerships rather than just route-based agreements, as a
way to meet the needs of all passengers in terms of service quality as well as frequencies, timings and fares.

4.4 Government needs to promote a new framework for partnerships to make this happen, in which
agreements and schemes are formulated within the context of the Integrated Transport Strategy or Local
Transport Plans for the area. Long term, strategic planning of area-wide bus networks, backed by requisite
funding, would ensure that local authority and operator actions are in step and targeted at giving passengers
access to aVordable, frequent bus services.

5. Quality Contracts

5.1 We want to see Quality Contracts (QCs) become a real choice for local authorities and, while we fully
support the need to link these to LTPs, we are concerned however that the framework proposed is still time-
consuming, raising the prospect of prolonged uncertainty and conflict. We support the proposals in the draft
bill to make QCs easier to obtain. We propose below that the TraYc Commissioners should be transformed
into a passenger-focused bus regulator, and in this case this body would be appropriate for quality contract
approval. With this, and clear guidance from the Government, we believe that the need for an independent
appeal body is unnecessary (and are not convinced that the Transport Tribunal is appropriate anyway). The
length of quality contracts also needs to be considered: if significant private investment is required, longer
contracts will be needed and we support the Government’s proposals on this.

5.2 The proposals laid out in the draft bill currently leave the initiative with local authorities to propose
QCs, but we would like to see the Government actively promoting monitored experiments with diVerent
kinds of QCs and Quality Partnerships, ranging from highly specified contracts as in London through to a
more loosely specified framework based around targets for modal shift/ mode share (though including
outline minimum services/ maximum fares). In the latter case, which is indeed envisaged on p42 of “Putting
Passengers First”, some revenue risk could remain with operators. The point of the pilots will be to see how
far in practice the quality and quantity of bus service improve under diVerent regimes and also if authorities
with more powers available to them adopt bolder local transport plans with stronger demand management
measures. We therefore suggest that the Government invite bids for experimental pilot quality contracts of
diVerent kinds, to test out which work best and in what circumstances. The requirement for a bus plan with
supportive measures should however remain as a basic criterion for any bid.

5.3 The proposed replacement of the “only practicable way” test with a series of public interest criteria
is welcomed with recognition that strong guidance from central government is essential.

6. Competition legislation

6.1 Current competition law means that in practice operators are deterred from practical co- operation
which would be in the interests of passengers, such as agreements to accept other operators” tickets or to
run regular interval services on multi-operator routes. We argue that such agreements—which under present
OYce of Fair Trading (OFT) rules can be reached only through detailed and time-consuming negotiations
with OFT oYcials and/or local authorities—are also in the wider public interest in terms of making public
transport as a whole more attractive and hence reducing car use, with consequent environmental benefits,
but that this is not taken into account at all in current OFT guidance or operations.

6.2 The emphasis in competition law as applied to bus operations should change to one of protecting and
extending passenger interests and the wider public interest. Competition law should be applied only when
any operators believe that they are being excluded from agreements involving other operators or where local
authorities or passenger groups believe that operator agreements are against passenger/public interests.

6.3 Transport 2000 has commissioned work to asses the legality of the way in which competition law has
been interpreted with respect to bus services, and to see how the public interest both for passengers and the
wider environment can be given primacy in law.



3721511040 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:17:34 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 221

7. Passenger focused bus regulator

7.1 The Government’s paper envisages broadening the role of the TraYc Commissioners in relation to
punctuality and to encompass local authorities as well as operators. This change represents an opportunity
to rethink the current approach, in the interests of putting passengers first and increasing bus patronage.

7.2 Passengers currently do not understand who runs the buses and who to turn to when things go wrong;
the mechanism for following through complaints needs to be made much more visible. What is needed is a
public-facing body which monitors minimum service quality standards in addition to punctuality and keeps
a watching brief on the key factors that influence passenger satisfaction.

7.3 We suggest that the TraYc Commissioners need to become part of a new, fully fledged bus regulator
and statutory complaints body for bus passengers. The bus industry was the only utility to be privatised in
the 1980’s without the parallel creation of a passenger watchdog. Yet this is urgently needed to guarantee
minimum standards of service quality as well as punctuality, so that passenger needs can be taken into
account and bus patronage can grow.

7.4 A new bus regulator would need a clear brief and a budget. The brief we propose can be summarised
as: to promote bus use and improvements in the quality, quantity and accessibility of bus services, and
integration between buses and other modes.

7.5 In terms of funding, the extra powers and duties promised to the Commissioners by the Government
do not come with extra resources, yet to exercise stronger powers over punctuality will require detailed
monitoring, which the Commissioners currently have no resources to do. Monitoring and inspection of
minimum standards for bus services should be a core part of the role of the bus regulator and needs to be
properly resourced (the roll-out of real time information and associated vehicle location systems will help
here).

7.6 A bus regulator could also take on the economic regulation of the industry currently exercised by the
OYce of Fair Trading (much as the ORR exercises this regulation for the rail industry). The bus regulator
could keep an independent check on the value for money from bus subsidy and trends in bus costs and fares.
It could also make recommendations on current and future minimum standards.

7.7 If the Government decides not to go as far as creating a fully fledged bus regulator, it will at least have
to rethink the brief and role of the Commissioners and the Senior Commissioner in particular. The new brief
outlined in the draft bill is substantially diVerent from the current role and this should be reflected in primary
legislation.

8. Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG)

8.1 Transport 2000 feels that continuing to subsidise operators to burn fuel is indefensible and contrary
to government climate strategies. Hence, we support proposals in the draft bill to explore a new focus for
BSOG.

8.2 Transport 2000 welcomes proposals that link BSOG to achieving desired outcomes. However, we
have concerns that some of the options for changing BSOG could have unforeseen negative impacts; for
example, on its own, a link to patronage could disadvantage rural areas. The current system is also cheap
to administer and relatively proof against fraud; any replacement should be measured against this. One
option would be to extend the rebate but require operators to pursue green vehicles strategies and marketing
bus services.

Road Pricing

9 Transport 2000 shares the government’s recognition that public transport solutions alone are not
suYcient to improve our transport system and that road pricing could play a significant role in tackling
congestion and making possible low carbon travel choices for people. We support the proposals in the draft
bill but want to see the Government pursue other routes to develop road pricing, such as lorry road user
charging and a fleet-based voluntary scheme along the lines of that used by Norwich Union to trial pay-as-
you-drive insurance.

9.1 We recommend that minimum standards for local road pricing schemes should be developed, for
example the provision of public transport investment before implementation of any scheme. The minimum
standards for public transport referred to above may help this

Recommendations for Action

1. To invite bids for experimental pilot quality contracts/quality partnerships of diVerent kinds, to test
out which work best and in what circumstances.

2. To transform the TraYc Commissioners into a new, fully fledged bus regulator and statutory
complaints body for bus passengers, with a clear brief and an extended budget. The brief we propose can
be summarised as: to promote bus use and improvements in the quality, quantity and accessibility of bus
services, and integration between buses and other modes.
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3. To extend the requirement for PTAs to have regard to government policies and guidance on climate
change to all Local Authorities and for the requirement to be measurable and in so doing so make the
requirement accountable.

4. To promote a new framework for partnerships based on areas rather than routes, in which agreements
and schemes are formulated within the context of the Integrated Transport Strategy or Local Transport
Plans for the area.

5. To make the setting up of new PTA areas as easy as possible by empowering Government with
backstop powers to assist cities in deciding on the best form of governance for the area, and implementing
public transport solutions. LAs should be fully consulted on the best form of governance and solutions but
ultimately public interest must determine what is agreed.

6. To examine options for integrating taxi-buses, commercial dial-a-ride services and other demand
responsive services into rural transport networks with adequate funding.

7. The emphasis in competition law as applied to bus operations should change to one of protecting and
extending passenger interests and the wider public interest.

8. For local Road pricing pilot schemes to progress in parallel with minimum standard criteria from
government. Minimum standards need to include: the provision of public transport investment before
implementation of any scheme, etc.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Community Transport Association (DLTB 42)

1. Introduction—The Community Transport Association

1.1. The CTA is a rapidly growing national charity giving voice and providing leadership, learning and
enterprise support to member organisations, which are delivering innovative transport solutions to achieve
social change. The CTA is the representative body for third sector passenger transport operators in the UK.

2. Overview

2.1. The CTA welcomes the contents of the draft Local Transport Bill with three significant reservations.
Nevertheless, this consultation response seeks to create more positive opportunities for the proposed
measures to fulfil the intended strategy and aims.

2.2. The CTA does not agree with the plan to remove the ability of designated bodies to issue Small Bus
Permits. The present system, which to our knowledge has not been shown to have any significant diYculties
or failings, is very cost eVective for local authorities and the voluntary sector and we are concerned that this
may not be the case once the responsibility is transferred to the TraYc Commissioner. As an alternative, we
believe that existing legislation could be used to rationalise the number of designated bodies to encompass
those that are able to oVer advice and promote best practice in the operation of minibuses. This requirement
can be best achieved by those designated bodies that issue large numbers of permits every year and have
developed the required unbiased expertise.

2.3. The CTA does not agree with the proposed requirement for Section 19 permit vehicles, below nine
seats, to only operate when separate fares apply. For a variety of reasons (environmental, cost eVectiveness
and increasing the number of volunteers able to drive) voluntary and community sector transport operators
are increasingly considering the use of smaller vehicles in preference to large minibuses, but currently there
is no eVective legal framework to allow this. We are pleased that the Local Transport Bill seeks to address
this but we feel that restricting the use of permits to when separate fares apply is an unnecessary restriction.
Normally, minibus operations are charged on a group basis and it is anticipated that smaller vehicle will be
used in the same way. The CTA believes that that the requirement to use separate fares when operating
Section 19 permit vehicles that are smaller than nine seats should be removed from the proposal.

2.4. The CTA feel that the Department for Transport should embrace other Government policies and
the proposed legislation should go further in encouraging the role that Third Sector transport operators can
play in delivering a more inclusive society. As a consequence we feel that the legislation should place a duty
on all transport authorities in England and Wales to actively encourage the third sector (voluntary and
community groups and social enterprises) to become engaged in delivering public services and supporting
the objectives of local transport plans.
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3. Traffic Commissioners Issuing all Section 19 Permits

3.1. The CTA has serious concerns about the suggestion within the proposal that the TraYc
Commissioners should be the only source of Section 19 Small Bus Permits.

3.2. In the Explanatory Notes (para 76) this is justified with the words:

3.2.1. “A further eVect of the amendments is to simplify the system by requiring all future permits to
be issued by the traYc commissioner for the area in which the vehicle has its operating centre. The
existing provision in section 19(7) of the TA 1985 which enables “designated bodies” to grant such
permits is repealed”.

3.3. The financial eVects of all the proposal is summed up in para 185 and 186 as follows:

3.3.1. “Any additional net costs to central government arising from the provisions are expected to be
modest in scale, and capable of being met from within overall Departmental Expenditure Limits.”

3.4. By comparison with other work done by the TraYc Commissioners, the fee for the Section 19 Small
Bus Permit is low. This may be being kept at this level by two factors.

3.4.1. Other designated bodies are able to issue these permits and, in general, they are free or involve
a very small fee. (The CTA charges £7)

3.4.2. The work involved in issuing these permits is relatively small because no long term records are
kept (see below) and there are limited background checks on applications. Each TraYc
Commissioner issued an average of less than 200 Section 19 small bus permits during the year
2005–06. (The CTA has issued 435 within the last 12 months)

3.5. Given this situation, the CTA believes that, once the change is introduced the two factors above, plus
the increase in workload for the TraYc Commissioners may present a need for the fee level to rise. With a
monopoly of supply, the TraYc Commissioners will revert to their established approach (which the CTA
would normally support) to ensure that the true cost of administering any licensing function is fully
recovered from the fee. Under the proposals each TraYc Commissioner would issue over 500 small bus
permits a year (ignoring any increase caused by this proposal). We feel this will highlight the cost of the
clerical and administrative eVort involved, which is probably already more than the fee income received.

3.6. Additionally, any future minor failing in the process of issuing permits, for example, the issuing of
a permit to inappropriate organisation (the CTA is aware of isolated examples) could result in a case being
made for additional checking and verification processes. This would, by then, be within the authority of the
TraYc Commissioners to introduce. There is also a particular concern that the various advisory documents
issued by VOSA could be construed to cause site and vehicle inspections before permits are issued, in a
similar way to the processes involved in PSV licensing. Both these issues are likely to cause further increases
in the fee.

3.7. The CTA understands that the TraYc Commissioners do not keep records of Section 19 permit
applications before various dates. We also understand that the CTA is likely to be one of a few, if not the
only, designated body that holds complete records for all the permits that it has issued. This further indicates
that additional recording processes are likely to be introduced, further escalating the costs involved and
eventually the fee.

3.8. The CTA is aware of minor failings in the systems used by the TraYc Commissioners, other
designated bodies and local authorities. However, there is no evidence of any material problems with the
current arrangement.

3.9. Existing legislation (Section 19 (7) of the Transport Act 1985) allows the Secretary of State to amend
the list of designated bodies able to issue permits and the CTA would certainly support a review of the list.
Criteria that would be appropriate could be agreed with the sector. These might include:

3.9.1. Removal of designated bodies that have issued less than a minimum number of permits over a
set period (in a similar way to the way in which the CRB has reduced the number of Umbrella
Bodies for the purposes of criminal records checking—which was introduced to improve quality
and reduce errors). The CTA is aware that several designated bodies have already ceased to issue
permits and now have arrangements with the CTA for us to supply them.

3.9.2. Removal of organisations from the list who are also vehicle operators (to establish appropriate
roles for the bodies involved in issuing and receiving permits). The CTA provides support to
prospective applicants for permits and it is useful, on occasions, to adopt a robust position when
applicant organisations do not meet our criteria or are not prepared to meet the “best practice”
standards we have set.

3.10. Such a review would not require primary legislation.

3.11. Leaving the process of issuing Section 19 permits in the hands of a smaller number of designated
bodies would enable the CTA to continue to fulfil its current role of advising and, to some extent, controlling
the permit issuing process and thereby retaining the quality and safety of the transport undertaken by the
voluntary and community sector. The CTA oVers driver training and assessment schemes, health and safety
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information including risk assessments, legal advice and much more support to organisations applying for
permits. It is suggested that this level of intervention would be beyond the remit of the TraYc Commissioners
in any circumstances.

3.12. The CTA is aware that the length of time taken by TraYc Commissioners to issue permits has
caused problems for some applicants and believes that the designated body network is more responsive to
the needs of applicants in processing such requests.

4. Separate Fares on Section 19 Permit Vehicles Smaller than Nine Passenger Seats

4.1. The CTA requested that Section 19 permits should be applicable to smaller vehicles—less than 8
passenger seats. This has been incorporated into the proposals by using the definition “public service
vehicle”. The eVect of this particular way of changing the legislation means that these smaller vehicles can
only be used under a “separate fares” arrangement. Several idiosyncrasies are caused by the proposal.

4.2. Many local community transport (CT) groups give support to the rest of the voluntary sector with
transport. The local voluntary groups typically hiring a CT minibus with a volunteer driver to take them to
a chosen destination. The money flow in these circumstances usually starts with the individual passengers
paying to the club organising the journey. This could be either as a direct payment for transport costs (ie
the mother of a child going to play 5-a-side football) or indirectly as part of a subscription to a club (ie people
aVected by a particular medical condition pay a membership fee, which, in turn, pays for the transport). The
voluntary sector club then by becoming a member of the CT is allowed access to the transport service and
receives an invoice for the supply of transport with a driver from the CT.

4.3. When this model is transferred to the proposed legislation, the test of separate fares would be met if
the vehicle were to be stopped at the roadside. The passengers would clearly state that had each paid
separately to travel in the vehicle. However, the permit holder (the CT) would be reimbursed their costs
through a single invoice, a group transport charge, which would have VAT added if the CT was VAT
registered.

4.4. It is not clear in these circumstances whether everyone involved would agree that the test of “separate
fares” had been met.

4.5. Similar situations that could be hypothetically created by these scenarios include:

4.5.1. By paying a penny, each member of a group, could buy their seat on the transport, where the
transport costs are raised by an inclusive subscription eg membership.

4.5.2. Each voluntary group could have to hold a separate Section 19 permit in order to prove that
separate fares have been paid, which would inevitably lead to confusion with many discs being
removed and replaced on a regular basis.

4.5.3. Local authorities that allow Section 19 operators to bid for Home to School contracts could be
allowed to contract a CT to use an accessible MPV to take one child to school but two children
could not be carried even though there would be space for a second passenger.

4.5.4. The CT could have to issue tickets to passengers in an MPV to prove separate fares.

4.6. The CTA is also concerned that the definition of a Public Service Vehicle (PSV) in the Public
Passenger Vehicles Act 1981 (PPVA) could mean that a number of small vehicles, which may be operated
under a Section 19 as proposed by this Bill, could not meet the definition. The PPVA defines a PSV below
nine passenger seats [Section 1 (1) b] as one being “used for carrying passengers for hire and reward at
separate fares in the course of a business of carrying passengers’. Many voluntary and community
organisations would struggle to meet the requirement to be engaged in a “business of carrying passenger”.
We have examples of scout groups and schools that are now using MPVs in place of minibuses due to driver
licensing constraints. They would find it diYcult to meet this definition.

4.7. Under the same legislation Section 1 (4) (a) has the eVect of preventing a vehicle retaining its status
as a PSV if the fare charging rate is set at or below the cost of operating the vehicle. This is likely to occur
on some occasions and would eVectively nullify the Section 19 permit issued under the new proposals.

4.8. In para 2.69 of the Regulatory Impact Assessment there seems to be concern that PHV or taxi
licences would also be required if vehicles smaller than nine seats were operated under a permit. The view
of the CTA is that the existing restrictions covering the bodies that can use permits and the purpose of the
transport they provide are suYcient controls to allow such vehicles to be excluded from the requirement of
the Public Passenger Vehicles Act.

5. The Role that the Third Sector can play in Delivering a more Inclusive Society

5.1. The CTA supports the main strategic intentions of the bill and believes that securing a cost eVective
and eYcient public transport system, which can be and is used by everyone will provide this England and
Wales with tremendous gains economically and socially, and will promote community cohesion to the levels
that we have not seen for many years.
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5.2. The Government is right to look for a compromise between full state control of major infrastructure
elements, which tends to make public services unresponsive, and an unregulated chaos where service
specifications are determined by potential profit levels.

5.3. At a more detailed level, the CTA is concerned that the impact of the proposals on small firms and
the voluntary sector has not been taken into account.

5.4. The Regulatory Impact Assessments para 2.86 (also mentioned in 2.41) states that the Government
will be:

5.4.1. “. . . exploring options for ensuring that local authorities have due regard to the impact on small
firms ..” .

5.5. It then goes on to say that:

5.5.1. “. . . a local authority would need to ensure that the contractual process and the size of individual
contracts would be designed to protect the interests of passengers, and to maintain eVective
competition for future contracts..”

5.6. In the view of the CTA, none of the aspirations of these two extracts are included in the primary
legislation and, without doing so, the present proposal will see smaller Third Sector organisations being
excluded from involvement in the more regulated environment envisaged.

5.7. This is of particular concern to the CTA because it would also adversely aVect community transport
organisations and social enterprises.

5.8. This predicted impact is contrary to stated Government policies.

5.9. The Government has already stated their support for the third sector (voluntary and community
sector and social enterprises) in the following documents:

5.9.1. Partnership in Public Services: An Action Plan for Third Sector Involvement—The Cabinet
OYce—OYce of the Third Sector

5.9.2. Social enterprise action plan—Scaling new heights—The Cabinet OYce—OYce of the Third
Sector

5.9.3. Strong and prosperous communities—White paper from the Department for Communities and
Local Government.

5.10. The CTA would propose that the legislation should place a duty on all transport authorities in
England and Wales to actively encourage the third sector to become engaged in supporting the objectives
of local transport plans and delivering public services.

5.11. The eVect of such an addition would be to ensure that in areas where quality contracts are
implemented, due regard would be given to the contribution that third sector organisations could make. It
would also facilitate the use of public money, under the control of such transport authorities, for capacity
building, infrastructure projects and business development support for these emerging sections of the
country’s social economy.

5.12. On a related matter, the CTA appreciates the principles behind road pricing, and would request that
there should be a legislative requirement that community transport is treated equally with other forms of
public transport in any road pricing scheme. This has already been agreed for congestion charging in
London.

6. Other Points

6.1. The CTA intends to include a number of other points in a more detailed response to the consultation.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Automobile Association (AA) (DLTB 43)

Introduction

The Automobile Association is Britain’s largest motoring organisation and acts as the voice of UK
motorists. Throughout its history the AA has researched, listened and campaigned on behalf of its members.

Although the concept of road user charging has been around since the 1960’s government policy is now
taking Britain’s motorists ever closer to the concept becoming a reality. Motorists are concerned and very
uncertain about what may be on the cards for them. There has been much speculation but little detail—will
it be local or will it be national? Will it be big-brother and will personal details be safeguarded? Will it work
or just be a costly IT disaster? Will I pay more or could I pay less? Will I pay more to sit in the same
congestion? Answers to these seemingly simple questions, and many others, will help shape the debate and
public appetite for changing the way we pay for and use the roads.
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The Current AA Policy Position on Road Pricing

At the start of 2007 the AA asked a representative sample of British motorists what their main motoring
concerns were. More than 82% highlighted “the cost of motoring’.

This is not surprising given that transport, and in particular motoring, is by far the largest item of
household expenditure, at over £240 per month. People are therefore rightly concerned about any new
additional financial burden being imposed on their motoring, especially when the details are so unclear.

Drivers already pay vehicle excise duty and fuel duty plus VAT for every mile they travel, while in recent
years they have been faced with the highest ever fuel prices.

Many say that they already pay more than enough, particularly when they sit in traYc jams and travel
on poor quality roads. Others say something must be done about congestion and the lack of investment,
and rationing road use by price may be the only solution.

The AA says motorists are understandably very confused about road pricing and what it would mean to
them and their families. Some already pay more on top of their motoring tax without much complaint, for
example on the M6 toll (for an easier journey) or in London (where everyone knows congestion is serious
and good public transport exists). However, the motoring public and the AA remain to be convinced that
going any further with charging will be good for Britain.

If congestion can be eased and investment improved by a fair and totally transparent realignment of how
we pay for our motoring, it is worth serious discussion. The AA will contribute to the debate and work to
ensure that clarity and honesty overcomes myth and speculation.

The Draft Local Transport Bill (road charging aspects)

The AA welcomes publication of the Bill which will pave the way for pilot schemes which will test the
practicality and acceptability of local road charging schemes. The AA makes the following observations
about local charging schemes:

1. These schemes must be clear about what the “contract” is with those who pay the charge. Unlike a
national scheme, under which the government could adjust fuel duty and road tax, local charging
schemes can only add to road user costs. These costs will fall hardest on those less able to pay but
who may still have need to use their vehicles to access employment or fulfil essential day to day
necessities. Paying more whilst congestion remains or worsens and with public transport
unimproved would be unacceptable. Schemes must provide innovative ways to attract support
from motorists for example, a road charging local “season ticket” might provide for 5 journeys
into the charging area by car which could be doubled to 10 if these trips were made using public
transport.

2. The costs and benefits of local charging schemes must make full economic sense and undergo strict
financial scrutiny before implementation. Traditional demand management measures eg access
control, UTC systems, parking strategies, bus lanes and park and ride are very often the most
eVective and aVordable tools to help ease congestion. Road improvements may also have merit in
some locations and represent good value for money. The rush for charging pilots must not cloud
judgement.

3. Charging technologies and back oYce systems must be non-intrusive as regards the use of personal
data. They must also be reliable and transparent with a full independent scrutiny and appeal
processes if there are errors.

4. Local road charging pilots must not place over-reliance on contraventions to support the revenue
stream. In London the experience is that, for some users, compliance is often not easy and simple
mistakes are made resulting in many penalty notices being issued. The London scheme still draws
£50m plus p.a. from penalties, some incurred by deliberate oVenders but many not.

5. Exemptions and discounts for essential users, disabled people and service traYc must be agreed at
an early stage and these should apply across all local schemes.

6. Providing powers at local level to make road charging schemes creates some risk in that bold
authorities could go too far whilst others may not go far enough. Political accountability is
stronger at local level so this should help ensure schemes are developed and supported taking in
the broadest of views.

7. Creating a much greater role for PTA’s provides an opportunity for a strong framework for making
all forms of transport work better across local authority boundaries. However, PTA’s are one step
removed from full political accountability.

8. The AA is concerned about the risks involved in leaving all decision making, regarding
implementation of a scheme, to the authority promoting it. Road charging will make a highly
significant impact on the local environment, economy and individuals lives. It is worrying that
there is; (i) no duty to consult (ii) no requirement for the Secretary of State to approve a scheme
(iii) no requirement for the Secretary of State to hold a public inquiry into a scheme.
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9. Whilst national guidance and regulations should help encourage consistency and quality the AA
remains concerned about what could be done about a failing or recalcitrant charging authority.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Audit Commission (DLTB 44)

The Audit Commission is an independent body responsible for ensuring that public money is spent
economically, eYciently and eVectively, to achieve high-quality local services for the public. Our remit
covers around 11,000 bodies in England, which between them spend more than £180 billion of public money
each year. Our work covers local government, health, housing, community safety and fire and rescue
services.

As an independent watchdog, we provide important information on the quality of public services. As a
driving force for improvement in those services, we provide practical recommendations and spread best
practice. As an independent auditor, we ensure that public services are good value for money and that public
money is properly spent.

Summary and recommendations

Summary

1. The Audit Commission would draw the Select Committee’s attention to the following key points:

— That transport underpins the social and economic activity of society and therefore planning for
transport should be consistent with the wider ambitions and plans of an area;

— That strong leadership and partnership working are essential to successful delivery of increased bus
passenger numbers;

— That in reforming the arrangements for delivery of transport functions, especially those connected
with public transport, the formal governance arrangements need to enable strong local leadership
and partnership working but will not in themselves create it; and

— That there needs to be strong arrangements for accountability.

Detailed response

Introduction

2. The Audit Commission audits and inspects under its various powers the delivery of transport functions
by councils and Passenger Transport Authorities (PTAs). In December 2005 it jointly published with the
National Audit OYce a report that examined the delivery chain for the DfT’s bus passenger Public Service
Agreement (12% increase in passenger numbers by 2010 with growth in every English Region).

3. This response draws on the learning gathered by Audit Commission staV from these sources. In so
doing we have confined our responses to those questions where our work has provided evidence and where
we therefore have something pertinent to say.

4. As a general point, the consultation paper rightly indicates that transport is a key factor in the social,
economic and environmental frameworks nationally and locally. However the consultation document does
not recognise that coherence between diVerent strands of policy is essential if good outcomes are to be
achieved. Transport is not an end in itself but it does underpin just about all other aspects of social and
economic life.

5. At local level this is likely to mean coherence between diVerent strategies and statutory plans, for
example the Local Transport Plan, Local Development Framework and economic development strategy.
All these should flow from Community Strategies drawn up by Local Strategic Partnerships and reflected
the priorities set out in the new Local Area Agreements. We would strongly urge the Select Committee to
bear this in mind when considering responses to this consultation, especially those that relate to the
governance arrangements.

Responses to the Questions for Consultation

Q1: What are your views on the proposals relating to: (c) Quality Contracts?

6. The proposals as set out do not attempt to create a diVerent basic model for public transport service
delivery but build on the existing deregulated approach that has operated outside London for some years.
In the main it continues to rely on private sector operators determining how and where to provide bus
services, with the public sector still subsidising socially necessary but commercially uneconomic services.
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Our delivery chain report found that, with strong leadership and good working between councils and bus
operators, significant increases in bus passenger patronage could be achieved in both the regulated (London)
and deregulated environments.

7. Those transport authorities outside London that gave evidence to our delivery chain report frequently
spoke of the impracticality of the current provisions to establish quality contracts. The proposals to establish
a test of public interest may in practice make it possible to partially re-regulate where it can be shown to be
in the public interest. However the practicality will depend on the detail that is not yet available in the shape
of guidance etcetera. It should be a significant and profound step to move into a quality contract
arrangement, but at the same time the process should not be so diYcult as to be impractical or extremely
expensive.

8. While we would support the concept of quality contracts (ie partial re-regulation where it can be shown
to be in the public interest), we noted significantly higher costs in the uniquely regulated environment of
London compared to the unregulated examples we examined. Costs per passenger journey in 2004/05 in
London were 31pence whereas in metropolitan areas outside London the equivalent figure was 11pence
(note neither figure includes concessionary fares). However, our report did not examine whether this
relationship is the consequence of the regulatory system over and above the impact of deliberate policy
choices to invest in bus services.

Governance Arrangements

9. We noted in our delivery chain report that the authorities outside London that had succeeded in
significantly increasing bus patronage were stand alone cities. Most frequently they were unitary councils
(eg Brighton, Reading, or York) with a fairly distinct travel to work area and rural hinterlands. But clearly
the pattern is not replicated across all unitary councils and some two tier areas have successfully delivered
growth too.

10. At the same time, none of the existing metropolitan areas outside London had succeeded in increasing
overall passenger numbers, although there has been evidence of significant improvements on some key
routes following establishment of quality partnerships, but not enough to reverse the overall trends towards
the decline in patronage. Very recent evidence suggests that the changes to concessionary fares may have
increased bus patronage or reduced the rate of decline in some areas.

11. As part of work we have carried out for some Passenger Transport Authorities we have noted that,
although the PTA is composed of representatives from its constituent councils there are not, as a natural
consequence, always strong links between the PTA and council. This is evidenced in tense relationships and
slow progress on some key schemes where both the PTA/PTE and the Council, as highway authority, have
had to deliver key elements.

12. We conclude from this that, while the basic governance structures may help the development and
growth of public transport usage, more important is the leadership shown at a local level and the degree of
commitment across all the partners to delivering a balanced package of measures that worked in the local
context.

13. The draft proposals for new governance structures may enable closer working between the key local
players as envisaged, but will not in themselves deliver improvement unless there is a deeper willingness to
deliver across a range of policy issues such as land use and economic planning, parking, charging structures,
road pricing and so on.

14. So while the Audit Commission does not feel that there is anything fundamentally wrong with the
draft bill’s proposals, on their own they will not deliver growth in passenger numbers.

Q6 Do you agree that Governance arrangements in the metropolitan areas outside London require reform?

15. We would agree that change is needed but that changes to the formal framework will not in themselves
build strong relationships nor create agreement about the way forwards.

Q7 Do you agree that there is a need for flexible arrangements which allow for variation in the governance
developed for diVerent areas?

16. It would seem sensible that the governance arrangements are tailored to suit local circumstances. We
note the new emerging landscape of Local Area Agreements set out in the recent Local Government White
Paper and the prospect of Multi-Area agreements. In the light of this, flexible arrangements are appropriate.
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Q8 Do you agree that the cities themselves should be asked to publish proposals on revised governance? Do you
have views on which body or bodies should be asked to prepare these proposals?

17. It is diYcult to be prescriptive about this. The complex picture of political boundaries that constitute
many cities and major towns in both single tier and two tier areas suggests that a flexible approach is needed
with a test that there is at least a broad agreement between the relevant authorities for the area concerned.
There may be a case for putting the responsibility for transport under the aegis of the Local Strategic
Partnership, possibly alongside other functions such as economic development.

Q9 Do you agree that the Bill should enable broad changes, or there should be limitations on what change
should be allowed?

18. It would seem appropriate that broad changes are enabled by the Bill to cope with the likely range
of local circumstances.

Q10 Do you think that the power to review and amend governance arrangements should allow development over
time, or should the powers lapse after an initial review?

19. There seems to be little case for a finite window of opportunity in which governance arrangements
can be reviewed and altered. Our work suggests that bus operators are looking for long term stability before
they commit to investment. This would need to be within reasonably stable structures; therefore the ability
to evolve successful arrangements would seem preferable to a single attempt to get it right.

Q11 Do you agree with the changes we are proposing to the powers and duties of PTAs in all the
metropolitan counties?

20. Leadership and strong partnership working are key elements in successfully delivering successful
policies, but there needs to be accountability too. For example, in London the role of the Mayor and TfL
has been a key factor and, in this example, there is also a clear political accountability. However the potential
changes to PTAs risk leaving them as powerful local organisations without the local accountability. It is
diYcult to see in the current proposals how accountability will be established alongside other reforms

Q12 Do you agree with the proposed changes to local transport plans . . .Should these changes be applied only
to the metropolitan counties or should they be applied elsewhere, for example to other city regions?

21. We have no strong views about the changes to local transport plans but would draw the Select
Committee’s attention to the need for transport plans to be well linked to the overall social, environmental
and economic ambitions and plans of the local area(s) that they serve.

Reference

Delivery Chain Analysis for Bus Services in England:

Jointly published by the National Audit OYce and Audit Commission, December 2005. ISBN 0-10-
293342-1

June 2007

Memorandum from the North StaVs Rail Promotion Group (DLTB 45)

In general we welcome the measures in the draft bill. However, it appears that only in major urban areas
where there is a PTA, is there the opportunity, as expressed in Clause 57 for the development of policies “for
the promotion and encouragement of safe, integrated, eYcient and economic transport to, from and within
their area.”—as well as “the power to promote well-being” (clause 60).

The Bill appears to remain silent on the opportunity for developing integrated public transport in urban
areas which are not PTAs for, in such areas, in general local authorities have no powers for ensuring bus
and rail times co-ordinate or for influencing rail services which meet local/regional transport needs.

The draft Bill does give powers for the establishment of New PTAs (clause 39), but it is stipulated that
this can happen only if the entire territory of both authorities is covered. This is inflexible.

Consider the North StaVordshire conurbation of Stoke-on-Trent, Newcastle under Lyme and
StaVordshire Moorlands, with a combined population of over half a million. Public Transport provision
could be comprehensively advanced if there was a PTA covering the conurbation’s travel-to-work area.
However the commuter area covers the Unitary Authority of Stoke and districts of North StaVordshire,
South Cheshire and South West Derbyshire—parts of four transport authorities in three government
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regions (West Midlands, North West & East Midlands). South Cheshire is six miles away from the centre
of Stoke at closest approach; the distance from Stoke on Trent to Kinver at the other end of StaVordshire
is 50 miles. Therefore it makes no sense for a PTA to be established for Stoke and StaVordshire.

There should be the opportunity of setting up a PTA which includes a central urban authority working
with neighbouring transport authorities, but just within district council areas from within which a significant
number of travel-to-work journeys originate. In this way the PTA can be constructed to meet the local public
transport needs of users without artificial restrictions imposed by the historical “accidents” of local
authority boundaries.

We would ask if this modification to the drafting of the Bill could be considered.

June 2007

Memorandum from Dr John Disney, North Trent University (DLTB 46)

Thank you for inviting me to comment on this draft Bill. Whilst I accept that the summer recess has
compressed the time available for comment, it is ironic that the current government has had ten years to
sort out this inherited transport mess (especially regarding buses) but expects feedback in ten days.
Accordingly my comments will be brief, concentrating upon my areas of expertise.

(1) Transport Governance

The opportunity to propose the establishment of new PTA’s is very welcome as many county and unitary
authority boundaries are arbitrarily drawn and many journeys pass through two or three authorities.
Obvious candidates for PTA’s are the East Midlands (Notts, Derbys & Leics) and Bristol and surrounding
counties.

(2) Bus regulatory reforms

It is now blindingly obvious to all except the shareholders of large bus companies that deregulation has
not worked. However this does not mean that we should return to the pre-1986 situation. OV road
competition for Quality Contracts (QC’s) (ie franchises) would maintain a competitive market and allow
individual operators to demonstrate flair and innovation just as we have seen on the railways (eg Midland
Mainline; Chiltern; GNER)

The farces of the current deregulated market are demonstrated on my own doorstep every day. Integrated
ticketing is rare and is actually breaking up in Derbyshire as Trent Barton takes a more competitive stance;
Sunday services are provided by an operator based over 20 miles away whilst fleets of buses remain idle at
garages en route; bus stations face demolition and relocation as developers realise that there are better
returns to made by developing retail outlets at prime locations; new services spring up using large sums of
public money chasing a speculative market whilst established services are cut leaving non-car users isolated
from essential services; free concessionary passes lead to overcrowding of some services mid-morning whilst
tendered services are cut to meet the shortfall in council budgets as a result of operators demanding more
recompense for carrying “freebies”.

Bus services in Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire are now more expensive, less reliable, less customer
friendly and in many cases less frequent than at any point in the last thirty years. Many operators have no
spare vehicles or staV so when modern buses fail (which is more often than one would expect given the
improvements in the reliability of cars, trains and aeroplanes) or a major incident causes severe congestion,
services are just cancelled and passengers left stranded. This did not happen in the past because operators
used to have a social conscience but this is now limited to a very small number of operators.

It is hoped therefore that the introduction of QC’s will be made much easier where they are clearly going
to be in the best interests of the customer and local authority. It is furthermore hoped that a resolution will
be determined regarding BSOG. My previous research (submitted to CfIT) indicated that BSOG should be
abolished with the savings targeted on marginal and socially necessary services. Well patronised (mainly
urban) bus services could absorb the increased fuel costs (remember about 85% of costs are non-fuel) and
this could be the much needed catalyst to encourage manufacturers to produce more eYcient vehicles or
utilise alternative fuels. Operators would also be encouraged to reduce “dead mileage” if they had to pay
the full cost of fuel.
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(3) Local Road Pricing Schemes

It is vital that these are allowed to proceed as they are the only viable of source of revenue available to
local authorities to support the improvements required in local transport. For example, road pricing in
Nottingham, Derby and Leicester could provide a new East Midlands PTA with the revenue stram to
support an extension of Nottingham’s tram system; new bus based rapid transit systems on core corridors
in Derby and Leicester and a comprehensive network of bus and train services across the three counties and
into the adjoining PTA’s.

Accordingly the additional discretion proposed for LA’s regarding the implementation of local road
pricing schemes is welcomed.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Road Users’ Alliance (RUA) (DLTB 47)

Summary of Road Users” Alliance (RUA) position:

RUA’s comments on the Draft Local Transport Bill are restricted solely to Chapter 5: Taking forward
local road pricing schemes.

1. The increase in the use of public transport should be seen against the far higher increase in the use of
private transport, which is the result of higher levels of car ownership and new use, rather than increased
“dependency” by existing owners. This growth will be substantially unaVected by increased use of public
transport.

2. In the country as a whole, the ability to travel freely is seriously impaired now and will become very
grave over the medium term, on account of a fundamental lack of capacity. Inter-urban congestion is
economically and environmentally damaging and low specification roads increase the severe risks of traYc
accidents.

3. Public transport does oVer specific benefits when dealing with high point-to-point demand, where the
start point is accessible to a high number of passengers heading for the same destination. This is most
common in regard to major hubs such as city and town centres, ports and airports.

4. The key to reducing town and city centre congestion is therefore to enable travellers to drive to car
parks which provide easy access by foot, or to park-and-ride facilities, including railway station car parks.

5. RUA accepts that car use in town and city centres may have to be “rationed” by the use of road charges
or access fees. But the funds raised from these charges must be used transparently, to improve car access to
interchanges and the onward public transport services.

6. These improvements should include on line/mobile phone access to timetables and real time journey
times, fares and ticketing and car park space reservation and fees.

7. The establishment of traYc commissioners as independent “travellers” champions” will go some way
to reassure the general public regarding the motives of local authorities in their charging and penalties in
regard to motorists.

8. The access to town centres by delivery and service vehicles is a crucial issue. If town centre retail outlets
are penalised by high supply costs their viability will be threatened. However, much city centre congestion
is exacerbated by delivery vehicles causing choke points. This suggests that controls on night time deliveries
will have to be relaxed to provide a low-cost window when access is easiest.

9. The interoperability of technology not only across the UK but also across the EU will be essential: to
ensure true national and international mobility, and to ensure scale economies from internationally
marketed equipment—including their inclusion in cars at manufacture.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) (DLTB 48)

The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) welcomes this opportunity to make a submission
to the House of Commons Transport Committee on the draft Local Transport Bill.

RICS is the world’s leading professional body dealing with land, property and construction issues. It has
120,000 members worldwide, working in both the public and private sectors and in large and small
organisations. Under the terms of the Royal Charter RICS is obliged to act in the public interest in all
aspects of its work.
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General Comments

While the total level of UK carbon dioxide emissions is falling, those from transport have risen from 27%
in 1990 to 33% in 2004 and this upward trend is are projected to continue.38

The transport sector as a whole is large and varied, incorporating both public and private travel, and has
local, national and international considerations. RICS recognises that devising eVective policies to generate
a meaningful reduction in carbon emissions will be challenging but nevertheless should be a key Government
priority as part of the drive to reduce the UK’s total carbon emission levels. Disappointingly to date the
Government appears to have concentrated on reducing carbon emissions in the built environment sector,
particularly the housing and commercial sectors, rather than the transport sector and we believe that only
when a holistic approach is taken, incorporating both carbon reduction from the built environment and
transport sectors, will any meaningful change be achieved.

We recognise that transport is one of the most technically and politically diYcult sectors in which to
reduce emissions, partly due to the widespread behavioural changes required, but do not accept this as
justification for a lack of action.

Transport carbon emissions need to be reduced through a two pronged approach; the reduction of the
emissions footprint and by addressing the spatial relationship between the use of land and transport
infrastructure.

An increase in the use of alternative fuels sources would go some way to reducing carbon emissions but
must be coupled with a fundamental shift in transportation modes, mainly to public transport, cycling
and walking.

Higher levels of road space correspond with higher levels of traYc and in turn carbon dioxide emissions.
RICS would advocate the careful use of eVective design to reduce road space and establish communities
around well-serviced public transport hubs alongside the provision of incentives to reduce the dependence
on private cars.

RICS believes all transport modes are legitimate options of travel but advocate a modal shift to public
transport, cycling and walking where this is a realistic option and welcome moves to match the price paid
for the use of each transport option with the true cost of its provision. We do not support invisible tax
subsidies on high carbon transport.

The reduction of carbon dioxide by the transport sector must be set within a broader policy framework
and objectives of sustainability if rational market driven land use and government intervention in it is to be
both joined up and soundly based. Government must acknowledge the pricing signals that will give eVect
to its policies to reduce carbon emissions by the transport sector.

Response to the governance issues in Chapter 4

RICS believe governance from national level to local implementation level is a key area to address given
the scope which provision and pricing of transport has on relative accessibility and competitiveness across
the country.

We believe that as the use of land is dependant upon its relative accessibility the provision of co-ordinated
national policies towards the provision of transport infrastructure and regulation, and where appropriate
to the provision of services, is an essential role of national government.

Therefore the RICS supports the focus on governance of transport provision within the Bill and would
emphasise the critical nature of typing this in directly with land use planning, considering that one of the
most critical factors in planning for a sustainable future is that of the need to travel.

The extent to which governance can be delegated to a local level is therefore limited by its role within
national governance obligations and in respect of the requirement for strategic land use planning.

If local road pricing/ congestion charging schemes are to be brought forward in a way that can allow for
long term planning of land uses, within and outside any identified “local areas” they must be supported by
a nationally defined framework of implementation.

Essential elements of a nationally defined framework of implantation should include a multi-modal
approach to taxation and to transport investment. For example, the timing of public transport investment
and service delivery versus the implementation of road pricing/ congestion charging schemes and the
competition to road transport by inter-city air flights are both issues that need addressing in a co-ordinated
policy with any proposals for local road pricing/ congestion charging.

In the context of these strategic governance issues the apparent comfort that may be sought and given on
the questions relating to local governance and specific management measure in the Bill could be misleading.

June 2007

38 Environmental Audit Committee Reducing Carbon Emissions from Transport “Key Conclusions and Recommendations
from the Ninth Report”.
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Memorandum from the TraYc Commissioners (DLTB 49)

1. Introduction

1.1 TraYc Commissioners are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the proposals contained in
the Bill.

1.2 They have focussed upon the two major provisions which impact upon their functions :

a. The extension of the TraYc Commissioners’ powers in relation to the regulation of local bus
services.

b. The role of the Senior TraYc Commissioner.

2. General

2.1 The draft Local Transport Bill recognises the pivotal importance of TraYc Commissioners as
independent regulators of the bus industry.

2.2 The interpretation of the provisions relating to the creation of a statutory oYce of Senior TraYc
Commissioner and what the impact of that role will be is a matter of concern to TraYc Commissioners.
There is an issue concerning the factual accuracy of some of the statements set out by Government in the
document, in particular in relation to “inconsistency” and the “refusal” of TraYc Commissioners to
implement certain reforms. The need to safeguard the independence of TraYc Commissioners is crucial to
enable them to perform their role as independent regulators.

3. Taffic Commissioners a Regulators o te Bus Industry

3.1 The extension of the TraYc Commissioners’ role with regard to bus regulation is welcomed.

3.2 The provisions attempt to modernise methods of data collection to assess the performance of local
bus services and set out an enforcement regime which is designed to place passengers at the forefront of
passenger transport. The bus reliability statistics which are provided by an operator must be meaningful and
appropriate to an individual case.

3.3 None of the proposals can be achieved, however, unless

a. they are resourced suYciently (in particular with regard to bus punctuality enforcement measures,
the practical eVect of the proposed change to the Section 19 permits rules, and the role of the
approvals board); and

b. there is suYcient clarity as to how the proposals are designed to assure the travelling public that local
bus services will be both reliable and punctual.

3.4 Enforcement processes would be enhanced by the introduction of a requirement for buses to be
specified on PSV operators licences.

3.5 In particular, the role of the approvals board is an issue which requires considerable planning if it is
to be eVective. TraYc Commissioners are of the view that it must be a matter of Government policy that a
local TraYc Commissioner should chair the approvals board which considers an application in his or her
Area unless that TraYc Commissioner considers that the ability to act impartially as chair will be impaired.

4. Senior Traffic Commissioner

4.1 The role of the Senior TraYc Commissioner has evolved on a non-statutory basis over the past 20
years.

4.2 The Government has adopted a view that concludes that as part of its’ policy to modernise operator
licensing, a Senior TraYc Commissioner should be appointed on a statutory basis.

4.3 Whilst there are clear merits in such an approach, TraYc Commissioners require clarification that
the proposals contained in the draft Bill will bolster, rather than restrict, their judicial independence.
Commissioners are concerned that it is essential that the Senior TraYc Commissioner exercises any new
powers in a way which provides clarity and openness. They also wish to know the evidential basis for the
reasoning behind some of the conclusions set out in the Government’s document as mentioned in paragraph
2.2 above.

4.4 It should be noted that TraYc Commissioners have recently published their Modernising Agenda
which embraces the reform of operator licensing, a topic at the heart of the Government’s current
programme.
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5. Conclusion

5.1 On bus regulation, TraYc Commissioners believe that if they are given the powers set out in the draft
Bill, they will be enabled to make fair, proportionate, judicial decisions which are consistent in approach
and which make a positive contribution to ensuring that local bus services are reliable.

5.2 Until detailed proposals are formulated by Government and the Bus Partnership Forum, however,
the potential eVect of the implementation of those extended powers remains to be seen.

5.3 The role of the Senior TraYc Commissioner is a positive step by Government, and enshrines in statute
the TraYc Commissioners” current practice of issuing guidance for the industries and promoting
consistency of approach amongst themselves. The one caveat is that whatever directions are made by the
Secretary of State, they should not fetter the TraYc Commissioners’ independence.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Guide Dogs for the Blind Association and the Joint Committee
on the Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People (DLTB 50)

Introduction:

Our organisations welcome both the Government’s Draft Transport Bill and the Transport Committee’s
decision to conduct an inquiry into the bill.

Research conducted for DPTAC39 , the government’s statutory advisory committee on transport for
disabled people, found that while disabled people travel a third less often than non-disabled people, they
have a greater reliance on bus services. Within the disability community, blind and partially sighted 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.

According to “Functionality and the Needs of Blind and Partially-Sighted Adults in the UK: An Interim
Report” published in November 2006 of the people who use bus services 31% find some degree of diYculty
and 11% found them very diYcult to use. 17% of people rated bus drivers as “unhelpful” making them the
lowest rated of service industry staV. The most common diYculty with using buses was identifying the
correct bus and where/when to get oV.

We are supportive of the principle of allowing local authorities more say in the provision of buses. The
regulated market in London has allowed for the provision of bus services which are increasingly far more
accessible to blind and partially sighted people than services outside London.

Road user charging could also help fund some of the many access improvements which are needed for
public transport. However, as it will take a long time to make public transport fully accessible to disabled
people we would seek assurances that there will be an exemption provision in all road user charging schemes
for those disabled people who are unable to use public transport because of their impairment. We would
suggest that consideration should also be given for additional exemptions to apply to disabled people in
areas which are not served, or not well served, by accessible bus services.

We have organised our response under the chapter headings in Volume1: A Consultation of the Draft
Local Transport Bill.

Chapter 3 Improving the Quality of Local Bus Services:

We support the suggested new requirements for voluntary partnerships and believe that removing the
barriers to such agreements could help to remove a number of barriers which blind and partially sighted
people have identified below:

Bus Stops

Blind and partially sighted people have identified a number of problems with bus stops. These include
buses not pulling into the bus stop/kerb and therefore making it more diYcult for people to identify the bus
when it arrives and creating a much higher first step on to the bus. The inconsistent design of bus stops also
makes it more diYcult for blind and partially sighted people. In London, where a consistent bus stop design
has been adopted with very clear signage such problems are greatly reduced. Request bus stops are almost
impossible for blind and partially sighted people to use independently would contest that such bus stops are
a barrier to accessing buses for blind and partially sighted people.

39 Attitudes of disabled people to public transport, DPTAC, 2002.
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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

Blind and partially sighted people struggle with bus layout because of inconsistent design. The PSV
Accessibility Regulations say that buses introduced since December 2000 have to meet minimum technical
requirements which include specifications for tactile markings colour contrast, clear route and destination
displays. While we welcome those regulatory requirements, it will be 2017 before all full-size single and
double deck buses have to comply. DiYculties which will continue until then include a lack of space under
seats for guide dogs

Information

One of the biggest barriers to blind and partially sighted people using buses is the lack of audio-visual
information. The PSV Accessibility Regulations do not include a requirement for such technology which
would make bus travel very much easier and less stressful for blind and partially sighted people, as well as
other groups of disabled people such as people with learning disabilities. They can also benefit other bus
users, for example those who are unfamiliar with an area or those for whom English is a second language.

Between May and September 2005 focus groups and one to one interviews were conducted with a total
of 60 people by Guide Dogs. Those interviewed included those using guide dogs and other mobility aids,
deafblind people and those over 65. The vast majority of participants felt very strongly that their ability to
determine where to get oV a bus 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.

Currently blind and partially sighted people using buses have to rely on bus drivers to tell them when they
have arrived at their stop and some drivers are more helpful than others. A blind or partially sighted
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 Mainwaring would have
realised that he was on the wrong bus a lot earlier and avoided being attacked.

We therefore welcome the recommendation in your Committee’s recent report “Going for Gold: Transport
for London’s 2012 Olympic Games,” all buses UK wide should have visual and audible information, and we
are delighted that Transport for London has now made it clear that all London buses will have audio-visual
announcements by 2009. The Guide Dogs for the Blind Association (Guide Dogs) and JCMBPS have been
involved in the trials and have been very impressed with the results. We hope that other parts of the country
will follow suit and the Government will amend the PSV Accessibility Regulations as a priority so that all
buses will have to include audio-visual announcements.

Provision of information before and during a bus journey is one of the ingredients which, we believe, could
help to 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 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 to blind and partially sighted 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 blind and partially sighted people are left stranded in an
unfamiliar area.
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Another common problem arises where bus drivers do not allow passengers to sit-down before moving
oV, 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:

— 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

Guide Dogs 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 one dog on the bus which is
contrary to the Conduct Regulations.

Quality Partnerships and Punctuality:

In addition to loosening up the competition test for quality partnership schemes we welcome the removal
of the bar on quality partnership schemes specifying minimum frequencies. We also support the
introduction of new requirements to collect punctuality data. However, we believe that this punctuality data
must include all stages of the route as we have heard anecdotal evidence from disabled people of buses
missing stops in order to catch up when they are late. We also welcome the fact that the requirement of buses
to use new GPS data is being considered. We note that there are cost considerations but having GPS
technology would also ease the way to the introduction of audio-visual announcement systems on buses and
at bus stops.

Quality Contracts:

We support the idea of quality contracts which would introduce the same regime for the provision for
local bus services which has allowed for local bus services to be made more accessible in London. However,
with the “only practicable way” test it is no wonder that no quality contract schemes have been agreed.

We note that there will be a new requirement to publish a consultation before introducing a new quality
contract scheme and that new guidance will be produced. We feel that it is essential for this guidance to
highlight two things: first the need to make the consultation document available in accessible formats and
second, to publicise its availability in those accessible formats. Both local authorities and central
Government are not very good in putting documents into accessible formats and publicising their
availability. Clause 8 (2) of the Bill would require a notice to go in at least one newspaper circulating in the
area, but most such notices in local papers are in the smallest possible print which any one who is slightly
short sighted let alone partially sighted would struggle with. It is essential that the guidance encourages the
use of talking newspapers where they are available to publicise the consultations. Our comments on
consultation also apply to other consultation requirements in the draft Bill.

It is essential that local authorities consulting on quality contracts or indeed considering quality
partnerships or voluntary partnership agreements remember their duty to do a disability equality impact
assessment on any of their proposals which are likely to have a major eVect on the ability of local disabled
people to use bus services.

Public investment should be conditional on meeting best practice standards of access. This was a
Government commitment in the 10 Year Transport Plan and UK Ministers signed up to it in an European
Council of Ministers of Transport resolution. We request that this should specifically include the provision
of A/V on buses. There should also be a requirement for improvements in access to be monitored and
progress reported.
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Chapter 4 Reforming Local Transport Governance:

Our organisations support the idea of having a review of the governance arrangements in diVerent areas.
We understand the reasoning behind the idea that the legislation should not be prescriptive so as to prevent
diVerent solutions for diVerent areas. We understand that this is designed to allow innovative schemes and
far better co-ordination which could be particularly helpful to blind and partially sighted people because if
one part of the journey is inaccessible the whole journey becomes inaccessible. We note that there will be a
requirement for consultation to take place before a scheme is recommended for approval through the
aYrmative resolution procedure in both Houses of Parliament.

We also support the suggested changes for the PTAs in the metropolitan county areas to replace the
requirement to prepare a bus strategy and a local transport plan with an integrated transport strategy. If
the PTAs get new powers as a result of the reviews provided for in this Bill they could be particularly useful
in terms of making public transport more accessible for disabled people. However, we would also suggest
that as is the case with the integrated transport strategy which the Mayor is required to draw up, that there
is a requirement for a timetabled strategy for making public transport more accessible to disabled people,
to be drawn up in consultation with DPTAC. This would be consistent with the public sector duty under
the DDA which applies to PTAs. We also support the extension of the “well being” power to PTAs and
hope that they will be encourage to use it to make public transport more accessible to disabled people.

Chapter 5 Taking Forward Local Road Pricing Schemes:

Our organisations are supportive of the principle of local road user charging and agree that as stated in
paragraph 4.82 of Volume 4 Regulatory Impact Assessments, disabled people could benefit from the
revenues raised. We also welcome the guidance mentioned in box 5.1 on page 74 of Volume 1 which supports
the particular need to consult with disabled people.

We also note that it will no longer be a requirement for the Secretary of State to approve schemes or
statements of how the revenue raised will be used. We welcome the fact that guidance on exemptions and
discounts will be produced. However, if the requirement for Secretary of State approval is removed, it will
be diYcult to do much if local authorities produce an exemption scheme for disabled people, which doesn’t
meet the needs of all those disabled people who, because of their impairment are unable to use public
transport and are reliant on a private car for their mobility either as a driver or passenger. Of the two existing
road user schemes there is no disability exemption scheme in Durham and in London the exemption is based
purely on the possession of the blue badge. For example partially sighted people do not automatically
qualify for a blue badge despite having considerably diYculty using public transport in part because of the
hostile pedestrian environment, made worse in many areas by the introduction of shared surfaces, but also
because of the shortcomings that have been highlighted above in the design of buses and the manner in which
they are currently provided. We would therefore suggest that the Government should now use the power in
the Transport Act 2000 to introduce a minimum exemption scheme for disabled people. It would also help
if as a result of the current strategic review of the blue badge scheme, partially sighted people automatically
qualified for a blue badge.

June 2007

Memorandum from the West Midlands Metropolitan Authorities (DLTB 51)

Introduction

1. This submission to the Transport Select Committee is made on behalf of the West Midlands
Metropolitan Authorities and West Midlands Passenger Transport Authority. Due to the short timescale
between the publication of the draft Bill and closing date for the submission of evidence to the Select
Committee, this document has not been through formal elected member procedures. The submission gives
information about some of the key areas of interest in the West Midlands metropolitan area and as the
country’s largest metropolitan area, we would welcome the opportunity to support the Select Committee in
its deliberations by giving oral evidence on this submission.

2. Our submission considers matters of governance first, particularly with respect to our emerging City
Region proposals. This section is focused on the principles that should guide the drafting of the final Bill
and the need for suYcient flexibility, recognising that diVerent governance models may well emerge from
diVerent areas.

3. The second part of our submission considers in more detail the proposed changes to bus services and
necessarily covers some operational aspects.

4. Finally, we deal with the proposals for local road pricing. Having given evidence recently to your Select
Committee on the Transport Innovation Fund where a number of related matters were covered in detail,
this section summarises our current position and outlines some initial thoughts on the road pricing elements
of the draft Bill.
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Governance Issues

5. We broadly welcome the opportunities in the Bill for revising governance arrangements, particularly
for major urban areas. The overall aim of working with local areas to determine which model best suits their
needs without being prescriptive is a critically important dimension of the Draft Bill.

6. The final Bill needs to be able to respond to rapidly developing governance proposals emerging from
the main City Regions. We are well advanced, having in place a Shadow Board with representatives from
all metropolitan authorities, Telford & Wrekin Council and other key partners—the Chairs of the Learning
and Skills Council, Regional Development Agency, Regional Assembly and a West Midlands Business
Council representative. This City Region governance model is still developing and there is some way to go
before matters such as the scope and level of authority vested in a City Region Board and funding models
are resolved. Currently consideration is being given to establishing a City Region Company, limited by
guarantee. Hence the final Bill must be flexible enough to take account of any such governance model which
needs to encompass the links between economic development, regeneration, housing and transport.

7. This is an issue which the Secretary of State (SoS) for Transport needs to take into consideration when
assessing any models for transport governance put forward..

8. Whilst the consultation document requests views on future funding models, the time constraints for the
submission of evidence to the Select Committee mean it has not been possible to prepare a detailed response.
However the issue of what type of funding model is appropriate is directly linked to the broader governance
model that is established. We are examining a number of approaches.

9. The issue of which body the SoS should direct to undertake a review of transport governance needs to
integrate with wider governance issues. Looking at key principles, it is important that the body charged with
the task has suYcient political authority to undertake it successfully and resolve any local political
diVerences. Currently in statutory terms a successful review in the metropolitan area could only be carried
out jointly by all authorities and the PTA. Working in partnership, we have successfully produced joint
LTPs, the most recent being judged as “excellent “ by the DfT. We are experienced at working together and
would expect to continue partnership working prior to introducing any new governance model. In looking
at governance arrangements for the future, we would want to ensure that all interests are represented in
shaping the governance arrangements for a strengthened PTA or successor body. We would also need to
take into consideration the links with the rest of the region outside the metropolitan area.

10. We believe the ethos of the Bill is to work with local authorities to develop local solutions. There
should be a provision for areas to commence reviews if they wish, particularly where this is needed to align
with City Region governance developments. It would, of course, be important to ensure that the SoS was
content with the terms of reference of any review and there should be provision for this partnership approach
in the final Bill.

11. The general extension of the powers of existing PTAs is welcomed as the importance of public
transport to social exclusion and climate change policies has long been recognised. However there is a wider
question about whether the current PTA arrangements, which have been in place since the 1980s are
appropriate for the future. The question which needs to be addressed is whether it is appropriate to have a
body which exclusively focuses on public transport. Whatever the shape of the governance function there
would seem to be merit in that function including transport strategy in its widest sense, more broadly than
just public transport. Similarly while the possibility of the extension of PTA boundaries is one option for
change, it can only be one to be considered.

12. Regarding the preparation of the new Integrated Transport Strategies, we support the suggestion in
the draft Bill that the widest range of stakeholders need to be included in developing the strategies, including
public transport, highways, freight movement, walking and cycling. We therefore feel that until such time
as new governance arrangements are in place, the Strategies should be prepared jointly by the local
authorities and the PTA or any successor body—perhaps with a formal role for groups such as the Freight
Quality Partnerships to ensure that all interests are represented. In the longer term, given the importance of
connectivity and the diYculty in transport matters of isolating a metropolitan area from the wider region
in which it sits, further consideration should be given to the geographical area covered by any transport
strategy. It is important that such a strategy is signed oV by locally elected representatives. We acknowledge
the proposal that any boundary changes to existing authorities or new governance structures should only
apply where whole local authority areas are added in. One of the key issues which need to be considered are
“travel to work” areas which do not of course adhere to local authority boundaries.
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Bus Services

Background

13. Bus services are an essential part of the metropolitan area’s transport network. Some 315 million trips
are made annually, accounting for some 90% of public transport trips. They will continue to be the heart
of the public transport network and thus it is essential they oVer the quality of service that not only satisfies
existing passengers, but attracts new ones. Reversing existing trends and attracting new passengers is a vital
element of our approach to reducing congestion and improving our area’s competitiveness. This means
improving quality and capacity and doing so quickly.

14. We have invested substantial sums in bus infrastructure improvements in recent years, through both
Major Schemes and with Integrated Transport block funding, and have developed strong working relations
with the major operators. Getting the best out of this investment, and improving those aspects of bus services
which passengers criticise, but are currently outside the control of local authorities, will contribute further
to delivering our transport strategy and tackling congestion.

15. We broadly support the proposals in the draft Bill which relate to the provision of better bus services
for passengers and local communities. We recognise that the needs of the metropolitan area depend upon
better bus services that can and should be secured through improved partnership arrangements, especially
given the additional matters now proposed to be included in the Bill. It is essential that our bus services are
an attractive alternative to travelling within and into our area by car.

16. We acknowledge the need to have regard to climate change issues, noting that this should increase
the momentum towards providing bus services that people will choose to use as we seek to move towards
more sustainable and environmentally acceptable transport solutions to our local needs.

17. It is essential that the authorities have a greater say in bus service provision, not only for the reason
stated above but also because of the need to co-ordinate bus, metro and rail travel and to integrate service
provision and facilities into the public realm in a way that creates an improved environment in which people
wish to live and invest. In this way, better bus services can support local and regional polices relating to
regeneration, housing provision and accessibility.

Voluntary Partnerships

18. We welcome the proposal to allow the inclusion of minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares
in voluntary partnership agreements. However, we believe the Bill should contain provisions to require
operators to accept any return tickets on services along a partnership route. This is an issue that perplexes
many passengers and adds to the belief amongst many users and non-users that buses are not operated for
the convenience of passengers.

Statutory Quality Partnerships

19. We welcome the general intention to extend the remit of statutory partnership agreements to include
minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares, but have similar concerns about return tickets as
expressed above.

20. The phasing in of new facilities and standards is a welcome change, recognising the reality of often
having to phase investment programmes over a number of years.

21. There appears to be an anomaly concerning operators who do not join a voluntary or statutory
partnership scheme and yet wish to continue to operate along the partnership route whilst oVering standards
that do not meet the agreed partnership standards. Such operators have the potential, through “cherry-
picking’, to undermine delivery of the agreed partnership benefits to passengers, particularly by taking
revenue from operators in the partnership. This could have the eVect of reducing the amount that
participating operators can put into the partnership. The apparent redress is to bar such operators from
using facilities provided through the partnership agreement. This might include bus lanes and other bus
priority measures. However, this could lead to some buses being able to use a bus lane whilst others would,
legally, have to use general traYc lanes. Such a situation could bring bus services and the actions of the local
authority into disrepute, as well as causing confusion amongst bus users, motorists and the local community.

22. We believe that the TraYc Commissioner should be required to take account of any representations
made by the Passenger Transport Authority about how such services could undermine an existing
partnership agreement or one that is in its formal preparatory stages. The TraYc Commissioner should,
then, be required not to accept registrations from non-participating operators unless there are compelling
reasons to ignore the Authority’s representations.

23. In suggesting stronger and/or more onerous provisions within partnerships, we believe that it is in
communities” and passengers” best interests if as much as possible can be delivered through partnership
working, “harnessing” the best that the commercial sector can oVer, combined with public sector planning
and accountability. This would have the eVect of narrowing the gap between statutory partnerships and
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quality contracts and thus not only make the “tools” more eVective but also give a greater incentive to
operators to co-operate in partnership schemes, whilstpp being forced (if necessary) to work more in the
passengers’ and local community’s interests.

Competition Test

24. We believe that the actual or perceived fear of competition is a significant barrier to the establishment
of meaningful partnerships. We remain concerned about competition issues and would welcome greater
clarity about this and the role of the OYce of Fair Trading.

Quality Contracts

25. We welcome the “public interest test” so long as it allows consideration of Quality Contracts against
all relevant local authority policies, including non-transport policies that require good public transport
inputs. We believe that the procedure for introducing a Quality Contract must be straight-forward,
notwithstanding operators’ concerns, so that partnership schemes can deliver more passenger and
community benefits.

26. The removal of the Secretary of State from the approval process will be useful if it allows Department
for Transport oYcials to work with authorities to develop schemes, especially in the context of tackling
congestion. However, we are concerned about the approval process being passed to an unaccountable body
and would wish to see its remit clearly defined so that it could not overturn the proposals of an elected
authority without there being compelling reasons.

Punctuality and Reliability

27. We appreciate the need for greater accountability by local highway authorities for their contribution
to the punctuality and reliability of local bus services. However, we do not believe that the method proposed
in the Bill is the best way forward, particularly because it is reactive rather than proactive—relying on the
TraYc Commissioners to apportion “blame” some time after problems have arisen, rather than being based
on jointly agreed solutions.

28. We suggest that authorities should establish partnerships with all operators in an area with the specific
function of working together to review punctuality and reliability problems, causes, possible solutions,
funding and implementation programmes. Benefits would include involving designated TraYc Managers at
an earlier stage and allowing the partnership to determine reporting arrangements that best fit local
circumstances and the abilities of the diVerent operators to produce relevant data. The authority-led
partnership would send annual reports, or more frequently where problems are agreed to be significant, to
the TraYc Commissioner. The reports would not only contain appropriate punctuality and reliability data,
but also a description of the problems and proposed solutions set in the policy context for the specific area.
This would overcome any “one size fits all” issues and better match the needs for data to the scale of
problems in the locality.

29. This recognises that a local authority will be better placed to understand local traYc conditions and
be better able to consider punctuality and reliability data submitted by operators on a day-to-day basis.

30. TraYc Commissioners would still be able to take action, as today, against operators. Also, if
appropriate, the TraYc Commissioner could advice the Secretary of State for Transport of his concerns
about how a highway authority was discharging its TraYc Management Act duties with regard to bus
services.

Other Bus Issues

31. We welcome the proposal to allow local authorities to use their budgets to secure improvements to
existing services, in terms of frequency or types of vehicle.

32. We believe that extending the maximum length of tendered local bus service contracts from five to
eight years is beneficial. Passengers should experience greater stability and smaller operators may have
greater confidence to invest and bid for contracts.

33. We believe that the future of Bus Service Operators Grant must be resolved and suggest that there
could be benefits for passengers and local accountability if the Grant were channelled through the Passenger
Transport Authority instead of being paid to operators of both commercial and tendered services. By
removing the subsidy to commercial services, it could help prevent “cherry picking” at popular times, which
often does little more than increase on-street congestion. We recognise that would have an eVect on marginal
commercial services, and possibly on fares, but it would enable the PTA to use the re-channelled funding
to purchase services and/or invest in ticketing schemes as appropriate to local needs.

34. In conclusion, we must stress the importance of better bus services as part of our Transport
Innovation Fund strategy for tackling congestion.
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Rail Services

35. Growth in rail use has been dramatic over the past ten years in the West Midlands and has been a
driver for economic growth, particularly in city centres. Indeed one in five of all peak journeys into
Birmingham city centre are made by rail. There needs to be an integrated approach to planning and
providing for rail demand and this should be reflected in governance and planning arrangements contained
in the Bill.

Local Road Pricing

36. The West Midlands Metropolitan Authorities, comprising the seven district councils of Birmingham,
Coventry, Dudley, Sandwell, Solihull, Walsall and Wolverhampton and Centro-WMPTA, recently
provided written and oral evidence to the Select Committee on the work undertaken to date through the
Transport Innovation Fund (TIF). This evidence covered a number of the key issues in the debate around
local road pricing.

West Midlands TIF Work

37. To re-cap, we were granted £2.6 million of TIF monies in November 2005, beginning work soon after
on a feasibility study. The study culminated in a Green Paper entitled “Gridlock or Growth—Choices and
Challenges for the Future” which was published on the 22nd of September 2006.

38. The Green Paper concluded that:

— Congestion across the area will collectively grow by nearly a quarter (22%) on current levels by 2021;

— more than 300,000 hours of additional travel delay every day and an extra 469,000 car journeys on
Metropolitan Area roads every day, compared to 2001;

— 40,000 jobs expected to materialise over the next fifteen years would be lost—the equivalent to seven
Longbridge closures.

39. The Green Paper was then subject to a period of debate. The debate included a major launch event,
seven area meetings, presentations, one-to-one meetings, media briefings and publicity across the region.

40. Technical work is currently ongoing to work up an Integrated Transport Package which would tackle
congestion and provide clarity about the nature and phasing of required investment. The intention is to
submit this to DfT, subject to local approval, by the end of July 2007 and then undertake further public
consultation. At this stage nothing is ruled out or anything ruled in and, importantly, any package must be
shown to improve economic competitiveness—not damage it.

Proposals contained within the Draft Bill

41. We broadly welcome the road pricing proposals contained within the Draft Bill, particularly the
emphasis on developing schemes that reflect local needs and priorities. Public acceptability is essential if
road pricing trials are to progress, so we also welcome the clarification from Government that revenues will
be retained by local authorities to be spent on transport related measures.

42. We have no issues at this time with the draft Bill’s provision of additional powers to ensure that
schemes are consistent and inter-operable, nor the powers relating to the exchange of information. We have
worked closely with the DfT since TIF was first launched and would expect such dialogue to continue on
issues such as these. Should we proceed with a road-pricing scheme, we would expect to use technological
applications that will help inform the design of any eventual national scheme.

June 2007

Memorandum from Local Government Technical Advisors Group (TAG) (DLTB 52)

The Local Government Technical Advisors Group (TAG) would like to thank the Committee for the
opportunity to provide input to the Inquiry into the Draft Local Transport Bill.

This submission is divided into seven sections as follows-

1. About TAG its roles and responsibilities and its relationship to others who will also be presenting
evidence to your Inquiry

2. General comments on the draft Bill in relation to slow progress on transport issues and other related
needs such as funding

3. Governance issues and the proposed “PTA” type organisations

4. The role of the TraYc Commissioners

5. Delivery of bus service improvements
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6. Road user charging and traYc limitation options

7. Complementary traYc management needs.

1. About TAG

TAG is a professional body representing over 300 senior technical oYcers of Local Authorities in
Districts, London Boroughs, Transport for London, Metropolitan Authorities and Unitary Councils in
England, Wales and Northern Ireland. We also have close links with the PTAs in Metropolitan Areas and
the LGA. Our responsibilities for our representative Councils include highways, traYc, transportation and
parking and often town planning and economic development, land drainage, coastal protection and
environmental services often including waste. They also often include buildings (on behalf of other front line
service departments) building design/architecture, building control, cleansing, leisure and property assets.

Local Highway Authorities are responsible for around 88% of roads in England, which carry
approximately 65% of car traYc and 34% of heavy goods traYc in terms of vehicle miles and a much greater
proportion in terms of trips. Additionally, local authorities have responsibilities for other highways
including footpaths, bridleways and cycle tracks and play key roles in the planning and delivery of public
transport. All journeys by their nature begin and end on the local highway network.

Similarly and more importantly, in the overall national context of provision of eVective transport—the
majority of public transport and almost all walk and cycle trips are accommodated on local highway
networks.

2. General Comments

We have previously given evidence to a number of Inquiries by your Committee. Notably in our evidence
(in partnership with the IHT and CSS) to the Inquiry into Bus Services Across the UK we stated:

“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.”

We believe this new Draft Bill provides a useful, but too small a step, in the right direction. It does not
go nearly far enough, especially when it is now nine years since the publication of the well researched and
consulted upon “Integrated Transport Policy” of 1998.

We note that in the Executive Summary of the consultation document on the Draft Bill it is stated that:-

“despite planned transport spending of some £140 billion over the ten years to 2015, congestion
is expected to increase by 25% over the same period.”

This statement well illustrates our concern over lack of progress (or perhaps progress on the wrong things)
from Central Government.

Furthermore the lack of recognition of the real transport problems and the drive to solve them by Central
Government seems to be confirmed in section 3 of the consultation document on the Draft Bill where it is
stated, we consider slightly complacently, that:

“The post-war decline in bus patronage is now levelling oV, and we have seen the first year-on-year
increases in patronage for decades.”

This is probably more than entirely achieved by the increases in bus patronage in London. Meanwhile
most cities and smaller towns in Britain are suVering continuing increases in car traYc, reductions in bus
services and patronage (discounting the impact of new concessionary fare scheme), a worse environment,
and reduction in walking trips.

The growth of bus travel by the over 60s which is happening and will continue for a few years is welcomed
by TAG. However in the same vein as the London case, it will conveniently produce a statistical increase in
bus passengers (helping to meet a target) while not eVectively contributing to the necessary traYc reduction,
environmental and congestion problems at peak times.

To complement the measures in the Draft Bill there need to be a number of other urgent steps taken by
Government including:-

— supporting a range of policies (in addition to congestion charging) to discourage the over-use of the
motor car including ensuring that excess parking provision is not continued to be provided and at
a subsidised price;
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— active traYc management support and enforcement for all measures giving priority to sustainable
transport; and

— a large shift in resources to redress the balance between the Trunk Road Programme and local
transport measures.

We will give a short further explanation of the first two bullet points in sections 6 and 7 below. Turning
to the third point, we stated in our evidence into your previous inquiry into Local Transport funding:-

”we are well short of the required resources or even policy tools to deal with the consequences or
mitigation of road traYc growth, . . .. The diVerent level of order of magnitude of funding available
. . . between local roads and trunk roads results in significant distortions in the transport system”.

It is essential that any measures that can be brought forward from this Bill are adequately funded,
(recognising that the “franchising” of bus services under the new Bill may in any case result in slightly
cheaper procurement of integrated bus services). The delivery of quality networks in themselves will
necessitate increased investment in infrastructure.

Moving on to the four main subject areas of the draft Bill our comments are as follows:

3. Governance Issues

TAG supports in principle the bringing together of Transport Planning responsibilities for areas where
integration of all modes would be highly desirable both for the Urban agglomerations and where there is
substantial interdependence of Transport in more “rural” areas. (We have previously commented that the
present system in many areas in the country perversely allows park and ride to be heavily subsidised but
ordinary bus services into towns and even historic cities can’t be—we hope and assume that the Bill would
allow similar “PTA type” organisations to be set up in any area of the country). It is also hoped that where
appropriate that “PTA” boundaries need not necessarily wholly reflect current administrative boundaries,
enabling local authorities to form partnerships based upon rational needs rather than historical
administrative decisions.

We are not convinced that PTAs are necessarily the correct body to take on the wider responsibilities.
Nevertheless whatever organisation is created to carry out the function in a given area it would seem
appropriate that the Local Authority TraYc Managers (created under the 2004 TraYc Management Act
(TMA)) and the appropriate Highways Agency people are brought together in the same team so that a
genuinely integrated transport approach can be delivered. An important related issue is that the TMA is
supposedly designed to draw attention to the reduction in congestion of all traYc.

Bringing the TraYc Managers and Highway Agency staV under the same umbrella will help ensure that
in the main urban areas priority will be given to the reduction in delays to essential and sustainable travel
(buses, walking, cycling, freight and high occupancy vehicles) without providing car capacity increases to
encourage single occupancy peak time car commuting. Recognising that quality transport solutions will
need cooperation of other bodies, it is considered that as a minimum a duty to cooperate with the new
“PTA” should be placed on all organisations involved in the operations of transport services for the public
and infrastructure provision and maintenance.

Development Planning always needs to be closely linked to the Transport Planning process. As mentioned
above, TAG gave evidence to the Eddington Review and to the Lyons review process. A government White
Paper on Planning has recently been issued for consultation and, while there has been insuYcient time to
properly consider the impact of the possible changes, any measure that may encourage new developments
with significant parking provision or significant extra car traYc should be open to very careful scrutiny by
any new PTA type organisation.

4. Traffic Commissioners role

We also consider this a governance issue and while we welcome any contribution from the TraYc
Commissioners we believe the approval process may be heavy handed and lead to further delays in
introducing meaningful improvements to bus services. We understand from our colleagues in the PTEG
(you will be receiving evidence directly from them) that they have shown the process could take up to four
years; this is wholly unacceptable to us.

Generally we would see little need in requiring extra duties, responsibilities and approval processes given
to the TraYc Commissioners as the new “PTA type” bodies would have suYcient expertise, knowledge,
clout and democratic accountability to ensure that all aspects of improving public transport were properly
delivered from collecting performance data, through making that publicly available to revising services to
best meet needs. TfL and London Transport have had to and do carry out such duties very eVectively and
there is no reason to suppose that any other area of the country can not do the same.
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5. Bus Service Reform

In our evidence (with IHT and CSS) to your previous Inquiry into Bus Services across the UK we took
a much stronger line supporting the eVective dismantling of the 1985 Legislation. We understand the
commercial pressures from the substantial businesses that have been built up on the 1985 Act but many of
the players can and do also make a substantial business out of franchised services in London and on the
railways.

In the absence of the dismantling of the 1985 Act we hope that the new Bill would allow eVective setting
up of integrated public transport services in “PTA” areas which the 2000 legislation has clearly failed to do.
We understand from our colleagues in the PTEs that there are a number of legal, technical and even
potentially property issues that may still produce significant complications which need to be resolved with
a high degree of certainty.

6. Local Road Pricing

We support any measure that improves the chances of traYc limitation measures being introduced as part
of an integrated transport strategy. We recognise as technical people that the biggest issue with the
introduction of any measures is the public and political acceptability; accordingly there must be a substantial
level of leadership (and explanation) from the top. We believe Central Government must be much more
proactively supportive of national road user pricing/ congestion charging and at the very least it is essential
that any local measures embrace charges on the present Trunk Road network throughout any PTA type
area being considered for congestion charging.

We note and support common standards and flexibility of systems to be tailored to the needs of diVerent
areas. We believe this flexibility should be more open to consider workplace and other private parking
controls or pricing of all parking as a means of traYc limitation. Parking controls/charges are the only
widespread and long accepted method of traYc limitation (apart from congestion and sustainable transport
improvements). We understand that there are some technical and political problems in the present
workplace parking charge mechanisms not least that there is exemption for large out of town car parks.

There is substantial potential in the ability to limit traYc by controlling and pricing all trip ends. Indeed
even for Central London arguably the best technical method would have been to introduce workplace
parking charges rather than the present congestion charging mechanism. There is some evidence that the
Central London congestion charge worked so well because for the first time car drivers to free oYce parking
spaces had to pay a significant sum to travel by car.

Furthermore (as mentioned in section 2 above) there are other mechanisms that could be readily
employed by Government to start to tackle total traYc volumes by ensuring that parking spaces are less
heavily subsidised and the public and organisations are made more aware of the issues. Three suggestions
on this front are firstly to separate out the parking element in the non domestic rate demands, secondly to
ensure that business rates valuations genuinely reflect rateable (rentable) values of the parking provision and
thirdly tax changes and other encouragements to ensure that companies level the playing field with respect
to the costs of parking or travelling by alternative means. All three of these measures could particularly
include any out of town developments which rely on large numbers of parking spaces and so cause
disproportionate costs to the highway authorities.

To complement any such active pricing and control of already provided parking spaces, a number of
authorities are still asking developers to provide more parking spaces than government guidelines would
suggest are the maximum provisions. Thus excess car travel problems are still being built in. While
conventional wisdom on such issues has been shown to take a long time to change we have a role in TAG
to sell the argument of the changed standards and any measures government could introduce (as mentioned
in the 3 paragraphs immediately above) would provide an additional incentive.

7. Other related traffic management measures

If the new “PTA” type organisations are going to deliver eVective integrated transport strategies they need
the mechanisms to manage and control all traYc over the whole network in the area. This should include
ensuring that they have adequate enforcement powers and suYcient mechanisms and support exist to
provide on-the-road traYc incentives to more sustainable travel. For example two measures that have been
available for several years but have not been used eVectively because insuYcient attention has been given
are:

— Bus and high occupancy vehicle lanes—there is an example in Kent where a scheme was planned
in 1999 with the proviso that it should only be implemented with a bus and HGV lane; it is now
implemented just as a capacity increase undermining the objective and policy mainly because
insuYcient progress has been made in the past seven years on enforcement mechanisms.

— Variable speed limits have worked very successfully for several years on the western section of the
M25 and there is no reason why this relatively cheap and eVective measure (compared with road
widening) could not have been introduced on all regularly highly congested high design speed
roads by now.
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In addition there are a wide variety of other transport management measures that require urgent attention
if the objectives of the government national and local transport policies are to be delivered according to the
principles of this Bill, for example Blue badge fraud, cloned vehicles etc.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee (DLTB 53)

Introduction

1. The Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) is pleased to have the opportunity to
submit a memorandum and, if asked, to give oral evidence to the House of Commons Select Committee on
Transport’s investigation of “The Draft Local Transport Bill”.

2. The consultation period for the Department for Transport’s proposals ends on 7 September 2007. In
order to complete its own investigation by this date, the Transport Committee has asked for written evidence
by 11 June. DPTAC will continue to analyse the proposals in detail, discuss them with others, and evolve
a full and constructive response over the coming three months. This will include taking part in a consultation
event on 5 July. This response to the Transport Committee therefore represents our initial view of the aspects
of the proposals which our first examination suggests are most relevant to the transport needs of disabled
people. Our final response, which we will copy to the Committee, may expand on or diverge from this initial
view as our consideration reaches its conclusion.

3. The Transport Act 1985 established DPTAC to advise Ministers on disabled people’s transport needs.
We aim to ensure that disabled people can travel where everyone else goes, with the same quality of travel
experience, at no greater cost, and encountering no additional barriers. We want to ensure that significant
changes occur to transport before 2020. DPTAC has identified four overarching principles on which to base
its advice. These are that

— Public investment can only take place if those who provide and spend the money take into account
the accessibility of disabled people;

— Those who provide transport services will make accessibility for disabled people part of the main
stream of their activity;

— Those who provide transport services will fully and meaningfully involve disabled users and non-
users in determining the accessibility of transport services;

— Those who provide transport services are responsible for accessibility for disabled people.

4. Inaccessible transport means that disabled people are less able to secure and retain employment, obtain
medical treatment, enjoy a full social life, or travel with whom they want, where they want and when they
want. Compared to others, disabled travellers may need to plan further ahead, pay more to travel,
experience embarrassment and stigmatisation when they do so, and find themselves more tired at the end
of a journey. This will have a significant eVect on their preparedness to travel in future.

General comments

The draft bill process

5. DPTAC welcomes the process of publishing a draft Local Transport Bill. This enables stakeholders
to consider not only the policy changes but also the legislative means of bringing them about. It holds out
the prospect at best of developing a broad consensus on the way forward, and at worst clarifying and
reducing areas of disagreement between stakeholders, ensuring a far easier passage for the Bill than might
have otherwise have been the case.

6. DPTAC is also pleased to report that the Department for Transport consulted us on the formats in
which the consultation package would be produced, helping to ensure that accessible copies were made
available in more formats and earlier than in some past consultations.

The Transport Committee’s role

7. While the timescale for consultation is appropriate, even generous, the Department for Transport
could have better considered the need for the Transport Committee to compete its investigation during a
period largely over the Parliamentary process. This meant that the Committee needed to commission
evidence from those aVected by the Bill to a very tight timescale. Bodies in the position of DPTAC with
limited resources and a full work programme therefore had to defer other work in order to respond, and
may not have been able to respond as well or as fully as we would have liked. Either the Committee should
have been given more time, or that time should not have included the summer Parliamentary recess.
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Bus Services

Voluntary partnership agreements

8. The consultation proposes developing scope for voluntary partnership agreements to be made between
councils and groups of bus operators, rather than single operators as at present. The benefits of these
agreements could include the provision pf better quality vehicles.

9. Many disabled people would benefit from the faster introduction of vehicles that meet the Public
Service Vehicles Accessibility Regulations 2000 (PSVAR) which specify minimum technical accessibility
requirements designed to make buses and coaches accessible to disabled people, including wheelchair users.
PSVAR applies to all new buses and coaches with more than 22 passengers used on local or scheduled
services and introduced since 31 December 2000. All single deck buses will need to be compliant by 1 January
2016 and all double deck buses by 1 January 2017.

10. While 50% of the full size bus fleet is already accessible, this is concentrated on the metropolitan areas,
particularly London where all buses have high levels of accessibility for passengers with mobility
impairments.

11. DPTAC believes that PSVAR ought to cover important features, such as the provision of audible and
visual information systems on vehicles and at bus stops. DPTAC believes regulations requiring such systems
to be installed for all bus and coach routes are long overdue. These would greatly increase the accessibility
of buses and coaches for people with visual, hearing and learning disabilities. They would also benefit people
whose first language is not English, tourists and older travellers.

12. Voluntary agreements oVer the potential to speed up the roll out of PSVAR compliant buses across
the country This would give an opportunity to local groups of disabled people to influence bus operators
at a much earlier stage so that the roll out of compliant buses could have greater impact upon disabled
people, and also to give bus operators a greater understanding of disability issues.

13. However there could also be some inconsistency across the country as disabled people in some local
authority areas may have to wait many more years for accessible vehicles than other people do. For this to
happen, furthermore bus routing and frequency would need to reflect the needs of disabled people.
Infrequent buses, especially in rural areas, mean that disabled people are often not able to get to the
accessible vehicles.

14. Moreover there is a risk that a council’s agreement with a few large operators could act against smaller
operators, including but not restricted to community transport providers, that also provide scheduled
services. Whilst the goal of through ticketing and other partnership proposals should be beneficial for the
passenger it needs to be done in a way that protects competition. Partnership agreements therefore need to
be transparent and need to be open to new players as well as existing ones in specific areas.

Quality bus contracts

15. The proposals will make it easier to introduce quality bus contracts which replace competition on the
road with competition to deliver a range of bus services. The test will include that a scheme should increase
use of bus services rather than being “the only practicable way” of delivering them as at present. Contracts
will be approved by an Approvals Board rather than by the Secretary of State as at present.

16. The potential advantages for disabled people are that the ability for local authorities to set fares and
targets for the punctuality of services will create more reliable services for disabled people Reliability goes
hand in hand with clear communication, such as advertising which routes/buses on any given timetable will
be fully accessible. AVordability may also be an issue for some of the proportion of disabled people who do
not fall within the definition of disabled people that is used for the purposes of concessionary bus fares.

17. However it is possible that the emphasis on increasing bus patronage could lead to authorities going
for “quick wins” such as commuter services rather than more challenging services which might be of more
benefit to disabled people. Low levels of patronage in rural areas (for example) do not mean that a service
is not vital for the few people who use it. In some rural areas, bus frequency can be as low as one bus a day to
the local town centre. It could also divert attention from increasing the numbers of more accessible vehicles.

18. We therefore recommend that any public investment in Quality Partnerships or Quality Contracts
must have full accessibility for disabled people as a condition of this investment.

19. Similar concerns to those expressed above in respect of competition apply to Quality Partnerships.
More accessible bus stops and information systems would be welcomed as would the introduction of
accessible vehicles and increase frequencies but this should not unduly restrict new entrants into the market.

20. We propose that where local authorities propose to include Quality Contracts in their transport
strategies, then they should have a statutory duty to consult either the Disabled Passengers Transport
Advisory Committee (DPTAC) or the consultative mechanism for local disabled people that they have set
up in connection with its disability equality duty. We recognise that DPTAC would need to be resourced to
undertake any such role.
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21. Local authorities need to ensure that the public money being used to purchase a public service quality
contracts should conform to best practice on accessibility issues. The procurement potential is vast, without
adding significantly to the overall cost. The introduction of audio visual announcements on buses, the use
of the new DPTAC specification for small buses and a requirement on minimum levels of training and
customer care would significantly enhance the travelling experience of people with disabilities.

TraYc commissioners to require performance data

22. Stronger duties are proposed for traYc commissioners to require performance data from local
authorities as well as participation in hearings, and a power to make recommendations for future
performance

23. If performance scrutiny has to be carried out in the light of the Commissioner’s disability equality
duty, as we believe it should, and then the bus service needs of disabled people would have to be taken into
account. We believe that this requirement should be clarified and emphasised in any guidance.

24. However, as we have noted above, the emphasis on punctuality could lead to perverse incentives to
not meet needs of disabled people who may take longer to get on and oV buses. Any performance
recommendations need to allow for such service considerations as the deployment of ramps and the
announcement of stops.

Subsidised bus services

25. The consultation refers to provision for increased flexibility for local authorities to subsidise bus
services so as to provide better frequency, hours, vehicles and routes. We consider that this could lead to
greater numbers of PSVAR complaint buses sooner. Authorities would also have the scope to set services
to a timetable which better meets the needs of more disabled people, especially those who live in outlying
areas, and those who wish to travel outside of the core bus operating hours. As we have noted above in
respect of Quality Contracts, subsidy should take account of the needs of disabled people, and be carried
out with regard to the authority’s disability equality duty.

26. It is also important that appropriate links are established between neighbouring authorities to ensure
that cross border services are also delivered to appropriate standards.

Community Transport/Taxi/Private Hire Vehicles

Community transport

27. The government proposes to remove some restrictions to the current regulatory regime for
community transport relating to the payment to drivers, the size of vehicles, and the issuing of permits
throughout Great Britain. This could have the potential for to greatly increase the range and flexibility of
community transport services including for disabled people This form of transport is of great importance
to the significant numbers of disabled people who live in areas which are not served by a traditional bus
route, such as those in very rural areas, or those who live in streets which are too narrow to accommodate
a standard bus, or who cannot make the journey to their nearest bus stop. It is also likely to increase the
accessibility of the network as a whole as it will bring in more disabled passengers to the transport network.

28. However it is possible that expectations could exceed resources. It is possible that the current
voluntary driving workforce may have a reasonable expectation to be paid and this could aVect driver
supply. Moreover demand for community transport often exceeds supply in peak times as it is booked up.
This puts those disabled people who wish to travel at peak times (to their place of work, for example) at a
disadvantage.

Taxi-bus

29. It is proposed that Private Hire Vehicle operators could be eligible for a special licence to operate a
taxi-bus. This may increase the supply of such services and could therefore increase the supply of vehicles
that would be available to certain disabled people: Services would need to provide consistent with Part 3 of
the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 in relation to the supply of goods and services. This could help to
provide public transport to some of those who do not currently have access to standard bus services.
However this should not be used as an excuse to delay the introduction of fully accessible standard buses.
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Governance

Changes to transport governance,

30. The draft Bill states that major cities must and other authorities can review and propose changes to
transport governance, with new powers to be decided on a case by case basis, which could include additional
Passenger Transport Authorities, based on guidance on the process issued by the Secretary of State.

31. The Secretary of State would also have the power to direct authorities to prepare a scheme containing
provisions for the establishment of a Passenger Transport Authority, even if the authorities concerned were
not minded to do so of their own accord.

32. There is evidence that Passenger Transport Authorities can have the potential to oVer for better
organised and coordinated and less fragmented transport services. This can be helpful to disabled people,
who research has shown suVer particularly when changing modes.

33. However there is a risk that initiatives in transport, including those to improve the accessibility of
transport, may drift during the period when governance changes are being considered. Guidance should
refer to the disability equality duty on all such authorities.

34. It is also possible that there might be inequality where some local authorities in an area did not wish
to step up to proposing changes to the way transport in their area is governed. DPTAC reserves its position
on the issue of the proposed power to require local authorities to set in hand the process of creating a new
Passenger Transport Authority for further consideration.

Integrated transport strategy

35. Passenger Transport Authorities’ current duty to produce a local transport plan and a bus strategy
are proposed to be replaced by a duty to provide an integrated transport strategy and implementation plan.

36. DPTAC hopes that this leads to better coordination of buses and other modes of transport. DPTAC
reserves its position on the implications of this for the enhancement of rail services further consideration in
the light of further information that is to be provided.

37. Integrated transport strategies have however had a chequered history, and some modes of transport
will remain outside the control of those drawing up the plan. This may lead to aspirational statements in
the integrated transport strategy, rather than deliverable and measurable targets and objectives, with a clear
strategy of how to reach them. We are also concerned that initiatives to improve accessibility could drift in
the transition from the old to the new planning scheme.

38. In developing local transport strategies, we consider that Passenger Transport Authorities should
have a statutory duty to consult either the Disabled Passengers Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC)
or the consultative mechanism for local disabled people that it has set up in connection with its disability
equality duty. We recognise that DPTAC would need to be resourced to undertake any such role.

Road Pricing

Passenger Transport Authorities to be able to take part in road pricing plans

39. It is suggested that Passenger Transport Authorities should be enabled to take part in road pricing
plans but only when initiated by others. This could be of benefit to disabled people if it makes it easier to
introduce such schemes. However the resources of local authorities could be diverted to road pricing and
away from the delivery of public transport if no plans are made to subsidise this work by government.

40. DPTAC has published a position paper on road pricing which we have sent to the government and
to all local authorities involving in the Transport Innovation Fund pilot schemes. We commend this
guidance to the Committee and to the government in taking forward road pricing schemes and have annexed
it to this response.

41. DPTAC anticipates that, as in the London congestion charging scheme, any discounted charging
regime would be based on exemption from charges for Blue Badge Holders in recognition of the reduced
mobility of disabled people. We recognise that there are concerns about the enforcement of the Blue Badge
Scheme but measures in hand and under consideration by the Department for Transport will significantly
improve the enforceability of the Scheme. DPTAC would commend any scheme for traYc demand
management and road user charging that went beyond discounted charges and actually delivered positive
benefits to disabled people.

42. In particular in any road user charging scheme, DPTAC would expect the following

— Extensive, full and early consultation with local groups representing disabled people

— Consultation and participation that continues right through the development and implementation
of the scheme and in subsequent monitoring and review processes

— Information that is available in large print, tape, electronic and Braille formats (applies to all stages
from consultation to operation, monitoring and review)
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— Eligibility for discounted charges that is common to all schemes to aid understanding and ensure
equality of service for disabled people

— Investment in high quality accessible public transport alternatives that precedes the introduction of
road user charging

— Accessible public transport vehicles that are accompanied by accessible bus/tram stops and stations
and by well maintained and accessible footways with appropriate use of tactile paving

— Avoidance of cluttered street environments on footways and other pedestrian areas

— All buses, trams and trains to have operational visual and audible announcements

— Operatives who are trained in the use of accessible information systems and dealing with disabled
people

— Where shopmobility forms part of any road user scheme, that this is promoted as a supplement to
and not a substitute for direct access by Blue Badge Holders

— Any road user charging scheme to lead to enhanced mobility for disabled people with no increase
in the cost of travel

Road pricing plans

43. It is proposed that there would be local accountability for road pricing plans rather than approval
by Secretary of State, though he would issue guidance on the approval process. DPTAC agrees that there
is potential benefit in developing schemes that are appropriate for local people in faster and more locally
accountable ways. However there could also be inconsistent schemes, varying interpretations of the
guidance, and schemes which make diVerent assumptions about and provision for disabled people. We are
already concerned about other emerging diVerences in transport service provision for disabled people, for
example in the fees that can be charged for a Blue Badge in Scotland, compared to the rest of the country.

44. We need to ensure that disabled people are exempt from road pricing and we suggest that as a
statutory duty any authority that puts forward proposals on road pricing should have a statutory duty to
consult either the Disabled Passengers Transport Advisory Committee (DPTAC) or the consultative
mechanism for local disabled people that it has set up in connection with its disability equality duty. We
recognise that DPTAC would need to be resourced to undertake any such role.

45. DPTAC also considers that “local accountability mechanisms” in England are vague and that they
need full and urgent clarification.

Revenues from road pricing schemes

46. It is proposed that revenues from road pricing schemes to be used for transport purposes throughout
its life rather than in early stages. If proper accounts is taken of the disability equality duty then this could
give a boost to continuous improvement with respect to disability and access issues, keeping routes
accessible and at a high standard.

47. However if such resources are not properly allocated and safeguarded, it could be unclear where these
revenues actually go and who will benefit from them. The Secretary of State’s guidance would be essential
to ensure that the revenue is spent eYciently and that the work done is monitored.

Environmental impact

48. The consultation proposes that road pricing schemes should have regard to the environmental impact
of road pricing schemes. There are demonstrable links between some aspects of environmental quality,
health and disability, for example for people with breathing diYculties. It is important that these issues are
considered both inside and outside the charge and even the local authority area.

49. However the need for such a specific provision should be clearly demonstrated. Authorities should
already be taking account of environmental consequences and considerations in al that they do and we feel
that the case for additional legislation could be more eVectively stated.

Power to promote well-being

50. DPTAC will give further consideration to the power to promote the environmental economic and
social aspects of wellbeing. These appear to be a recasting of provisions in relation to sustainable
development. However if these could benefiting from specific mention, it would be possible to make an
equally good case for similar provision in respect of the disability equality duty. We will also further consider
the power proposed for the Secretary of State, by statutory instrument, to amend any legislation that he
considers obstructive to the Passenger Transport Authorities exercising their responsibilities for wellbeing.
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Requirement for a public inquiry

51. It is proposed that the Secretary of State will no longer be able to require a public inquiry into a road
user charging scheme, though it will still be possible for one to be held. While this could speed up the process
by which people, including disabled people, enjoy the benefits of and therefore the benefits of such a scheme,
it is just as important that local people, including disabled people, are fully consulted. We will be addressing
this issue moiré fully later this year in our response to “Planning for a Sustainable Future”

Vary price by method of payment

52. The consultation includes a proposal to vary the price of a road user charging scheme by the method
of payment chosen. This will only be acceptable where all payment methods are equally accessible to
disabled people.

Payment of DPTAC members

53. DPTAC welcomes the provision for the payment of DPTAC members. At present DPTAC is only
one of two Non Departmental Public Bodies for which the Department of Transport is responsible whose
members are not paid. Disabled people working on other such bodies, for example Equality 2025 and the
Disability Rights Commission, are also paid.

54. We are however concerned about the impact that accepting a paid position might have on the benefits
of disabled people, even if the payment is declined. This issue does not seem to have yet been resolved by
the Department for Work and Pensions in respect of any of the bodies for which disabled members are
currently paid and needs urgent consideration.

Conclusion

55. The government’s proposals for the better delivery of bus and community transport, the governance
of local transport, and for road user charging, raise a number of issues relating to the delivery of services
for disabled people and their involvement in the decision making process. We believe that, if strengthened
and referred to appropriately, the disability equality duty will achieve what is necessary. It has the potential
to help ensure: that public investment takes place with full account taken of accessibility to disabled people;
that those who provide transport services make accessibility for disabled people part of the main stream of
their activity; and that those who provide transport services fully involve disabled users and non-users in
determining the accessibility of transport services and are responsible for accessibility for disabled people.
We have also made further specific suggestions to improve the appropriateness of these proposals for the
transport of disabled people.

Annex A

DPTAC POSITION STATEMENT

Road User Charging

1. This position statement sets out the position of DPTAC with regard to road user charging schemes.
It is intended to give guidance to government, local authorities, private operators and consultants involved
in considering, promoting and running such schemes.

Introduction

2. The cost of maintaining and developing the road network in the UK is currently secured through
national and local taxation. Vehicle users contribute through vehicle excise duty, taxation on the purchase
of vehicles, transport services and fuel and through parking fees.

3. Congestion imposes further costs on society in terms of delays, unreliable journey times, road safety
and atmospheric pollution.

4. At present the costs to the road user of using roads are not directly linked to the cost to society of
providing and using roads. Road user charging is being championed by Government and others as a fairer
and more transparent way of funding transport expenditure and of managing the way our roads are used.
Road user charging, however, has implications for the interests of disabled people. This statement represents
the views of DPTAC on the subject.

5. The relevant DPTAC objectives on this matter are;

The provision of timely, focused and credible advice to Government on the transport needs of disabled
people
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— The provision of guidance and advice to the transport industry and others on how best to meet the
needs of disabled people

— The promotion of the interests of all disabled people in relation to transport and the built
environment

Why Road User Charging?

6. Road user charging is seen as oVering benefits in terms of managing the use of the road network and
encouraging the use of public transport alternatives. The benefits include:-

— Influencing the number of vehicle journeys and the time at which they are made

— Reduced congestion through use by fewer vehicles at peak times

— Reduced and more reliable journey times

— Reduced exhaust emissions (particularly where charges discriminate against more polluting
vehicles)

— A fairer and more transparent way of charging road users for the use they make of roads

— A more transparent way of raising revenue for paying for the maintenance and development of
transport infrastructure.

7. DPTAC recognises that disabled people potentially have as much to gain from this as anyone.
Disabled drivers and passengers will benefit from reduced and more reliable journey times. Disabled
passengers will also benefit from investment in public transport and disabled pedestrians and those who live
near roads will benefit from reductions in atmospheric pollution. Road user charging also has the potential
to oVer positive financial benefits to disabled people.

Existing Road User Charging Schemes

8. Road user charging is not a new concept and there are various existing examples to be found in the UK.

— Charges are made for the use of many major bridges and tunnels (eg the Forth Bridge, Tyne Tunnel,
Dartford crossings)

— Charges have been levied for entry to the historic core of Durham city centre since 1 October 2002

— Congestion charging was introduced in February 2003 in the central area of London with a flat rate
charge for vehicles entering the charging zone between 0700 hrs and 1830 hrs.

— The M6 northern bypass to Birmingham was opened as a toll road on 9 December 2003

9. In some cases, the charge is made to help in paying for cost of constructing and maintaining the bridge,
tunnel or motorway. In the case of Durham and London, the purpose is to limit the number of vehicles
entering the core area.

10. The London scheme has seen a substantial reduction in delays and the number of vehicles entering
the central area. Journey times for buses and taxis have greatly improved and travellers have shifted from
car to public transport. Travel by disabled people has been helped by concessions for Blue Badge Holders
(who are not charged) and by complementary investment in new low floor buses.

Future Developments

11. A proposed scheme for a city wide congestion charging scheme in Edinburgh was abandoned in
February 2005 when it failed to gain public support in a referendum. There are, however, other proposals
in other parts of the UK. These include more congestion charging schemes and a further section of toll
motorway.

12. Despite the setback in Edinburgh for the proponents of road user charging, government in England
and in Scotland has indicated a continuing interest in road user charging. The technology to support road
user charging is also developing rapidly both in the UK and elsewhere in Europe.

13. The Secretary of State for Transport has said that he wishes the UK to move towards a national
system of road pricing. There is an emphasis in the distribution of the new Transport Innovation Fund in
England towards those local authorities that included traYc demand management measures such as road
user charging in their submissions.

Accommodating the Needs of Disabled People in Road User Charging Schemes

14. DPTAC recognises that road user charging is increasingly likely to feature in transport policy and
financing in future. In considering road user charging schemes DPTAC believes that

— Access for disabled people should be a condition of any investment

— Access for disabled people should be a mainstream activity
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— Disabled users should be involved in determining access for disabled people

— Achieving and maintaining access for disabled people is the responsibility of the service provider

15. Any scheme for road user charging which increases the costs of travelling by car is likely to have a
disproportionate eVect on the lives of disabled people. The reasons are that;

— households including disabled people tend to have lower than average incomes

— public transport or taxis may not be viable options because they are physically inaccessible or
unaVordable

— for many disabled people, only the car gives essential mobility

16. A key feature prior to the introduction of the London congestion charging scheme was extensive
consultation with diVerent user groups including groups representing disabled people. This led to the
introduction of concessions for Blue Badge Holders and for vehicles that are not liable for Vehicle Excise
Duty (such as Dial a Ride vehicles).

17. Concessions in other existing road user charging schemes also tend to be based on possession of a
Blue Badge and/or exemption from Vehicle Excise Duty and/or receipt of the higher rate of the mobility
component of the Disability Living Allowance.

18. In Durham, the primary objectives of the County Council included improving access for disabled
people. However, it is noted that in fact existing disabled parking bays were removed from the Market Place
and replaced with Loading Bays for use at any time. There are no general exemptions for Blue Badge
Holders. Provision for disabled people is made through subsidy of the local Shopmobility Scheme and
through the provision of a high quality easy access bus service linking the station and various car parks to
the city centre. While parking on street is free for Blue Badge Holders, there is a charge for oV street parking.

19. The introduction of the London congestion charging scheme was accompanied by major investment
in new low floor buses. However for buses, trams and trains to be fully accessible to all disabled people, it
is essential to ensure that not only the vehicles but also the bus/tram stops and stations and the associated
footway approaches are accessible and well maintained. Information about transport options needs to be
accessible. Public transport vehicles have to be fitted with visual and audible announcements and operatives
need to have appropriate disability equality training.

20. However, there is also a danger that as travel by private car is made more expensive, there is an
opportunity for public transport service providers to increase their charges. This would lead to a double
impact on disabled people. We therefore believe there is a need for some form of equity audit associated
with all road user charging schemes to ensure that the benefits are locked in and so that any increases in
costs for disabled travellers are oVset (by say reductions in transport related taxation or the introduction
of mileage allowances). The technology now becoming available for implementing and enforcing road user
charging schemes could be used to promote such concepts of social inclusion.

21. In any road user charging scheme, DPTAC would therefore expect the following:

— Extensive, full and early consultation with local groups representing disabled people.

— Consultation and participation that continues right through the development and implementation
of the scheme and in subsequent monitoring and review processes.

— Information that is available in large print, tape, electronic and Braille formats (applies to all stages
from consultation to operation, monitoring and review).

— Eligibility for discounted charges that is common to all schemes to aid understanding and ensure
equality of service for disabled people.

— Investment in high quality accessible public transport alternatives that precedes the introduction of
road user charging.

— Accessible public transport vehicles that are accompanied by accessible bus/tram stops and stations
and by well maintained and accessible footways with appropriate use of tactile paving.

— Avoidance of cluttered street environments on footways and other pedestrian areas.

— All buses, trams and trains to have operational visual and audible announcements.

— Operatives who are trained in the use of accessible information systems and dealing with disabled
people.

— Where shopmobility forms part of any road user scheme, that this is promoted as a supplement to
and not a substitute for direct access by Blue Badge Holders.

— Any road user charging scheme to lead to enhanced mobility for disabled people with no increase
in the cost of travel.

22. DPTAC anticipates that, as in the London congestion charging scheme, any discounted charging
regime would be based on exemption from charges for Blue Badge Holders in recognition of the reduced
mobility of disabled people. DPTAC recognises that there are concerns about the enforcement of the Blue
Badge Scheme but measures in hand or under consideration by the Department for Transport will
significantly improve the enforceability of the Scheme.
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23. Finally, we would commend any scheme for traYc demand management and road user charging that
goes beyond discounted charges and actually delivers positive benefits to disabled people.

August 2006
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Memorandum from Help the Aged (DLTB 54)

Help the Aged wants a world where older people are free from the disadvantages of poverty, neglect and
isolation, so they can live with dignity as valued, respected and involved members of society.

Introduction

Help the Aged welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the House of Commons Transport Select
Committee on the Draft Local Transport Bill. We have undertaken extensive research on older people’s use
of public transport including: Getting out and About a survey by Help the Aged and Portsmouth
Pensioners’ Association published in 2005; and a major urban survey undertaken in Portsmouth in 2006—
Local Bus Services and Travel Concessions—Experiences and Views of Older People. Help the Aged
commented on “Putting Passengers First” in December, 2006 and submitted a selection of published
research evidence on that occasion. We have also been pleased to be invited to attend stakeholder meetings
held by the Department for Transport.

The Government’s proposals for a “modernised national framework for bus services” comprise several
regulative and operational changes which will aVect mainly local authorities and bus operators, but also
those operating community transport. Indirectly these proposals may also have an impact on the lives of
millions of older people.

Below we oVer some comments on key areas of the Bill based on our extensive work on older people and
public transport.

Summary

Accessible and aVordable public transport is a vital lifeline for many older people, reducing isolation and
enabling them to play a part in the community. In practice however, public transport remains inaccessible
for too many other older people, particularly the oldest and most vulnerable.

21% of people aged 65! in the UK say their life is not as full and active as they would like, because they
need better transport. Lack of transport provision greatly contributes to isolation, leaving 13% of those aged
65 or over feeling often or always lonely.



3721511053 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:17:34 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 254 Transport Committee: Evidence

Currently, only 56% of pensioners in Great Britain take up their entitlement to concessionary fares on
public transport. We believe this is because public transport remains inaccessible to many. Our recent
research in this area has explored the barriers to older people using public transport. These include diYculty
getting to and from bus stops, diYculties getting on and oV buses, inadequate information provision,
security concerns and risk of injury.

Help the Aged is calling on local authorities to ensure that work to improve bus services takes the needs
of older people into account. We are also calling for flexibility in transport provision, and in the provision
of transport concessions, for the significant number of older people and those with disabilities for whom
buses will remain inaccessible.

We oVer the following recommendations to the committee, for its consideration:

— The sizeable proportion of older people with mobility impairments means their needs should be a
central consideration of public transport services and travel concession arrangements.

— There should be a nationwide system of travel tokens, which could be used on a wide variety of
public transport, including taxis, trains and buses, to meet the needs of older people who cannot
use buses.

— The Government cannot rely simply on the provision of free bus passes to increase bus patronage
amongst older and disabled people; whilst cost is a key issue, many other practical barriers
remain—and action must be taken to address these.

— In addition to punctuality and reliability, the performance regime for bus services should consider
the importance of: careful driving; design for disablement; adequate information provision.

— Help the Aged would welcome the opportunity to be consulted on the detailed provisions of
community transport legislation.

— Encouragement for additional community transport provision should not be restricted to rural
areas, as older people in urban and suburban areas also face barriers to using public transport.

— Older people must be involved in local consultation on transport, to ensure that their needs are
met.

Below we oVer comments on some key areas covered by the Local Transport Bill. This evidence is backed
by a series of research reports, which have also been provided to the Committee.

1. Improving the Quality of Local Bus Services

1.1. One of the Government’s aims in bringing forward these proposals is to increase bus patronage, both
amongst those who own a private vehicle, and those who do not, and thus to improve accessibility and social
inclusion. It is “enabling” legislation which, in principle, the Charity supports. However we are concerned
that insuYcient action is being taken by Government to address the particular barriers faced by older people
in using buses—they are rather relying on the provision of free bus passes to improve bus use amongst
older people

1.2. Drawing on evidence from our research report, Local Bus Services and Travel Concessions, Help the
Aged would oVer the following insights into the barriers to older people using local transport:

1.3. Barriers to bus use

1.3.1. 21% of people aged 65! in the UK state their life is not as full and active as they would like because
of the need for better transport . A large minority of older people find it diYcult or impossible to use public
transport. In Help the Aged’s study just under half the older people questioned, said they did not use the
bus as often as they would like because of diYculties getting on and oV with shopping. Further reasons for
not using buses included:

— DiYculty getting to and waiting at bus stops in bad weather

— DiYculty getting to/from bus stops to home or other destinations

— DiYculty getting to a seat before the bus moves oV

1.3.2. These finding were reinforced by case studies collected by Help the Aged at the National
Pensioners’ Conventions annual Pensioners’ Parliament, in May 2007. When asked what problems they
faced in using public transport older people commented:

“Can’t walk uphill to the bus stop”.
“What use is a bus pass to me? I can’t get on the bus!”.
“Nottingham City Transport has stopped buses running through the town, so disabled people
can’t walk from one side of town across the other to catch another bus to the hospital or wherever”.

1.3.3. 46% of those taking part in Help the Aged’s Local Bus Services and Travel Concessions, study were
either registered disabled or had mobility impairments. The sizeable proportion of older people with
mobility impairments means their needs should be a central consideration of public transport services and
travel concession arrangements. The research also found that:
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— 30% of those who are registered disabled rely on taxis compared to only 5% of the non-disabled.

— Only 26% of disabled people rely on buses, as compared to more than half of those who are non-
disabled, who regularly use buses.

— 27% of older people identified themselves as “not registered disabled, but experiencing diYculties
or discomfort either walking more than 200 metres or getting on or oV local buses”.

1.3.4. We believe that it is likely that for many of these groups bus travel will remain impractical. Help the
Aged has therefore argued for a nationwide system of travel tokens, which could be used on a wide variety of
public transport, including taxis, trains and buses and should be used to address the diverse transport needs
of older people. This is echoed by over 80% of respondents to our Local Bus Services and Travel Concessions
study who stated their ideal would be a wide choice of unrestricted concessions on all forms of transport,
not just buses.

1.4. Inconsiderate driving

1.4.1. In the study, there were also a number of comments about problems with bus drivers showing a
lack of concern for the needs of older passengers. Many focussed on driving which exposed frail older people
to the risk of serious injury. Examples include, not allowing passengers time to get to their seats before the
bus moves oV and pulling up too fast at bus stops, causing older people to stumble and fall.

“Some buses pull up too fast so you are catapulted to the front” (NPC delegate).

“Drivers need to be reminded [when] approaching request stops that some passengers have a
problem in identifying route numbers, especially in poor lighting.” (Male respondent aged 81, with
mobility problems).

1.5. Bus routes and times

1.5.1. Almost 1,000 respondents stated that buses ran at inconvenient or infrequent times.

1.5.2. Older people in many rural areas are poorly served by bus routes, the same areas in which the
proportion of the older population is growing the fastest.

1.5.3. Reasons for older people considering bus services to be inadequate:

— Unreliability of buses.

— Buses not running at convenient times.

— Buses not running to required places.

1.5.4. Help the Aged has heard many reports from older people in both rural and urban areas who were
pleased to receive their bus pass, only to discover that the bus services had been discontinued. Again these
points were reinforced by comments from NPC delegates:

“Why have bus passes when there are no buses at all in some areas”.

“Please make buses more regular as it is hard standing around when they don’t turn up”.

“The bus route to the church where I go to lunch one day a week has been removed. I now have
to walk over a mile to get to this church. Being not too good on my feet I find this extremely diYcult
and cannot go if the weather is windy or wet”.

1.6. Security

1.6.1. In surveys focusing on fear of crime Help the Aged has consistently found that older people, both
in rural and urban areas see themselves at risk of becoming a victim of crime. Anxieties over security and
anti-social behaviour are a serious deterrent for older people using buses, as these comments demonstrate:

“Was told he would rip my arm oV if I asked him to turn his stereo down”. (Survey respondent)

“I think they are running at a loss and mugging is rampant”. (NPC delegate)

“I feel very unsafe if I have to make a journey on the bus at night. It would help if conductors were
brought back”. (NPC delegate)

1.7. Information

1.7.1. The survey found that the physical state of bus timetables also caused problems for older people.
Small print, timetables displayed too high, lack of prominent display and information distorted by vandals
were all cited by our respondents.
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1.8. Conclusion

1.8.1. Whilst the provision of free bus passes to older people has been extremely welcome, it is clear that
cost is not the only barrier to bus use amongst the older population. Action must be taken to address the
wider barriers to bus use amongst older people.

2. Road pricing

2.1. The Bill also proposes giving local councils the power to introduce local road pricing schemes.
Although Help the Aged does not make any specific representations on this section of the proposed
legislation, it is to be hoped that reducing congestion in our cities will bring about improvements in air
quality and health and safety of older residents.

3. Performance regime

3.1. Help the Aged welcomes any measures to improve quality of bus services including partnership
schemes (between local authorities and bus operators); quality contract schemes; new performance
regimes—with punctuality as a criteria); and new regulations regarding community transport.

3.2. However, we are concerned by the current emphasis on punctuality as the main measure of
performance. Punctuality must not be achieved at the expense of other equally important criteria,
particularly the safety of older people. As discussed above, fear of injury caused by the bus moving oV before
older people can find a seat is a very real barrier to bus use for older people, as explained by one delegate
to the National Pensioners’ Convention Pensioners’ Parliament:

“90% of bus journeys (not holiday coaches) are fraught with danger, overload of buses is a danger
and a very real problem is that most drivers drive too fast to adhere to silly timetables. As a result
they brake and accelerate hard causing tumbles, especially with senior citizens.”

3.3. Help the Aged would urge that in addition to punctuality and reliability being written into
performance agreements, (and/or other arrangements to be fostered between local authorities and bus
operators) the following must also be included:

— careful driving;

— design for disablement; and

— adequate information provision.

4. Community Transport

4.1. Community transport is seen as an alternative to conventional bus services for hard to reach
localities. The voluntary sector is rightly praised for being the leaders in the field of customer care for older
and disabled passengers, and the loosening of restrictions on the scope of their community transport
activities is welcomed by Help the Aged.

4.2. Help the Aged has considerable experience in the field of community transport provision and can
cite many examples of highly eVective door to door services run for older people under Section 19 or 22
permits. The Charity has provided groups with more than one thousand suitably adapted minibuses in
recent years and we are now embarking on a programme of support for community car schemes. With our
expertise in this area, we would welcome the opportunity to be consulted on the detailed provisions of
community transport legislation.

4.3. We are grateful that the Government is taking steps in this Bill to improve access to and provision
of Community Transport. However we would question why encouragement for additional community
transport provision should be restricted to rural areas, and not also enhanced in urban and suburban
localities. As our surveys demonstrate, those who find it physically diYcult or impossible to use conventional
bus services need alternative door to door modes of transport to meet their everyday needs, no matter where
they live.

5. Flexibility for local authorities

5.1. Whilst we agree that greater flexibility for local authorities can be a good way to meet local needs,
this is only the case if undertaken in consultation with the local community. The involvement of older people
in consultations is essential in ensuring local transport needs are met.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1. Help the Aged oVers the following conclusions and recommendations for consideration by the
committee:

— The barriers to older people’s use of local transport remain considerable.
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— The sizeable proportion of older people with mobility impairments means their needs should be a
central consideration of public transport services and travel concession arrangements.

— There should be a nationwide system of travel tokens, which could be used on a wide variety of
public transport, including taxis, trains and buses, to meet the needs of older people who cannot
use buses.

— The Government cannot rely simply on the provision of free bus passes to increase bus patronage
amongst older and disabled people; whilst cost is a key issue, many other practical barriers
remain—and action must be taken to address these.

— In addition to punctuality and reliability, the performance regime for bus services should consider
the importance of:

— careful driving;

— design for disablement; and

— adequate information provision.

— Help the Aged would welcome the opportunity to be consulted on the detailed provisions of
community transport legislation.

— Encouragement for additional community transport provision should not be restricted to rural
areas, as older people in urban and suburban areas also face barriers to using public transport.

— Older people must be involved in local consultation on transport, to ensure that their needs are
met.

June 2007

Memorandum from the South West Rural AVairs Forum (DLTB 55 )

A rural perspective (including market towns)

1. The South West Rural AVairs Forum40 invited me to submit the following findings to the Transport
Select Committee as evidence to consider when scrutinising the Draft Local Transport Bill. These findings
concern a market investigation for a rural demand responsive transport (DRT) service in Wiltshire.
Members of the SWRAF were neither involved nor responsible for this case study. However key issues
described below were familiar to Forum members.

2. The service concerns a DRT service known as the Pewsey Vale Wigglybus, a community-led initiative
in 1997-98 taken up by the local transport authority at a time when new rural transport funding came on
stream and the service received Rural Bus Challenge funding in 1998. Like other rural transport authorities
in the South West this represented an unprecedented injection of funds in an area of dispersed demand with
skeletal services or none at all.

3. Despite a relatively high performance record compared to other DRT services,41 market research
revealed that services appealed to a limited market and that the service was not responding to the travel
needs of the wider community some of whom were prepared to use the services if they were more relevant.

4. Government funding was withdrawn in March this year and the Local Transport Authority, Wiltshire
County Council, undertook to support the services albeit on a reduced budget.

5. In common with other rural areas the threat to the viability of the services comes from two main
directions:

a. Reduced funding and, in the absence of increased revenue from the fare box, anticipated reduced
services

b. A declining market of traditional users replaced by younger people who had recently obtained driving
licences or by multi-car owning households

6. The short face to face interviews of 1 in 4 households in eight villages investigated attitudes and
perceptions to Wigglybus in households that hardly or did not use the services. Two household
types were sampled: housing association and private housing.

7. Wigglybus was greatly valued and many pointed out that the services were vital for the vibrancy of
their village community and that “if it were not for Wigglybus more people would move to town”. Several
highlighted the environmental benefits of having a choice not to use a car.

40 South West Rural AVairs Forum (SWRAF) is a focal point for sharing information and voicing concerns about social,
economic and environmental policy issues, which aVect rural communities in the South West. Supported by GOSW and
DEFRA it adds a rural dimension to policy development and implementation. Members do not represent an organisation
and act in a personal capacity. http://www.gosw.gov.uk/gosw/envrural/rrpolicy/swraf.

41 Loughborough University (2006) Evaluation Study of Demand Responsive Transport Services in Wiltshire, Wiltshire
County Council.
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8. That this was a service that should be aVorded by the community was often explicit or implied.
Respondents were mindful that one day the services might be their only option.

9. A constant theme was competition with the car. Cars would have to become more inconvenient or
more expensive to tempt respondents to use the Wigglybus. Around a third of respondents said nothing
would tempt them to use the bus; others disliked booking and did not like the length of time on the bus to
travel a short distance—although visitors enjoy the pace through beautiful countryside. A few preferred lifts,
cycling or the community bus where it existed. However 70% of respondents represented a potential market
sector of “possibles”.

10. For instance respondents might consider using the bus if:

a. routes were more relevant, more direct and didn’t involve changes to get from one end of the vale
to the other;

b. the bus integrated better with other services and the local station;

c. it fitted better with shift working or pub times;

d. there were better information;

e. people did not have to book each journey there and back;

f. or personal circumstances changed such as:

i. temporary carlessness;

ii. became eligible for a free bus pass; and

iii. had more time.

11. The survey revealed that services were not addressing rural social exclusion as comprehensively as
intended, and were not meeting the project’s second stated aim of tempting households to leave their cars
at home.

12. Rural modal shift is desirable for environmental reasons but also to secure a more viable future. It is
essential to encourage those with choice to use the services so that more opportunities could be improved
and made more viable for those who have no other option. This economic point is not readily appreciated.

13. To achieve social, environmental and economic aims, routes and services need to overcome perceived
and actual impediments and be reconfigured to reach a more ambitious target. This would require some
pump priming investment for complementary services, probably amounting to a mixture of parallel running
of taxi sharing and community buses. The next generation of services would also need to bring on board
market intelligence managed through the local community, a role well recognised in numerous case studies
by the former Countryside Agency.

14. There is much experience to consolidate but it needs a supportive legislative framework to give added
coherence and stability. To maximise 8 years of investment and community eVort these services need to be
supported by:

a. A strategic framework for rural public transport.

b. Sustainable revenue funding and/or pump priming improvements.

c. Supportive legislation.

d. Well supported community partnership.

15. For services such as Wigglybus, standing still represents a slow decline. Reducing services, when
research suggests they need to expand, will lead to a more rapid decline. The impact will be felt increasingly
by the most vulnerable. Voluntary services might move in to fill the gaps but without the support from the
former Countryside Agency transport grant programme and Regional Development Agencies that are
feeling the pinch action is going to become more competitive.

16. Thus outlook for Wigglybus (and similar) is one which suVers from an unfavourable national, or
typically rural, context dominated by:

a. Competition from other local authority budgets.

b. Priority for school transport.

c. A diminishing market for traditional rural public transport.

d. Short term thinking, uncertainty and a lot of luck.

17. Much national investment and priority has been focused on speeding the flow of traYc through the
countryside with three local eVects:

a. Bypassing rural communities and their local economies.

b. Increasing rural traYc more rapidly than elsewhere.

c. Undermining rural public transport developments.

18. The question is therefore: Is a safety net approach appropriate for the twenty first century? Should
rural areas have transport that can oVer access to a good quality of life in keeping with modern life styles
in the most energy eYcient and cost eVective way? Is there a national commitment to rural public transport?
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Rural access and the Draft Local Transport Bill

19. Rural users are generally vulnerable to (inter alia):

— “Stop start” funding and grant aid projects.

— A wide variation of vehicle standards.

— Variable standards of bus stop travel information (where it exists).

— The eVects of commercial operators who “cherry pick” thus excluding services that start early
enough, finish late enough or run on Sundays.

— The multiplicity of bus operators each with unique fares and ticketing that bizarrely do not oVer
the integration of the industry’s integrated bus/rail ticket (known as PlusBus).

— The lack of a statutory voice for bus users.

20. It is possible to address many of these issues, as well as those illustrated by the case study above,
through the Draft Local Transport Bill (hereafter called the Draft Bill). This submission is not a formal
response to the Draft Bill but is oVered as personal comments and suggestions.

21. The Draft Bill is helpful to rural areas in certain ways. For instance it removes the problem of finding
voluntary drivers for community transport under a revised Section 22 (paragraph 30(4)). It provides TraYc
Commissioners with greater powers to recommend remedial action to be taken by local authorities and bus
operators to improve punctuality, an urban problem that also aVects rural networks (paragraph 32(4)(b)).
There are advantages to longer timescales for subsidised rural bus contracts. Nonetheless the Draft Bill does
not embrace the multiplicity of rural public transport provision and needs to be robustly “rural proofed’.

22. Definition of Rural Public Transport: Currently “community transport” and “rural transport” are
lumped together, which leads to a common misperception that misses the point of each specialist field. The
Draft Bill needs to define what is meant by “rural public transport’, and what comprises rural public
transport. The Draft Bill needs to specify each component, such as community transport, taxis, flexible
transport, commercial and subsidised operations, travel information centres and user participation, and
then highlight each component’s distinct requirements. A list is shown in diagrammatic form in Annex 1
below.42

23. Minimum Standards: Users (and potential users) need a guarantee that their services are suYciently
dependable and relevant to modern day living so that rural households can plan their lives around them.
The body that should set minimum standards should be a separate sub-regional body such as an Integrated
Network Authority.

24. Integrated Network Authority: The Draft Bill needs to ensure that structures are put in place to bring
greater stability for rural public transport serving the South West region, (predominantly made up of market
towns, villages and countryside). The precepting powers and other responsibilities that are to be granted to
revised PTAs within the Draft Bill also to apply to sub-regional areas outside those PTA areas. For instance
Wiltshire could form part of an Integrated Network Authority for Avon / South Gloucestershire / Swindon /
Wiltshire and Somerset. This authority should define its framework and fund minimum standards.43

25. Flexible Transport Regulations: Regulations for flexible transport do not permit ad hoc walk on
travel and are anomalous. There are exceptions to these rules but they are complex. The net eVect fails to
put rural passengers first and is contrary to the spirit of the law. A letter copied in Annex 2 below from a
rural user in North Wiltshire illustrates the confusion for users. These Regulations need to be reviewed by
this Draft Bill.

26. Licenced Taxis and Private Hire Operators (PHOs): The problem with Flexible Transport
Regulations described above might be due to protecting fair competition in the interests of Licenced Taxi
and Private Hire Operators. The Draft Bill should consider ways of bringing Taxis and PHOs under the
umbrella of Flexible Transport Regulations and integrating Taxis and PHOs with “public transport” by
combining the functions of the TraYc Commissioners and a sub-regional PTA. Permitting taxis in defined
areas to accept concessionary pass holders and qualify for a fuel allowance (or BSOG’s successor) might be
attractive to Licenced Taxi and Private Hire Operators.

42 Diagram in Annex 1 p.42, Eco-Logica (2002) Joining in Public Transport: Key issues for rural access, SWTAR.
43 For further strategic comment see Headicar (2004) Planning for a step-change: A passenger transport strategy for rural areas,

Association of Kennet Passengers.
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Annex 1
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Annex 2

Gazette and Herald, 15th June 2006

Dorothy Lewis, Calne, Wiltshire

”Keep bus use flexible

I am a regular bus user, especially of the Calne Wigglybus and I am extremely unhappy at the way in which
the service has been reduced and is less flexible than it was. How many people realise that it is now not
possible to hail the Wigglybus along its route?

This lack of flexibility means that one of the main advantages of the Wigglybus has now been lost. This
change was introduced in Calne by Wiltshire County Council in April and the public, particularly the
regular passengers, should have been consulted prior to this happening.

This would appear to be contrary to the Department of Transport’s flexible, routed service. I quote: Note
that flexible services are provided wholly or principally for passengers who have pre-booked. Room may be
made for some who have not. However ad hoc passengers that have not pre-booked cannot alter the existing
route of the vehicle for their journey. So, for example, they may travel on a flexible service in the following
circumstances: Between fixed stops that are time-tabled; Where they are carried as extra passengers
accompanying other passengers who have pre-booked for those passengers entire journey.

However there must be (a) suYcient room on the vehicle taking into account all the pre-bookings for that
journey; and (b) doing so would not move the journey times of existing pre-booked passengers outside the
maximum 20-minute time window.” This means that previously, if you started your journey at The Strand
and wanted to go to Cherhill Black Horse and the driver was going in that direction, you could get on
without booking, providing the bus is not going to be full with pre-booked passengers on route. Now
Wiltshire County Council will not let you board the bus unless you are pre-booked. This contravenes the
flexibility that the Department of Transport is promoting.

I feel the present system is very complicated, and will discourage people using the Wigglybus and public
transport, which is not what the Department of Transport and government intended.”

June 2007
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Memorandum from the Road Haulage Association Ltd (RHA) (DLTB 56)

1. The Road Haulage Association is the primary representative body for road haulage businesses, with
around 9,500 member companies operating more than 90,000 lorries.

2. Three areas of the Bill concern us: road pricing; the lack of attention to the freight sector in discussion
of local planning; and the future of the traYc commissioners.

3. Road Pricing: Our starting point on local road pricing is perfectly clear. It is that trucks must be
exempt. Road pricing is a form of demand management designed to price a percentage of vehicles oV the
roads at certain times of the day. This, it is argued, will alleviate congestion. We have doubts about this as
our recent paper demonstrated, but let us assume that theory and practice go hand in hand.

4. It cannot make sense to treat trucks in the same way as cars. Trucks deliver in response to customer
needs and as such are a vital part of the nation’s economy. In spring this year, the Trade and Industry
Committee cited high transport costs as one of the reasons UK motor manufacturing jobs had migrated
eastwards. It would seem pointless to worsen this problem by introducing what amounts to a journey tax
for vehicles delivering raw materials, finished goods and the essentials of everyday life. We would make
four points:

— It is doubtful whether many would park up to await an oV peak reduction. Drivers would run out of
hours and the earning capacity of the vehicle would be impaired if that was the case. So no demand
management would succeed, thus the charge in eVect becomes a journey tax.

— This tax will drive up costs within the charging zone. This will place at risk the local economy and
make it likely new investment will take place where transport costs are lower.

— Unlike cars, which are generally locally based, or regular commuters, trucks roam the UK (and
these days the EU). If such vehicles are to be included in any charging proposal there is the practical
issue of charging device installations. Would one fit the whole fleet for example, or just certain
trucks? If the former, there is a significant cost factor, if the latter the loss of flexibility through
having to use dedicated vehicles.

— The question of the growing number of foreign trucks now entering the UK. Is it practical in terms
of cost to enforce a charging scheme on them? Again by the very nature of road haulage these
vehicles roam Europe’s roads. They might not intend to visit say Manchester but given the
relaxation of cabotage rules they might do so. It is practical to request that all UK in bound trucks
must have a charging device in case they enter a local authority-charging zone?

5. It important that we distinguish between a national road pricing scheme, and local ones. In the former,
we are all treated the same—including foreign hauliers. All vehicles must have a charging device. And
perhaps all will be eligible for an-oV setting fuel duty rebate! But a local charge will represent extra cost and
a reduction in flexibility which in this eco-conscious age would be counter productive. For these reasons we
would advocate as perfectly sensible that HGV’s over 3.5 tonnes should be exempt from any local road
pricing scheme. (In the Manchester TiF scheme, it seems that the local authority accepts that lorries will be
little influenced by road pricing but plans to include them anyway. We find that unacceptable).

6. It is essential that clear guidelines be set for any local road charging schemes in terms of objective,
deployment and enforcement.

7. We feel that it remains appropriate for the Transport Secretary to continue to approve pricing schemes,
contrary to the view set out in Box 5.1 of the consultation. The Secretary of State is setting the statutory
guidance and regulations and the local schemes must be seen in the light of an ambition to move to national
road pricing, requiring all such schemes therefore to be consistent in their deployment. However, an
acceptable alternative would be a Road Pricing Scheme Approvals and Management Authority, with the
additional power to be the independent approvals body and also to monitor the performance of schemes
in practice.

8. Losing sight of freight: The Bill addresses itself in detail to bus issues. Our concern is that there is a
general lack of direction or guidance from the Department for Transport on freight issues. The sector is
woefully neglected in most local transport plans at present and the tenor of the consultation, highlighted in
Q12 and 4.43 to 4.45, is that they would be omitted from the Integrated Transport Strategy altogether.

9. We would be less concerned, were there strong evidence of an alternative structure for freight guidance
being developed, but so far we see little. Instead, in the rare cases where authorities do develop freight plans
they do so in a vacuum. London is bringing its own system that will ban many VOSA-tested and approved
trucks from the capital completely from next February and its own gold accreditation scheme; and much
else besides.

10. We must have a stronger awareness of freight and guidance for local authorities. Relevant issues for
such guidance would include lorry parking, the safeguarding of existing lorry depots and the development of
new depots, and greater attention to statutory duties, for example to ensure adequate collection and delivery
facilities in London.
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11. TraYc commissioners: We need to know more about the Department for Transport’s plans for the
development of the traYc commissioner system. As the RIA notes (5.8) there has been no public
consultation. It is true that the RHA has raised issues concerning traYc commissioners, as no doubt have
others, but suggesting ways in which a system should be improved should not be equated with a demand
for fundamental change.

12. The haulage industry is fundamentally supportive of the TC system, a core element of which is their
independence, which must be preserved in practice as well as in theory. As the consultation states, the TCs”
independence “has created confidence that licensing decisions are fair and impartial and in this respect they
are favourably regarded by the industries they regulate”. The significance of this confidence should not be
under-estimated, nor should that confidence be lightly be undermined.

13. Discrepancies can be found in almost any system, and the TCs are no exception; but the TCs have
improved in this regard in recent years. The issue of discrepancies as they eVect multiple licence holders can
similarly be exaggerated.

14. The DfT clearly is less satisfied with the performance of the TCs. It clearly finds the consistency of
standards and processes amongst TCs to be unacceptable and wishes to give more “guidance” to them. It
has extrapolated a particular strong need for consistency in the bus sector, on which we make no comment,
to the goods sector.

15. Evidently, the TCs are judged likely to lack the “skills and expertise” to manage their expanded role
in the bus sector. We need to know more about how this might impact on the road freight sector.

16. We are uneasy about the clear friction that has existed, at least until quite recently, between many of
the TCs and both VOSA and the DfT. It cannot be right that for two years in succession the Secretary of
State has delayed publication of their annual reports. These tensions are likely to have contributed to the
poor performance of the new centralised licensing oYce in Leeds over recent months.

17. The UK’s TC system is unique. At present, the UK is the only country in the EU that ejects companies
from the industry for repeated oVending against haulage law. Now, under Article 21 of the EU Regulation
561/2006, the Commission is to lead the rest of the EU into the “revocation, curtailment or suspension” of
O-licences; ie to follow the lead of the UK.

18. How will this be done? The RAI asserts that “TCs . . . will comply with directions and guidance that
may be issued by the STC”. How will that work in practice, for example in relation to the importance of
VOSA’s OCRS at a public inquiry? The haulage industry would not want to see the UK move too far
towards a formulaic approach to licensing.

19. We do not oppose the proposals on TCs; we are seeking greater clarity as to the end destination.

June 2007

Memorandum from the Local Government Association (LGA) (DLTB 57)

1. Introduction

1.1 The Local Government Association (LGA) represents over 400 councils in England and Wales. The
LGA exists to promote better local government. We work with and for our member authorities to realise a
shared vision of local government that enables local people to shape a distinctive and better future for their
locality and its communities. We aim to put local councils at the heart of the drive to improve public services
and to work with government to ensure that the policy, legislative and financial context in which they
operate, supports that objective.

1.2 The LGA and others have presented a strong case for devolution of a range of economic powers to
groups of authorities working together in partnership at the sub-regional level.44 The LGA believes that
delivering improved local transport services and tackling key national challenges such as congestion, social
exclusion and climate change requires a fully integrated and coherent approach to transport networks across
all modes. This will require decisions over transport and funding to be taken the level at which transport
and the wider economy come together.

1.3 The Draft Local Transport Bill, is a significant step towards this approach and provides a genuine
opportunity for government to delegate powers to local government to build really integrated transport
policies and deliver improved transport services. But to achieve this, the Bill will need to go further than it
currently does in devolving powers across all modes of transport and greater control over funding and
revenue raising. Crucially, it also needs to be part of a wider devolution of economic powers.

44 We have set out detailed proposals in a recent discussion paper “Improving local transport: how small reforms could make a
big diVerence” Travers & Glaister 2006 http://www.lga.gov.uk/Publication.asp?lSection%0&id%-A783AAE6 and a further
report “Prosperous Communities II” LGA 2007 http://www.lga.gov.uk/Publication.asp?lSection%0&id%-A783FF72
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1.4 Our ambition is for a local transport bill that gives local authority partnerships control over decision
making and funding for transport as a part of a wider programme of devolution, encompassing other aspects
of the sub-regional economy, including labour markets, economic development and spatial and economic
planning. This would enable groups of councils and their partners to use these powers in a cross-cutting way
to deliver locally distinctive solutions to local and national challenges.

1.5 Secondly, the Bill needs to devolve control over all transport modes (private and public transport,
road and rail) so that local authorities can adopt a rational cross-modal approach to identifying the most
eVective policy solutions. Devolution of powers over funding and planning of local rail services in the
current bill draft bill is a significant omission.

1.6 Thirdly, the Bill needs to give local authorities the legal powers and financial levers they need to put
in place investment of the scale required to deliver significant transport improvements. This includes
revenue-raising powers to deliver improvements to public transport infrastructure in advance of a road
pricing scheme.

1.7 This submission deals with the three main issues covered by the Bill—reform of the bus sector,
transport governance and road user charging.

Bus Reform

2.1 In the autumn of 2006, the LGA proposed a package of reforms which we argued would be required
to halt the continuing decline in bus use in most areas outside London. Key to these proposals was that a
wide-ranging “tool-box” of options including franchising should be made available to local authorities to
enable them to improve bus services in a way that is responsive to the diVerent needs and circumstances in
diVerent areas.45 Many of these proposals were reflected in Putting Passenger’s First and we are pleased to
see that they have now been included as part of the draft bill.

Voluntary Partnership Agreements

2.2 There are many Voluntary Partnership Agreements (VPAs) already in existence with local authorities
taking a proactive role. However a lack of influence over key factors, including frequencies, timings, co-
ordination of services, fare increases and ticketing has severely limited their ability to establish eVective
partnership working and has led to the situation where operators can undermine local policies to promote
bus travel.

2.3 We therefore welcome the proposal to include minimum frequencies, timings and maximum fares in
voluntary partnership agreements. We believe that the provisions should also allow for passengers to use a
full basket of tickets on services run by diVerent operators participating in a scheme.

Quality partnership schemes

2.4 The proposals to extend the scope of Statutory Quality Partnerships (SQPs) should make SQPs more
attractive to local authorities. Similarly to our views on VPAs, we welcome the proposal to include minimum
frequencies, timings and maximum fares and that a basket of tickets should be accepted across a network.

2.5 We also support proposals to allow phased implementation of SQPs and the ability to postpone part
of a scheme where necessary. This will give increased flexibility to Local Transport Authorities (LTAs) in
getting a scheme running and will allow for them to expand and manage the scheme more eVectively as it
develops.

2.6 Current arrangements, which remain unchanged by the draft bill, allow for operators not
participating in a partnership scheme to continue operating along the same partnership route. This can lead
to a situation where operators outside the partnership can undermine benefits to passengers and revenue to
operators within the partnership by providing services that do not meet the standards agreed by the QPS.
Current mechanisms for dealing with this situation (by denying access to facilities provided by the
partnership) cause confusion and can damage public perceptions of all bus providers and the local authority.

2.7 The solution to this issue should be to require Transport Commissioners to take account of
representations made by an LTA and powers to refuse registration of services where they would
disadvantage service users if allowed to operate along the partnership route.

Competition test

2.8 The current competition legislation presents a significant barrier to partnership working that could
deliver better integration of bus services, for example on complementary timetabling, and there needs to be
a presumption more strongly in favour of integrated working which places greater emphasis on user and
society benefits and on a local authority’s bus strategy. The LGA believes that local authorities, being

45 Get on board—delivering better bus services. LGA Jan 2007.
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directly elected, are well placed to facilitate measures that promote the public’s interests and should be in a
position to protect operators from falling foul of the competition authorities where they are cooperating to
serve the needs of an area. The LGA will study the detailed proposals for revisions to the competition
legislation, but we would support changes which remove the threat of action against sensible partnership
working between operators and local authorities.

Quality contract schemes

2.9 The LGA has argued for a significant reduction in the barriers to the use of franchising where LTAs
consider this approach to be the best means of delivering their bus strategies. We therefore welcome the
proposals which will go some way towards making quality contracts a more realistic option, however we
believe further measures are required to enable LTAs to implement these arrangements eYciently and
eVectively.

2.10 We support the proposal to remove the “only practicable way” test from quality contracts schemes
(QCS) as this has presented a key barrier to QCS to date. We also support the proposal to replace this test
with the requirement to satisfy public interest criteria. It will be important to ensure that these criteria
represent a balance between the needs of bus users, the ability of a LTA to deliver its policies in a fair and
eYcient way and protecting the rights of operators. The LGA believes that the test that quality contracts
are necessary to deliver an “eYcient, eVective and economic” service would be a means of ensuring this
balance was achieved and that QCSs were not used where other schemes could achieve the bus strategy. The
criteria should also include a requirement that a QCS should contribute to the implementation of “all
relevant local authority policies”, rather than just the authority’s “local transport policies”. This would
allow a scheme to be linked to wider strategies for tackling social exclusion, supporting regeneration, traYc
restraint and environmental and health outcomes such as raising air quality standards.

2.11 We strongly agree that the requirement for QCSs to be approved by the Secretary of State should
be removed. This is consistent with the devolutionary principles of the draft bill. It would have the additional
benefit of allowing Government to give assistance to LTAs in drawing up and testing proposals for schemes.
Currently many smaller authorities lack resources develop schemes.

2.12 However, we do not agree that QCSs should require approval from a Board or Transport Tribunal.
This goes against the devolutionary principles of the draft bill. The decision about whether a QCS is
appropriate and responsibility for a scheme that delivers the LTAs objectives should be delegated to LTAs
as elected representatives of their communities. The power of an appointed body with no democratic
mandate to overturn these proposals should be limited. If an LTA acts unreasonably or unfairly, operators
have rights to legal redress.

2.13 In addition, the proposed approval process would present a significant barrier to QCSs because it
would add timescales for implementation of the scheme and increase the already considerable risks,
uncertainties and costs associated with developing a scheme. It is important that QCSs are developed as part
of wider transport strategy. As such, they might (though not necessarily) be linked to other schemes,
including Road Pricing. Therefore, giving an Approvals Board or Transport Tribunal the power to reject
a QCS could have serious impacts on other local transport schemes.

2.14 We support the amendments to legislation to allow phased implementation and extension to the
maximum duration of schemes. This will increase flexibility and certainty and avoid having to renegotiate
schemes which are working eVectively as well as increasing operators” ability to make significant investment
required for entry into a scheme.

2.15 We are concerned that whilst the draft bill’s proposals go some way to making QCS achievable, the
timescales and processes required to develop them remains a significant barrier. The draft bill proposes that
LTAs will be required to have regard to statutory guidance in respect of QCS. We hope that the guidance
will set out a streamlined process for preparation and implementation of QCSs. Work commissioned by the
Passenger Transport Executive Group (PTEG) has concluded that under current arrangements, the process
from proposal to implementation of at QCS would take at least four years. We believe that a QCS should
be able to be implemented within a realistically deliverable timescale and support PTEG’s proposals for how
the process could be streamlined whilst remaining transparent, rigorous and fair.46

Punctuality and the role of TraYc Commissioners

2.16 The current level of regulation exercised through the TraYc Commissioners and the eVectiveness of
their enforcement is widely recognised to be inadequate and to vary across diVerent areas of the country.
We therefore support the proposal to enhance traYc commissioners” powers to require operators to provide
performance data and comply with relevant regulations.

46 (See PTEG’s response to Putting Passengers First, “from policy to delivery” http://www.pteg.net/NR/rdonlyres/37FB9E01-
C337-444F-A4BE-A921843CD843/0/Putting Passengers First pteg response 200704.pdf
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2.17 It is not clear as to how devolving the power to issue guidance from the Secretary of State to a
statutory Senior TraYc Commissioner will address this issue of increased consistency between TraYc
Commissioners and we would welcome clarification on that.

2.18 In addition, the draft bill’s proposal will do little to address the capacity and resource constraints,
which inhibits the traYc commissioners’ ability to discharge their responsibilities and liaise with local
transport authorities eVectively.

2.19 We accept that there is a need for greater accountability by local authorities for their contribution
to the punctuality and reliability of local bus services. However, this needs to be exercised in a way that is
consistent with Government’s ambition (as set out in the Local Government White Paper) to reduce the
burden of monitoring and reporting to central government and ensure that performance management is
proportionate and drives improvement locally. To achieve this, detailed operator performance should be
made available to LTAs to enable them to identify areas of poor performance and develop solutions. This
should be accompanied by a system of financial rewards and penalties for operators that will help local
authorities to hold them to account, to improve delivery standards and address failure to meet basic quality
standards.

Bus Service Operators Grant

2.20 As the Committee itself has recognised, the current arrangements for distributing subsidy in relation
to fuel usage need to be reformed to ensure they are more eVective in incentivising improved services,
tackling environmental objectives and allow more locally appropriate targeting of subsidy. We believe that
this could be achieved by devolving the funding to local authorities to allow them to channel the grant in a
way that can support the economic, social and environmental objectives of an area. The transition to a
revised distribution of the subsidy would need to be carefully managed and phased in a way that would not
lead to increased fares and decline in services.

3. Passenger Transport Authorities

3.1 The proposals to devolve more transport powers to major urban areas are positive and if delivered,
could result in a more cohesive approach to transport planning. The LGA has argued that there is a strong
case for devolving transport powers to groups of authorities at the sub-regional level. We have also argued
that as circumstances diVer in diVerent parts of the country, flexibility is required to allow decisions on the
most appropriate governance arrangements to be made by individual areas.

3.2 The draft bill sets out changes that would apply to all PTAs including extending of the “well-being”
power to PTAs and requiring them to produce an Integrated Transport Strategy and an Implementation
Plan. Beyond this, the bill provides flexibility for PTAs to propose further changes and select from a range
of powers to tailor governance arrangements that are appropriate to the locality. This approach is welcome
and will allow bottom-up reform of governance arrangements and enhance powers for transport in the
major urban areas. Much of this directly reflects the LGA’s arguments for devolving transport powers to
cities and their surrounding city regions and stronger leadership within PTAs as set out in “Prosperous
Communities II” and “Improving Local Transport”47 . We have argued that as circumstances diVer in
diVerent parts of the country, flexibility to allow decisions on the most appropriate governance
arrangements to be made by individual areas is crucial.

3.3 We agree that all the PTA areas should undertake a review of current arrangements with a view to
strengthening their ability to plan and deliver strategic priorities and most PTA areas are already beginning
this process. We understand that the proposed power for the Secretary of State to “direct” local authorities
and PTAs to undertake reviews will allow Government to manage the process of reviews and could be used
to encourage progress if PTA areas are slow to act. However, the most appropriate time to undertake a
review will be diVerent for each PTA area and will depend on local circumstances, for example to ensure
alignment with developments in wider governance arrangements for the city region. We therefore
recommend that the power to direct should be a reserve power only and that in the first instance reviews
should be undertaken jointly by all the Metropolitan Authorities and the PTA in an area according to a
locally agreed timescale. Equally, it will be important that the guidance on how to carry out the review and
prepare proposals for reform allows for full flexibility in approach and extent of the review to be decided at
the local level.

3.4 The proposal to allow changes to the boundaries of PTA areas is welcomed. However, the current
proposals are that PTAs could be extended to include the whole of an LTA area. This should be revised to
allow the extension to apply to part of, rather than the whole of a local authority area where this is logical.
For example, to encompass areas within travel to work patterns without bringing in other areas that have
little direct links and are likely to be unsuitable for inclusion.

47 Travers and Glaister, 2006:
“Prosperous Communities II” LGA 2007.
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3.5 We are pleased that Government has accepted that strengthened accountability and increased
decision making powers need to be accompanied by more control over funding streams. In addition to the
provisions of the draft Bill to enable changes to governance, we believe that PTA areas should also be able
to consider changes in funding to their area to make sure these are made at the appropriate level. We strongly
encourage Government to allow additional funding options to be included on the face of the Bill.

3.6 Similarly, we support the Government’s proposal to look at extending PTA role in the planning and
funding of rail services and argue that this should be included within the remit of the Bill. Properly integrated
transport local networks need to include all modes and powers over rail are currently a significant omission
from the proposals.

4. Road charging

4.1 Local road pricing schemes have the potential to contribute to achievement of local transport policies
and help tackle key national issues such as congestion and climate change. However, they will only be
successful as part of an eVective integrated transport system which enables a wider approach to rebalancing
supply and demand.

4.2 Any road pricing scheme must demonstrate and achieve clear benefits for the community. This
requires suYcient flexibility to suit local circumstances and powers to implement and finance the full range
of transport measures required for the whole integrated transport package into which the road pricing
scheme fits.

4.3 The LGA will shortly be producing a publication on local road pricing and will make copies of the
report available to the committee. The report will argue that the governance and partnership frameworks
linking central and local government do not at present provide the powers required to deliver suYcient up-
front improvements to transport, or guarantees of long term use of the revenue stream, necessary to
overcome barriers to acceptance. There are a number of key requirements that will have to be met to
move forward:

(1) Road pricing proposals must be linked to a wider integrated transport strategy that ensures costs
and inconvenience are minimised for those transferring from road to other forms of transport
systems (including the provision of better alternatives before pricing starts).

(2) There must be financial and institutional mechanisms in place to allow eVective delivery of the
integrated transport strategy including up-front improvements.

(3) The transport strategy of which pricing proposals are part must relate to appropriate geographical
areas and provide levers over all transport measures in those areas including national networks
(rail and trunk roads).

(4) There must be transparent financial management of pricing income and its distribution for delivery
of the overall transport strategy, with control of the revenue by appropriate accountable bodies.

(5) There must be clarity about how road pricing revenue can be used for the long term.

4.4 Taken with the measures on stronger governance and powers for urban areas and increased control
over bus networks, the proposals to increase flexibility and encourage local authorities to develop road
pricing schemes go some way towards addressing these issues. We welcome the recognition in the draft bill
that it must be for locally accountable politicians to take decisions on whether road user charging scheme
is appropriate for their area.

4.5 It is likely however, that there will remain substantial barriers to establishing local schemes. These
issues relate to transport systems, for example local rail networks, as well as to financing arrangements,
where greater flexibility and the ability to make long term commitments are required.

4.6 The framework within which local charging schemes are in practice being developed is currently very
narrow, reflected only in the TIF projects in which local government is having to take major political risks
within very tight central government control. We consider that the freedom for local decision on both
charging and investment needs to be substantially increased for this approach to bear fruit on anything but
the very smallest scale

4.7 Recent proposals from Manchester highlight the scale of funding likely to be required to support a
road pricing scheme—in this case £3bn. Given the total available TIF fund of £1.4 billion it is clear that
authorities will need to consider other funding options. However, present arrangements create barriers to
this. For example under current TIF guidance, there is a prohibition on local authorities using road pricing
revenue directly to securitise borrowing. These issues will need to be addressed if local road pricing schemes
are to become a more viable option.
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5. Conclusion

5.1 The LGA supports the objectives of the draft local transport bill and believes that it represents an
excellent opportunity to deliver on the Government’s stated ambitions to devolve power to local
government and deliver a more integrated and cohesive transport system that improves the lives of local
communities and contributes to important national challenges. We look forward to working with the
Transport Committee and DfT to ensure that the detailed proposals of the bill will deliver these objectives
in practice.

June 2007

Memorandum from GoSkills (DLTB 58)

We are pleased to be able to submit this evidence to the Committee. GoSkills is the Sector Skills Council
responsible for public transport. We have submitted on two proposals which we would like to see included
within the Local Transport Bill. The first pertains to need for skills provision to be included in the bus
contracts signed between local authorities, PTE’s and operators. The second proposal within this evidence
relates to the need for a set skills target within the taxi and PHV industry. There is also an annex attached
which is a report GoSkills have complied relating specifically to the Taxi and PHV skills deficit.

Skills Targets: Putting the Passenger First

Summary

The Local Transport Bill gives the opportunity to consider what part improved driver skills might play
in putting the passenger first. In a renewed spirit of partnership between PTEs and their operators, it is
suggested that both parties, PTEs and their operators, should agree annual skills targets for bus operators
in the PTE‘s region.

Background

Many bus operators have a strong commitment to upskilling their workforces. PTEs have an interest in
a strong quality dimension to bus operations. New buses, bus lanes, video cameras, imaginative ticketing
promotions and accessibility measures all have a part to play and much has been done. However, the skills
dimension is often overlooked in various initiatives to get greater quality into bus travel. For example,
increased driving skills give a better ride for passengers and will tend to reduce accidents. More attention
to customer service should mean fewer complaints and more satisfied passengers. Disability awareness is
part of good customer service. Good communication with passengers is a must, a particular issue in some
areas with the increasing reliance on migrant labour.

Skills are high on the political agenda currently. Skills have been given significant backing through the
Leitch Review of Skills. In particular, this proposed a employer Pledge on basic skills and a first level 2
qualification (the level of the most of the current industry qualifications). It also proposed increasing to in
excess of 90% the number of people with a level 2 qualification by 2020.

The bus industry has accepted voluntary skills and qualifications targets for some time, although they
were often not acknowledged formally by Government and progress was diYcult to track. Good progress
has been made. Now we have enhanced national targets and a Skills Pledge as a vehicle, it would seem
appropriate to embed the process of skills development and vest it in the PTE/operator relationship, which
should be a close one.

We acknowledge that there are already certain areas where skills targets are already part of the equation,
London with the BTEC and West Midlands, where it is a condition of the tender contracts that all drivers
must have or be working towards a level 2 NVQ. In eVect, because of interworking between contract and
commercial services, nearly all contracted companies are involved in NVQs.

Operators are faced with a challenge in implementing the PCV Driver Training Directive. This makes the
implementation of standards-based S/NVQ programmes rather more diYcult owing to the model of
Certificate of Professional Competence (CPC) assessment being progressed by the Driving Standards
Agency. Partnerships on skills targets would assist in keeping the focus on certification to agreed national
standards. In addition, the Periodic Training arrangements of the CPC are quite flexible. It would assist
operators and PTEs to dedicate some at least of these compulsory training days to jointly specified PTE/
operator training activities which might, for example, focus on an important issue for the region.

GoSkills would of course be available to advise. It has (in partnership with the SSC for Logistics)
responsibility for operating the CPC Periodic Training course and centre approval function on behalf of
DSA.
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Business Benefits

FirstGroup reports significant business benefit from its training programme, which includes significant
eVort in basic skills. Since implementation of its Learning and Development Ladders initiative, staV
turnover has been reduced by 4.1% with a consequential saving of £2.8 million, accidents have reduced,
assaults on staV have reduced and lost mileage has been reduced, saving £1.6 million.48 The BTEC initiative
in London is generally held to have been partly responsible for stabilising driver turnover in a period when
it was reaching dramatic proportions.

What is proposed

It is proposed that there is a statutory requirement written into the Bill giving PTEs a duty to agree annual
skills targets for drivers and other operational in consultation with operators in that PTE region. This would
take the form of a three year plans reviewed annually. The content would be very much for local
determination but based on a standard menu agreed with DfT and the SSC. It could include new driver and
engineer recruitment and initial training, apprenticeships, in ıservice training, driver CPC, safe and fuel
eYcient driving and joint periodic training arrangements.

Taxi/PHV: national standards in a locally licensed public service

Summary

The Local Transport Bill provides an opportunity to consider the continuing skills needs of Hackney
Carriage (Taxi) and Private Hire Vehicle (PHV) drivers, to ensure the quality of service provided to all
passengers. Taxi is the only universal local transport service which provides a door to door service, much
of it disabled accessible. It is also (with buses) the vital link in the local transport network. And yet it is in
many ways still regarded as a Cinderella industry with no nationally agreed skills requirements in place. This
is beginning to change. Awareness of the needs and benefits of skills development by many Licensing
Authorities, Trade Associations, operators and drivers, is resulting in a requirement for a consistent national
approach to skills development. It is suggested that the Bill provides an opportunity to consider how to
secure increased investment in skills across the industry.

Background

The majority of taxi and PHV drivers are self employed. PHV drivers work through an operator taking
only pre-booked fares, but the majority of Taxi drivers work independently and pick up passengers at a rank
or when flagged down. Licensing of the drivers is a function of the licensing authorities and, although
legislation governs the activities and roles of the Taxi and PHV industry, the assessment of the skills of the
drivers is at the discretion of the individual licensing authority; many of which impose no initial skills
requirements at all, as is also the case with a significant number of operators.

During the last two years GoSkills, under a DfT funded project, has been working with licensing, trade
associations, operators and drivers to identify the skills needs of taxi/PHV drivers and ways of achieving
consistency of skills development throughout the industry. As a result of this it appears to be that skills
development, based on national occupational standards, is the way forward in order to achieve consistency
of outcome and to provide recognition; as with any other workplace qualification.

As a consequence many pilot projects to evaluate the benefits and to obtain acceptance of the need for
skills development by the industry, are in place or being planned by licensing authorities in conjunction with
the trade associations and the drivers, based on the national level 2 qualifications. In addition, a number of
operators have made this available to their drivers on either a voluntary basis or in some instances as a
mandatory requirement. Funding for the projects has come from a mix of sources including the Employer
Training Pilots (precursor of Train to Gain), European Social Fund, local authority, non-licensing sources
and FE colleges. Where projects have taken place the acceptance by the drivers and the industry has been
encouraging.

Skills development is currently a key Government focus, and skills development has been given significant
backing through the Leitch Review of Skills, which looks at the UK’s long-term skills needs, and sets out
ambitious goals for 2020. In doing so, it proposes a new Pledge for employers to commit to train all eligible
employees up to level 2, including in basic skills, to increase adult skills across all levels and ages, and to
increase to 90% the number of workforce adults with a level 2 qualification. With these enhanced national
targets and a Pledge as a vehicle, it would seem appropriate to enrich the accessibility and requirement of
skills development of Taxi and PHV drivers, through the process of licensing or other mechanisms.

A number of licensing authorities have already made skills development, based on the national level 2
qualification, a mandatory requirement for a Taxi or PHV driver’s licence and others are evaluating the
outcome of their pilot projects and the response of the industry. In addition, a number of operators and

48 Source CBI: Shaping up for the future April 2007.
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local authorities are now requiring drivers who carry out passenger transport services on their behalf to
undertake skills development to these standards. However, as this develops it is important to achieve
consistency throughout the industry. Partnerships on skills targets would not only assist in achieving this
end, but would assist in keeping the focus on certification to agreed national standards.

All this will cost money. Local authorities are prohibited from funding any training whose costs are not
fully recovered from the drivers themselves. It is suggested one way forward is that that Licensing
Authorities themselves are given a statutory responsibility for the skills development of their licensed drivers
and operators and that this is funded by a possible levy on drivers and operators, or through a change in
regulations to allow funding input from licensing authorities with only partial recovery from drivers, or
indeed a loan system, or a probationer licensing system for (say) up to one year whilst the driver obtained
a qualification, allowing him/her to learn as they earned. These options are discussed in more detail in the
GoSkills report to DfT (available from www.goskills.org).

Benefits of Skills Development

Skills development of taxi and PHV drivers will provide benefits to the industry as a whole and to
passengers. For example, increased driver skills and awareness will give a better ride to the passengers and
reduce accidents. More attention to customer service and the needs of those who need assistance, including
those with disabilities, will produce a better quality of service and passenger satisfaction, with fewer
complaints. Improved communication skills will result in better understanding between drivers and
passengers and reduce conflict. Knowledge of the industry and the relevant laws will reduce penalties. The
gaining of a recognised national qualification will assist in the retention of those in the industry and attract
others to it.

There would appear to be synergies with the Best Value work in passenger transport now being funded
by DfT.

The proposal

It is proposed that a statutory requirement is written into the Local Transport Bill giving Licensing
authorities a duty to agree annual skills targets for taxi and PHV drivers in consultation with trade
associations and operators in that licensing region. This would take the form of a three years‘ plan reviewed
annually. The content would be based on a standard menu of options agreed with DfT, the trades and
licensing bodies and the Sector Skills Council. It could include for example:

— a requirement for skills development of newly licensed, or to be licensed, drivers;

— training in safe and economic driving;

— training in customer service;

— training in disability awareness;

— training in conflict avoidance;

— initiatives on initial recruitment to the industry;

— the development of training tools and

— the supply of training places and funding.

A suitable funding mechanism for this needs also to be agreed. GoSkills would be willing to co-ordinate
such planning and skills supply arrangements on behalf of the local authorities and the trades bodies.

June 2007

Memorandum from CTC, the national cyclists’ organisation (DLTB 59)

CTC, the national cyclists’ organisation, was founded in 1878. CTC has 70,000 members and supporters,
provides a range of information and legal services to cyclists, organises cycling events, and represents the
interests of cyclists and cycling on issues of public policy.

General Comments

CTC supports the “polluter pays” principle, and is therefore very much in agreement with the broad thrust
of the Bill. We fully support measures to increase the cost of driving private motor vehicles whilst at the
same time using the proceeds to improve provision for travel by sustainable transport alternatives.

Our comments relate not to the content of the Bill, but to two issues not currently included in the Bill
which we believe it could address. One is of major strategic importance to cycling, the other relates to a very
specific type of cycling activity. The issues we have in mind are:
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— The inclusion of a statutory duty for Local Authorities to have Cycling Strategies (to be drafted so
as to match the existing or amended requirements for authorities to have Bus Strategies); and

— The licencing of pedicabs.

1. A statutory duty for Local Authorities to have Cycling Strategies

At present, local transport authorities are under a statutory requirement to have a Bus Strategy, under
the Transport Act 2000. However, there is no such requirement to have a Cycling Strategy. Most authorities
developed a Cycling Strategy as part of their 1st round of Local Transport Plans (LTP1), because they were
advised to do so in the (non-statutory) LTP1 guidance. However, 5 years later, as part of the “non-
prescriptive” approach adopted by the Department for Transport (DfT) in the LTP2 guidance, far less
priority was given to cycling.

Cycling currently represents c1.5% of trips in Britain, a long way below the levels of cycle use prevalent
among many of our European neighbours (eg 10% in Sweden, 11% Germany, 15% in Switzerland, 18% in
Denmark, c27% in Holland). Cycle use in Britain (75 km per person annually) is well below the average for
western Europe (186 km/person), and a very long way below the leaders in Europe (848 km/person in
Holland, 935 km/person in Denmark).

The LTP2 guidance suggested that “no reduction” in cycle use was a satisfactory minimum target, and
several authorities have taken them up on this. Most authorities seem to have adopted targets in the range
of a 10-20% increase. These very modest increases would still leave us well short of 2% of trips, let alone the
double-figure percentages prevalent in mainland Europe.

There is no good reason for this complacency. There is now good evidence that many people would like
to cycle (or to cycle more) if conditions were improved, and that this “latent demand” can be realised where
the right policies are put in place:

— Cycle use has increased by 83% on London’s main roads since 2001, in the context of a reduction
of around 15% in car use in the area of the congestion charge.

— The recently announced results of the “Sustainable Travel Towns” demonstration project show that
cycle use has been increased substantially in all three towns covered by the project. Cycle use has
increased by 25% in Peterborough, 36% in Worcester and 79% in Darlington, contributing to
reductions in car use of between 11-13% in all three towns.

— Sustrans” “TravelSmart” individualized marketing programme achieved increases in cycle use of
between 16%-67% in the towns where it was piloted, in the context of reductions in road traYc
between 9-14%. The organisation’s “BikeIt” project for schools has typically quadrupled cycle use
for school travel.

The sums of money involved are not large. Sustrans estimates that its “Travelsmart” programme could
be rolled out in a city the size of Birmingham for the cost of just over a quarter of a mile of new motorway.
Moreover, if one takes account of the environmental, health and community impacts, the benefits of the
TravelSmart option would undoubtedly be far greater.

The sort of issues which we believe should be covered in local cycling strategies would be:

— Targets and monitoring: The importance of targets is self-evident as a motivator for action. A recent
DfT-commissioned review of monitoring of LTP targets and indicators found that monitoring of
cycle use was the area where monitoring was weakest. Local authorities themselves expressed a
strong desire for clearer guidance on how to do this in a cost-eVective manner.

— Integration with other policy areas: local authority policies need to acknowledge the role of cycling
in delivering not only transport benefits (eg reduced congestion and road danger) but also wider
benefits such as reduced greenhouse/ other pollutant emissions and noise, improved health,
improved accessibility for all (and particularly for children and others without access to cars), a
more attractive environment in residential areas, town/city centres and rural areas alike, and the
benefits for the tourist economy.

— Incorporating cycling into highway planning and design: CTC’s recent campaign on the Highway
Code prompted 11,000 cyclists to write to their MPs in protest at proposed wording which would
have required cyclists to use “cycle facilities” if they wished to avoid being at risk of liabilities in
civil or criminal law. Whilst we are very pleased that the Government has now agreed to reconsider
these words the very fact that cyclists were so angry at being expected to use “facilities” which are
ostensibly for their benefit clearly indicated the need to do something about the very poor quality
of many of the cycle facilities themselves! Better guidance and professional training is needed for
local authority engineers, and the use of “Cycle Audit” and “Cycle Review” procedures (to check
the “cycle-friendliness” of new highway schemes and existing highway networks respectively)
needs to become the norm. Cycling Strategies should also include any proposals for cycle networks
in the area concerned.

— Road safety: Cycling strategies should explain how its road safety policies will support (and NOT
undermine!) eVorts to increase cycle use. Too many authorities think that cycling itself is
dangerous and should be “kept out of the way”. This ignores the clear evidence that cycling gets
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safer the more people do it, as drivers become more aware of and accustomed to interacting with
cyclists—hence the best way to improve cycle safety is to encourage it rather than to marginalize
it. Measures such as 20mph speeds, cycle friendly traYc calming which tackle the source (rather
than the symptoms) of the problem are the best approach to take.

— Cycling and new developments: Cycling Strategies should set out the standards for cycle parking,
access, showers and other facilities which planning authorities will seek to secure in the context of
planning agreements over new developments.

— Cycle/public transport integration: Combining cycling with public transport provides a healthy and
sustainable option for longer distance journeys which might otherwise be possible only by car. The
combination greatly extends the catchment area of local public transport connections, to the
benefit of passengers and operators alike. This boost to the viability of local public transport
connections strengthens the economy of the communities served, particularly in areas which can
also benefit from cycle tourism and leisure. There is also an important social inclusion dimension:
the cycle / public transport combination is particularly important for many people who lack access
to cars for whatever reason. This includes not only young people, older people and those on lower
incomes, but also a surprisingly large number of people with disabilities who are unable to drive
and/or who have diYculty walking but who are able to cycle (perhaps using some form of cycle
other than a conventional bicycle), and who use cycles as mobility aids. To realise these benefits,
local authorities should work in partnership with public transport operators to improve access to
and parking at stations / PT interchanges, to secure facilities for carrying cycles on PT services, and
to improve the provision of information about what opportunities there are for cycle-PT travel.

— Partnerships and promotional activities: Cycling strategies should set out the roles of schools,
employers, police, the health sector, retailers, those in the retail and tourism sectors will play in
helping to encourage cycling. They should also set out what “hearts and minds” measures the local
authority itself will undertake to promote cycling, both on its own and in partnerships with these
other organisations/sectors (eg through school or employer travel plans, individualized marketing,
“Bike Week” events etc).

2. Pedicabs

At the present time, the main value of pedicabs is as a form of entertainment and a tourist attraction.
However, they also have the potential to serve as a complement to public transport networks in towns and
cities in the future as the twin pressures of climate change and fuel insecurity arising from declining oil
reserves drive up the price of carbon-based fuel supplies.

CTC believes that pedicabs, if properly regulated, can make a positive contribution to the cultural life of
major cities. However, at present in Britain, London is the only city where they are managing to operate on
a “ply for hire” basis, taking advantage of the diVerent regulatory framework which applies there. The
resultant situations in both London and the rest of the country are unsatisfactory. In London, pedicabs are
only able to operate as “stagecoaches”, which makes it impossible for the authorities to regulate them to
ensure that they are operated safely and professionally. Outside London they are classed as “hackney
carriages” which, in practice, makes it almost impossible for them to operate at all on a ply-for-hire basis,
regardless of how supportive the relevant local authority may be.

Regulating pedicabs as “hackney carriages” causes the following obstacles for operators:

— It requires pedicab riders to be licensed for three-year periods. This requirement may be reasonable
for taxi drivers (whose work is generally a long-term commitment) but is not believe that it is
necessary or appropriate for the pedicab industry, given the nature of the work and the people
most likely to undertake it. If pedicab regulatory regime were being designed “from scratch”, we
very much doubt that a three-year licensing term would be imposed.

— It requires pedicab fares, like taxi fares, to be charged “per vehicle” for a given journey, rather than
“per passenger”. Carrying an additional passenger makes very little diVerence to a taxi driver (the
cost of a small amount of extra petrol is very marginal indeed). However, for a pedicab rider, a
second passenger almost doubles the eVort involved, as well as slowing down journey times.
Pedicab riders would have to work a lot harder for a lower rate of pay. Like the 3-year licensing
term, the “per vehicle” charging requirement serves no useful purpose.

— Perhaps most seriously, the requirement to obtain licensing “complying with Part II of the Road
TraYc Act 1930 as amended. . .” eVectively forces pedicabs to obtain the same kind of insurance
as motor vehicles, yet insurers themselves are not able to oVer this (this is a concern raised by the
Association of British Insurers (ABI) themselves).

To provide a bit more detail: in London, taxis operate under the London Cab Order of 1934, which in
turn is secondary legislation under the Metropolitan Public Carriage Act 1869. Elsewhere, hackney
carriages operate under the Town Police Clauses Act 1847.

Section 4 of the 1869 Act covering London refers to “stage carriage” as well as “hackney carriages”. It
defines “stage carriage” as meaning, “. . .any carriage for the conveyance of passengers which plies for hire
in any public street, road or place within the limits of this Act and in which the passengers, or any of them,
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are charged to pay separate and distinct or at the rate of separate and distinct fares for their respective places
or seats therein.” The same section also defines a “hackney carriage” as “Any carriage for the conveyance
of passengers which plies for hire within the limits of this Act and is neither a stage carriage nor a tram car.”

Pedicabs began to appear in London in around 2001, operating as stage carriages. There have been three
court cases where complaints have been brought against the drivers of pedicabs, alleging that their vehicles
were in fact “hackney carriages”, but in all three cases the courts held that they were entitled to operate as
“stage carriages”.

This has led to a proliferation of pedicab operators and riders in London, prompting concerns about the
lack of adequate regulation to ensure the safety of the vehicles, the riding skills and topographical knowledge
of the riders, the soundness of pedicab operators and the mechanisms for enforcing road traYc laws against
oVending pedicab riders.

It was against this background that the Public Carriage OYce (PCO), the division of Transport for
London (TfL) which regulates taxis, carried out a public consultation last year on proposals to introduce
pedicab regulations.

CTC, in common with the London Cycling Campaign (LCC) and the London Pedicab Operators
Association (LPOA, who are themselves keen to come under some form of regulation to protect the
reputation of their industry) all agreed with the broad thrust of this consultation, namely that there is a need
to regulate the pedicab industry, to ensure high standards of operation and safety, customer service and
satisfaction and the reputation of the industry. We also agreed that such regulation needs to cover:

— The safe design and maintenance of pedicab vehicles;

— The age, character, medical fitness and riding ability of pedicab riders;

— The topographical knowledge of riders, and/or the area within which they may ply for hire (but not
necessarily both); and

— The running of pedicab businesses, including the means of identifying licensed vehicles and riders.

We were also in broad agreement with the consultation document’s proposals as to the terms on which
many of these issues should be regulated.

The one major issue where we felt the consultation document was flawed was the proposal that the
legislative framework for regulating pedicabs should be as “hackney carriages”. We also regret that, in
parallel with the consultation, TfL has begun an action in the High Courts, seeking a “declaratory
judgement” that pedicabs in London are in fact “hackney carriages”, contrary to three past rulings.

This is a risky strategy, as there is no obvious reason why the application should succeed when three
previous rulings on the same point have reached the opposite conclusion. If the courts rule once again that
pedicabs are in fact “stage carriages”, then TfL would have no means of forcing pedicabs to operate under
its proposed licencing regime. The growth of unregulated pedicabs, and the associated risks, would continue
unchecked. This, we believe, is not in anybody’s interest other than the more irresponsible pedicab operators
who would prefer to remain unregulated (and who are therefore not represented by LPOA).

For all these reasons, we believe that a better approach would be to use the opportunity presented by Part
3 of the Local Transport Bill (which already deals with taxi and private hire vehicle licences), to introduce
a licensing regime for pedicabs (and perhaps for other forms of non-motorised carriages used for hire and
reward), which would cover not just London but the rest of Great Britain as well.

We therefore urge the Committee to support our call for the Bill to include powers for the Secretary of
State to introduce regulations governing the licensing of pedicab operations, defining their scope as covering
the issues in the bullet-point list above.

June 2007

Memorandum from Passenger Focus (DLTB 60)

1. Summary

1.1. Passenger Focus welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Transport Committee’s
investigation into the draft Local Transport Bill. The main proposals that have a direct impact on rail
passengers are the local transport governance reforms.

1.2 Passenger Focus was disappointed to see little reference to rail in the draft Bill proposals. The
Government actions (consultation document—pg. 26), detailed in the consultation document, identifies a
programme in terms of investing and maintaining transport systems for all modes. Rail is included under
the national and regional levels, but there is little mention at local level.

1.3 Rail continues to be seen as an aside in local transport planning, whereas it really needs to be
considered as an integral part of the process. Passenger Focus feels it is important for local authorities to
have an overall vision for the rail network, and with particular regards to the transport network in their area.
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1.4 The Future of Transport—a network for 2030 White Paper and the Future of Rail White Paper, both
recognised the importance of rail and emphasised the contribution it makes to the country’s transport
infrastructure.

The railways are a vital part of the country’s transport infrastructure, carrying a large proportion
of travellers and freight on many of the country’s busiest routes. As the economy grows there is
increasing demand for travel, and the railways will play an important role in meeting this demand,
providing an alternative to travelling by car.—Future of Rail—White Paper, Department for
Transport, July 2004.

1.5 The White Paper identified a crucial role for the development of the rail network at a national and
local level. Great emphasis was also placed on the importance of strong local decision making. Passenger
Focus recommends that any proposed changes to the Local Transport Bill embrace these points and ensure
that the rail network can be improved at a local level. Rail also contributes towards Government targets to
reduce congestion and helps to lessen individuals’ and businesses’ carbon footprints.

2. Local Transport and Rail

2.1 The complexities of current funding streams for local government results in authorities being well
aware of the need to lever in additional funds. Many good examples of schemes have emerged from the LTP
process within a partnership framework. Regardless of which options are chosen surrounding local
transport governance, it is essential that a joint working framework is built and maintained.

2.2 There are many opportunities for local authorities/PTAs to secure improvements for rail passengers
through partnership working with the rail industry. Close liaison with train operating companies will
maximise the potential to align their planning process with the delivery of TOCs’ business plans.

2.3 Network Rail is investing heavily in modernising and maintaining the rail network. The Future of Rail
White Paper detailed the enhanced powers given to Network Rail and this included its planning role, which
will require far more stakeholder liaison. Network Rail’s route enhancement staV have responsibility for
relationships with bodies such as local authorities and Passenger Focus encourages local transport planners
to engage in dialogue with them in order to align delivery of complementary plans.

3. Reforming Local Transport Governance

3.1 The Railways Bill 2005 detailed the potentially reduced role for PTEs in terms of franchise
specification. The Act removed PTEs’ powers to specify franchise terms/conditions and replaced this with
a right to be consulted. PTEs will still be able to “buy” services but the power to specify service and quality
levels in franchises was replaced with a general duty on the Secretary of State (SoS) to consult. It also detailed
the changes to closure legislation which has been set up to allow PTEs, Transport for London (TfL) and
devolved administrations to make choices between rail, light rail and bus.

3.2 The draft Bill proposals identify (consultation document—pg. 61) the value that PTAs and PTEs can
have in terms of their involvement in rail franchises. Passenger Focus agrees with the consultation that with
such powers, there needs to be satisfaction that the body has the level of accountability and financial
capability to specify/fund services. It is even more important to ensure that the decisions made are based on
concrete analysis that the services/modes of transport are the most suitable for the users.

3.3 The draft Bill proposes to readdress “city” governance, and possibly take a greater role in
specification and funding of local rail services. Passenger Focus is of the view that the devolvement of such
decisions would hopefully mean that specified services are in line with the needs of the current and future
passengers in that area. However, it is important that any changes are consistent with the wider regional and
national strategies for rail.

3.4 One of the proposals put forward is to replace the existing duties to produce a Local Transport Plan.
The new duty would be for the PTA to produce an Integrated Transport Strategy and implementation plan.
Passenger Focus believes that considering transport planning over a longer timeframe (10-15 years) rather
that the LTP’s timeframe of 5 years would be beneficial for long-term planning. However, there needs to be
assurance that any changes to the current frameworks need to include regular reviews to ensure that the
strategy continues to be fit for purpose. Furthermore, the new framework needs to incorporate valuable
short-/medium-term action plans within the framework, rather than just focussing on the longer term.

Passenger Focus is supportive of any such changes not occurring until the end of LTP2 (finishing in 2011),
as this would add an unnecessary burden on local authorities.
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4. Integration

4.1 Ticketing

4.1.1 One of the aims of the draft Bill is to:

Strengthen transport management within our major urban areas by providing a framework within
which conurbations can identify and implement the changes required to their transport planning
and deliver arrangements.—Consultation—Draft Local Transport Bill, Department for
Transport, May2007

4.1.2 The Bill hopes to achieve this by looking again at present arrangements and ensuring that local
government is empowered to take the decisions necessary to ensure delivery. A major part of this framework
needs to be fares and ticketing and how they can help to strengthen transport systems within major
conurbations.

4.1.3 Integrated ticketing across modes of transport and between diVerent geographical areas is an
essential part of the proposed framework for change. Some schemes are already in existence such as
“Travelcard” schemes which allow an unlimited number of journeys by all modes and operators,
interavailable and through ticketing (detailed in franchise agreements and open access operators” licences)
and PlusBus, which is an add-on to rail tickets allowing a day’s unlimited bus travel at origin or
destination49 .

4.1.4 These schemes illustrate that such integration is possible. However, “travelcard”-type deals are
usually available only in metropolitan areas and are usually negotiated by or purchased by the local
authority rather than stemming from an initiative of the transport undertakings involved. They are usually
subsidised by the local authorities and a cliV-face fares increase can occur at the boundary stations of such
schemes—even where two Passenger Transport Executive (PTE) areas abut50 . It is important to take these
points into consideration when addressing the proposals for local transport governance reform. The
resulting bodies need to work together to make journeys seamless without resulting in large fares anomalies.

4.1.5 The provision of products such as multi-modal and/or multi-operator travelcards, however, is
dependent upon block exemptions to avoid infringement of competition law. As a result, large areas of the
country—even where rail or bus, or choice of bus companies, are viable options for some journeys—are
without such a scheme. Many passengers may thus have to pay considerably more to enjoy the flexibility
which urban users take for granted. In any case, co-operation between operators may well be deemed anti-
competitive collusion. Despite a clear passenger benefit in being able to use the same ticket on the service
of any operator or mode, according to choice and convenience—especially on the homeward leg of return
tickets or if one mode is disrupted or delayed—such activity is interpreted as anti-competitive and against
the public interest.

4.1.6 The present government’s strategy towards integrated ticketing is not immediately apparent, save
for the move toward smartcard technology in recent franchises. The Government’s stance needs to be clear
so that guidance can be implemented at a local level. In the past there has appeared to be no drive towards
the creation of additional PTE-type arrangements and other local transport alternatives. Passenger Focus
wants the proposals in the Bill to take into consideration responsibilities of the PTAs and individual councils
to create a more integrated ticketing strategy and to include this as part of their remit/framework.

4.2 Information

4.2.1 The provision of accurate and accessible information is a key part of any integrated transport
system. If public transport is to compete with the car it must focus on providing a complete door-to-door
information service.

4.2.2 Local authorities already have a duty under the Transport Act 2000 to provide integrated public
transport information. Future proposals for local transport could help this process by linking together
existing sources of information and making it easier for people to move from one mode of transport to
another.

4.2.3 The Swiss transport system is generally held to be the most integrated with through fares and
ticketing and easy-to-find information across all modes: long-distance, local and regional rail; trams; local
and longer-distance buses; boats; cable-cars and funiculars—with virtually all transport undertakings
willing to participate in the scheme. Transport for London (TfL) has also dedicated a large amount of time
and resources into information provision for passengers since its formation.

49 Further details of these tickets and further information on fares and ticketing can be found in Passenger Focus’s evidence
submission to the Transport Committee’s inquiry into “Ticketing in public transport”.

50 Consider for instance the situation of the adjoining Greater Manchester (boundary station Greenfield) and West Yorkshire
(boundary station Marsden) PTEs. The standard single from Greenfield to central Manchester (12 miles) is £3.45, whereas
from Marsden (19 miles) it costs £6.50. Marsden to Huddersfield (7 miles) costs £1.45; from Greenfield, over the boundary,
it costs £6.30 for the 13 miles. The single between Marsden and Greenfield (6 miles) is £4.10.
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4.3 Interchanges

4.3.1 Many rail and bus interchanges are poor or non-existent, and many rail stations are poorly served
by bus services. Interchanges are fundamentally a local-level issue that need to be developed and managed
at local-government level to ensure that they meet the needs of its users.

4.3.2 Progress at interchanges has not been as rapid as could be desired. Passenger Focus would like local
authorities to concentrate on getting the fundamentals right at interchanges. We have made
recommendations to improve interchanges in our report51 aimed at oVering practical advice on deliverable
rail strategies to those local transport authorities then in the process of preparing their second local transport
plans, supplementing the Department for Transport’s guidance but emphasising the rail element.

5. Conclusions

5.1. Passenger Focus believes that any reforms to the Local Transport Bill need to take into account the
impacts that changes will have on the users of services.

5.2. Information on the issues discussed in this paper can be found in the publication by the erstwhile
Rail Passengers Council and Committees “Strategy to Reality: using Local Transport Plans to deliver on
rail’. This outlines Passenger Focus’s views on the importance of rail at local-transport level including details
and examples of how integration, information, stations, accessibility and various other factors could be
improved. Furthermore, Passenger Focus’s evidence submission to the Transport Committee’s inquiry into
“Ticketing in public transport” gives more detail on the issues surrounding fares and ticketing.

June 2007

51 Strategy to Reality—using local transport plans to deliver on rail, Rail Passengers Council (February 2005).
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Oral evidence

Taken before the Transport Committee

on Wednesday 23 May 2007

Members present

Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody, in the Chair

Clive EVord Mr Lee Scott
Mrs Louise Ellman Graham Stringer
Mr John Leech

Witnesses: Mr Dermot Finch, Director, Centre for Cities, Mr David Frost, Director General, The British
Chambers of Commerce and Mr Stephen Joseph, Director, Transport 2000, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good afternoon gentlemen. A little bit of
housekeeping first. Members having an interest to
declare?
Clive EVord: Member of the Transport and General
Workers’ Union.
Graham Stringer: Amicus.
Chairman: Gwyneth Dunwoody, ASLEF.
Mrs Ellman: Member of the Transport and General
Workers’ Union.

Q1 Chairman: Gentlemen, you are most warmly
welcome this afternoon. Those of you who have
given evidence know what our housekeeping rules
are: speak up, preferably do not say something your
neighbour has just said and if you have a particular
point and you want to catch the Chairman’s eye, it
is not that diYcult despite what they tell you. Would
you like to identify yourselves please?
Mr Finch: I am Dermot Finch and I am Director of
the Centre for Cities.
Mr Frost: I am David Frost. I am Director General
of The British Chambers of Commerce.
Mr Joseph: Stephen Joseph, Director of Transport
2000.

Q2 Chairman: Did any one of you have a brief
statement you wanted to make before you begin or
may we go straight to questions? Let me ask you: is
it in principle a good idea to have a Transport
Innovation Fund?
Mr Finch: Yes. The Centre for Cities welcomes TIF
in principle so long as the mainstream transport
funding continues to increase—the additionality
point is crucial—and, secondly, TIF is used as it is
intended, to tackle congestion on the one hand and
enhanced productivity on the other. If it is
additional and achieves its declared aims then yes,
we do welcome it.

Q3 Chairman: Is there a purpose to the division
between congestion and productivity strands?
Mr Frost: We find it diYcult to delineate between
congestion and productivity. In the eyes of business
both those issues are very strongly allied. The factor
of congestion is a very strong drain on productivity.

Q4 Chairman: Is there a particular reason why local
authorities have not already used the powers they
have to bring in these sorts of measures?
Mr Joseph: For various reasons, some of which
yesterday’s draft bill is supposed to address, they
found it very diYcult to exercise some of those
powers.

Q5 Chairman: I like that “supposed to address”, but
we shall go into that later.
Mr Joseph: They have found it diYcult to use these
powers, particularly to use the congestion charging
powers. My comment about the Productivity TIF—

Q6 Chairman: Before you get onto that, why? For
what particular reason have they found it diYcult? If
they have these powers and they are always telling us
they want to expand and improve their transport
systems, why have they found it diYcult?
Mr Joseph: Funding has not been there to enable
them to put in place the public transport networks
which will be essentially needed as part of the
package of measures with road charging.

Q7 Chairman: So you think that is the basic
problem.
Mr Joseph: I think that is the basic problem: funding
and some measure of strategic control. Local
authorities have no guarantees from bus operators
that buses will run beyond the next 56 days and they
found it diYcult to put in place measures which will
allow that to happen.

Q8 Chairman: Do you think the local authorities
want to put these kinds of measures into action?
Mr Joseph: Most of the cities which have bid for
Congestion TIF money have a congestion problem
and The British Chambers of Commerce and other
business organisations are telling them this.
Increasingly you will find that there is business
support for doing something radical about
congestion in these cities, but in terms of selling this
to the population at large, people will need to see
improved public transport and indeed
improvements to other choices for them other than
car use before they will accept road charging.
Anybody who has stood for elected oYce would
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understand why councillors might be a little bit
reluctant to charge down this road without some
guarantees of improvements.

Q9 Chairman: In your view, firstly they do not have
the cash and secondly they do not think their
electorate will wear it.
Mr Joseph: And they do not have the powers to do
this. The other problem which yesterday’s Bill is
partly about is fragmentation in the cities between
public transport powers, which go with the
passenger transport authorities, and the highway
powers which go with the district council. That
makes it very diYcult, in some cases practically
diYcult, to improve bus services, for example getting
bus priority in, but also to reach agreement across a
conurbation to implement any kind of scheme. You
will always get cross-boundary eVects with major
out-of-town shopping centres for instance.
Mr Frost: There is another reason. There is a degree
of nervousness in some local authorities because
clearly there is an issue about competitive cities and
competitive regions. If a city or town produces some
form of congestion charging and its neighbour does
not, there will be a nervousness that business and
trade and retail will suVer as residents and businesses
move to other towns and cities in order not to pay
any form of road pricing.

Q10 Chairman: The trouble with that is that it is an
argument of despair, is it not? If the alternative is
such congestion that businesses cannot get their
customers in and out and if they get customers in and
out they cannot get goods in and out, they are not
actually much further forward, are they?
Mr Frost: That is one of the issues about the whole
Transport Innovation Fund, that there is a clear
message that you will not succeed with the Transport
Innovation Fund unless you introduce some form of
road pricing or congestion charging and that is a
concern.

Q11 Chairman: Do you think that is bad or good?
Mr Frost: I do not think that there is a universal
model which can be put across the whole of the
country. It may well be suitable for some parts with
substantial congestion, but for other parts that need
road investment or transport investment, there may
well not be a congestion issue.

Q12 Chairman: Does that not deal with the negative
point which has just been made that if everybody is
subjected to the same restraints then there ought to
be no barrier to looking at congestion charging
schemes?
Mr Frost: Yes, but the idea that you can only have
this money if you introduce some form of road
pricing or congestion charging will cause a degree of
nervousness with some authorities across the
country.
Mr Finch: On the issue of road user charging the
message loud and clear from cities is that they need
upfront investment and an incentive to inject that
before they can go ahead with a road user charging
scheme. You could argue that the Transport

Innovation Fund provides that from one
perspective, so in that sense what is the problem?
However, at the same time some of the nervousness
that David Frost is talking about is that cities are
feeling that they are being compelled into road user
charging through the use of the Transport
Innovation Fund. So it is sort of cutting both ways.
The second point, going back to what Stephen
Joseph was saying, is that the Transport Innovation
Fund is only one part of the mainstream transport
funding available. In our view the much bigger
picture, building on yesterday’s Transport Bill,
should be that mainstream transport funding should
be routed through these new proposed strategic
transport authorities, both existing ones which
could be expanded and indeed new ones which could
be set up after yesterday’s draft bill. We would much
rather see more of the £18 billion or so a year routed
less from the centre directly into local authorities
and more through the regional routes and then down
to strategic transport authorities. We feel that would
be a better way of complementing what the
Transport Innovation Fund is trying to do.
Mr Joseph: There is nothing wrong in principle with
the Government promoting road charging trials
through local authorities. One of the criticisms we
have made over time about transport policy is that it
is not evidence based enough and that they do not do
enough actual experiments with real trials and
things. We would disagree that this is the only way
in which charging can be rolled out and we would
want to see the Government exploring other routes
rather than just laying the whole emphasis on local
authorities and letting them fight the battles from
the front.

Q13 Graham Stringer: Is the implication of that that
you think the Government should have the bottle to
try out road pricing on motorways or the trunk road
network first?
Mr Joseph: Yes, but there are two routes we would
want to see the Government specifically proceeding
with. One is to go back to looking at road charging
for lorries, because that way you could get a national
scheme together. That failed last time because they
tried to overcomplicate it massively. If we do that it
has the benefit of levelling the playing field with
hauliers from other countries. It does mean that you
could get a national charging scheme up and running
in ways that would actually help the haulage
industry and bring some real prices into freight. The
other is to do in the public sector what the Norwich
Union did in the private sector with pay-as-you-
drive insurance. They did a trial with 5,000
volunteers and once they had worked out how that
worked and what the issues were, Norwich Union
oVered it more widely. We think that the
Government could, as in fact the RAC Foundation
have suggested, look at a voluntary-based scheme
and also piggy-back on the schemes that Norwich
Union and other insurance companies are rolling
out. Those are options that the Government could
try and we think that the Government should be
looking at other ways in which you could get
towards national road charging other than just by
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putting local authorities in the front line, though we
think that the local authority route is worth having
too. A slight disagreement with The British
Chambers of Commerce point here. If nothing is
done the businesses will flee these cities anyway
because congestion will be so bad. We think
therefore that there will be a case for congestion
charging as part of a package in a way which will
actually support the economies of cities rather than
undermine them. We do not disagree with this but
the way in which David Frost talked about this was
to imply that congestion charging was always going
to be seen as a cost and I know that for some business
areas, a place like Nottingham for instance, there is
strong support from the business community for
doing some kind of charging because they see that
otherwise it will be a worse place to do business.
Mr Frost: May I add something on whether the
Government should be doing something? I think
most certainly the answer from our members is yes.
On a technical level there would be a real concern if
we get a number of, if I could call them, pilot
transport fund programmes where we see diVerent
technologies being adopted and diVerent ways
forward, if we could see a position, for example, of
a national haulier taking goods or services or a
representative from a company which has somehow
to manoeuvre itself through a number of diVerent
schemes that are being introduced throughout the
country. The other issue that has come through from
a number of our chambers is that if this goes wrong
it is not central government which will take a hit on
this it will be local authorities.

Q14 Chairman: Are you really saying that you do
not want any experiments, you do not want any
trials, you do not want to know whether any of it
works, you just want Government to impose a
system?
Mr Frost: No. What we have said quite clearly in our
evidence is that we do, but we are not just to go like
a bull in a china shop. We are saying this needs to be
thought through very carefully indeed. We also need
to think what we are trying to achieve with this. If we
are trying to raise additional monies for investment
in transport, globally is this the most eVective way of
doing it? What we do not want to do is to see the
monies raised invested in very, very sophisticated
and expensive forms of technology so the net result
is that there is very little money left at the end of the
day to invest in much-needed transport
programmes.

Q15 Chairman: I am quite confused now. I thought
that because congestion directly impacts upon the
eYcient working of commerce, your members would
rather have some eVective way of knowing whether
charging schemes work or not and the only way you
can get to that is by having a trial. You are saying no,
no trials, no local authorities trying it all out, just
Government doing something.
Mr Frost: No, we are not saying that. What our
100,000 members are quite clearly saying is that
there needs to be substantial investment in the
transport infrastructure of this country.

Q16 Chairman: What do they mean by that?
Mr Frost: Secondly, there will not be the money
through the exchequer to invest in anything like the
scale that is needed. Our business members are now
aware of the need for some form of additional
monies to be raised from the road user to invest in
transport. It is as simple as that.
Chairman: Now I am thoroughly confused.

Q17 Mr Scott: Mr Joseph, you were talking about
voluntary schemes such as the Norwich Union one.
The Norwich Union obviously gave discounts to get
people to volunteer. Would you be suggesting
perhaps that road tax be scrapped for those people
volunteering?
Mr Joseph: You would look for a package of
benefits, including some changes in tax, maybe the
system Oregon are using in the States to give
discounts oV fuel duty. We want some experiments
to see what actually happens with people’s
behaviour beyond what all the complicated
transport models in the Department for Transport
tell you.

Q18 Mr Leech: May I come in on the point Mr
Joseph made in relation to congestion in the areas
where people are putting in bids? Are you suggesting
that the areas where local authorities are submitting
Transport Innovation Fund bids are the areas where
congestion is the biggest problem? Or is it more the
case that local authorities are prepared to risk the
introduction of congestion charging in order to
access the money to improve their local transport
system? Are you trying to say that congestion is
worst where they are actually putting in the bids?
Mr Joseph: Outside London some of the places
which have put in bids are among the places with the
worst congestion. On the other hand, I would argue
that there is a level of opportunism going on here in
which authorities seeing money available are putting
in bids, in some cases for schemes which we would
argue manifestly do not fit the guidelines, large-scale
road schemes which are in fact locally very
unpopular for instance and which have been around
for years and they think this is where they can get
progress on those. We think that there is a level of
opportunism going on in terms of some authorities
seeing this as a way forward. On the other hand, in
principle the historic towns like Durham and
Norwich and conurbations like the West Midlands
and Manchester and cities like Reading, are the
places where there is a big congestion problem and
those are the kinds of places where you would expect
there to be bids from.

Q19 Clive EVord: Could you clarify something for
me because I did not quite understand? You were
suggesting that the Norwich Union scheme could be
piloted in experimental form.
Mr Joseph: I am suggesting that the Government
should look at a scheme with volunteers to test out
people’s reaction to charging, paying by the mile.

Q20 Clive EVord: You also said earlier on that the
lorry pricing scheme was over-complicated.
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Mr Joseph: Yes.

Q21 Clive EVord: Was the lorry scheme not exactly
that? Is that not why it failed?
Mr Joseph: It was not a voluntary scheme.

Q22 Clive EVord: It was predicated on the same
technology, was it not?
Mr Joseph: It was based not just on the same
technology but on hauliers paying diVerent amounts
of money depending on where they were, what time
of day it was, what type of vehicle they were driving,
et cetera.

Q23 Clive EVord: So you think the technology is
there to do a simpler scheme nationwide?
Mr Joseph: It is entirely possible that the technology
would allow you to do that. If the technology is there
to run in some cases quite complex local road
charging schemes of the sort the Government
envisaged through Congestion TIF, it ought to be
there to run a scheme involving, in the case of lorries,
not that many vehicles, certainly no more than the
vehicles which might be involved in the West
Midlands.

Q24 Clive EVord: What sort of technology do you
envisage?
Mr Joseph: Perhaps some kind of GPS-based
satellite technology. You could do it with that. The
danger is that you end up with overcomplicated
technologies and in the case of lorries you have
tachographs and other technology and tracking is
now almost universally used in the haulage industry,
so it is not a big leap.

Q25 Clive EVord: So technology is a clipboard. Get
into the cab and take down the reading.
Mr Joseph: No, it is electronic. The technology can
be there.

Q26 Mrs Ellman: Do you see any evidence that the
Government think it is their responsibility to
persuade the public that charging schemes are a
good idea or do you think the onus is entirely on
local authorities?
Mr Finch: Ministers do have a major responsibility
to explain the need and the case for road user
charging much more vociferously than they do.
There is a strong sense from the cities we talk to as
we go around the country that the onus is being
passed on to cities and towns, to local authorities,
and that ministers should be doing more to explain
the case. There is a fairly clear and logical argument
that they could present, but they seem not to be
willing to make that case as loudly as they ought.
What we have got into therefore is a bit of a standoV
between local authorities on the one hand and
Whitehall on the other, where local authorities
feel—and there was further evidence from
yesterday’s Bill—that the buck is being passed to
them to press ahead with road user charging
schemes, albeit with the incentives from Transport
Innovation Fund. They do feel the buck is being
passed to them and meanwhile we do not hear a huge

amount from ministers about why road user
charging is needed, even though the case in principle
is clear. We would see a bigger role for ministers,
hand in hand with local authorities; it cannot just be
local authorities on their own.

Q27 Mrs Ellman: Does anybody see the
Government starting to take up that role?
Mr Frost: The Government are starting to take it up.
That debate is there and from the Secretary of State
we are seeing those words. I agree with Mr Finch
that they need to take a much stronger role. One of
the constant issues I have raised with me as I visit
businesses up and down the country is why they need
to pay extra money when they are already paying
over £40 billion in road taxes and something of the
order of £6 billion invested back. The money is
already being collected: why do we need to pay
more. The Government need to figure very strongly
in explaining exactly why this is needed.
Mr Joseph: In a way the point I made about the
Government doing other things to move on road
user charging is my answer to that. The Government
need to do much more themselves to explain and
develop road user charging rather than just to leave
it to local authorities. The Government need to do it
in a way which actually makes it attractive to people
and brings some of the £1.8 million people who
signed the petition against road charging on side.
The polling suggests that among the general public,
if you ask them whether they want road charging,
you get large-scale opposition. If you ask them
whether they would support road charging if all the
money could be guaranteed to be linked and spent
on public transport, you get small but positive
majorities in favour. It is for Government to set up
systems which show that is what they are doing
rather than allow people in the media and elsewhere
to portray road charging as an additional tax which
will bring people no benefit whatsoever.

Q28 Mrs Ellman: Would you say that local
authorities are being blackmailed into road charging
schemes?
Mr Joseph: Local authorities are not being
blackmailed, though you will have to ask them
whether they feel that. It is legitimate for
Government to say that they want to move in the
direction of road-user charging and to set up pilots
and to set the pilots up in ways that have money for
complementary measures. That is legitimate. I
would agree with the other people on the panel here
that we do not want to see that as the only route by
which local authorities can get substantial amounts
of money.

Q29 Mrs Ellman: You say in your evidence that the
focus on road pricing has led to wasted time, eVort
and staV resources in a number of cities. What do
you mean by that?
Mr Finch: Anything like a Transport Innovation
Fund, which has a large bid element to it—and there
are quite a lot of those which local authorities have
to engage in on a day-to-day basis—can, if not
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successful, result in a disproportionate amount of
time being spent bidding for stuV that they do not
eventually get. That is what we were getting at.

Q30 Mrs Ellman: It is nothing specific about this
particular process.
Mr Finch: Not in particular. It is that anything
which has as part of it a bid process tends to attract
a disproportionate amount of work and input at a
local authority level. We would rather see, rather
than a heavily bidded process, more devolved
funding through regional strategic bodies where the
money gets closer to where it is needed in the first
place rather than bids to central government all the
time. That can be wasteful. Better to devolve more
chunks of funding closer to where it is needed.

Q31 Mrs Ellman: What are your views on the
regulations, the guidelines on securing Transport
Innovation Funding? Does it pay enough attention
to environmental issues, for example? Do you have
any comments on the guidance?
Mr Joseph: I should very much like to comment on
that. One thing which is notable by its absence from
the Transport Innovation Fund arguably, until
some mention in yesterday’s draft bill in relation to
integrated transport strategies, is climate change.
The Department for Transport is supposedly signed
up to the cross-government PSA target on climate
change. You would have to struggle to find any
evidence of it in any of this. The Government are
awarding money to deal with congestion; they are
inviting bids to deal with productivity. There is no
funding available for transport schemes which will
reduce carbon emissions from local authorities. We
would like to see both climate change and carbon
reduction as a background requirement for any of
these schemes. We and other environmental groups
are also arguing, as part of our submission to the
comprehensive spending review, that money should
be taken away from these TIF schemes and put into
a carbon reduction fund that authorities and others
can bid for to look at ways in which we can actually
reduce carbon emissions from transport, which is
after all expected to grow significantly.

Q32 Mrs Ellman: Are you saying then not that the
guidance should be changed here but that there
should be separate bidding?
Mr Joseph: I am saying both. The guidance should
be changed so as to give priority to schemes which
reduce carbon emissions through Congestion and
Productivity TIFs. I am also suggesting that if we are
serious about tackling climate change and tackling it
particularly looking at transport emissions, and
transport is the only sector in Britain where
emissions are actually predicted to grow in the next
20 years, then we should be looking at ways of
reducing that rather than just relying on the
European Union or others to help us.

Q33 Mrs Ellman: What about regeneration? Do you
think there is suYcient attention to regeneration in
the guidance for the Transport Innovation Fund?

Mr Finch: I have not looked closely enough to see
whether the regeneration aspect is covered as much
as productivity. I am sure it is not. I am sure more
could be done. There are two sets of goals there
about addressing congestion and productivity; I am
sure there is a case for adding other great objectives
like regeneration, but you could extend the
objectives too widely I guess. Personally I should like
to see more of that in, but we need to balance with
other objectives.

Q34 Mr Scott: You mentioned earlier people being
able to see the benefits of road pricing schemes and
that it should be sold that way by the Government.
Would you agree that where there has been
congestion charging people have not seen the
benefits of that congestion charging and people are
still expected to travel to and from their places of
work in conditions in which we would not allow
animals to travel legally?
Mr Joseph: As an organisation which has been
responsible for promoting an image called sardine
man to highlight overcrowding on the trains, we
would not disagree with the overcrowding problems
on the trains into London. Having said that, the
congestion charging in London has made a
diVerence in terms of the traYc there in that the
journeys it has substituted were not being made by
rail in the first place; they have moved journeys from
rail and Underground to bus, short distance
journeys, and some car journeys have been able to
transfer to rail as a result. I would argue that the
overall level of traYc in London and the percentage
of journeys being made by non-car modes have
actually improved as a result of the charging which
has happened and you can see that from the
Transport for London monitoring. We would argue
that congestion charging in London has been a
success. I know that is disputed by others.

Q35 Mr Scott: Yes, I would have to disagree on that.
Mr Joseph: Certainly the congestion charging was
preceded by a universal consensus among business
and other groups that something had to be done
about congestion. Of course it would be impossible
to work out what would have happened had
charging not happened, but the package of charging
measures and other measures which have gone with
it, including better bus services, have appreciably
improved transport in London, hence my point
really about linking charging to other measures.
You cannot just think about charging and the way
in which the charging debate has played out has been
like asking people whether they would like to pay
more for motoring. Of course the answer to that will
be no. I am amazed it was not more than 1.8 million
people and more than 80% of people who opposed
that proposition. If you ask whether they want to do
something about the level of traYc and give people
more choice in transport, then you get a diVerent
answer. The polling suggests that, given packages
people will vote for.

Q36 Clive EVord: What are the lessons we can learn
for other cities from the London congestion charge?
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Mr Finch: The precise nature of the scheme in
London is not necessarily the model for other cities.
One misunderstanding on road user charging across
the country is that the London model is the one for
every other city. There are numerous diVerent ways
of managing demand and the scheme in London is a
fairly sharp way of doing it and there are more
sophisticated ways using diVerent technologies, as I
am sure Stephen Joseph can attest to. One lesson is
that London is not necessarily the model for other
cities. The second point to make is that although
congestion in London has certainly been more acute
than elsewhere, it is becoming a real issue in other
cities. What we do not hear enough about are the
present costs of congestion. They can be
monetarised, they can be presented and we do not
hear enough about what individuals and business
are currently paying in terms of having to deal with
congestion. The lesson there is that cities ought to
take stock of those costs and factor that into their
plans and their pitching to their residents and their
businesses.

Q37 Clive EVord: Mr Frost, Mr Joseph said that in
heavily congested areas businesses would move out
unless something was done. Is that your experience?
Mr Frost: Business works on a highly competitive
global environment and it is constantly looking to
become more eYcient. In some cases, where it has
the opportunity to move out to less congested places,
people do that. You can see the growth of business
parks, of huge warehouse and distribution centres
on the edge of conurbations.

Q38 Clive EVord: So yes, it is happening.
Mr Frost: It is a mixed picture.

Q39 Clive EVord: So it is yes.
Mr Frost: It is a mixed picture.

Q40 Clive EVord: Would businesses in those heavily
congested areas see the benefits from improved
transport and therefore be prepared to contribute,
for example, for increased land values?
Mr Frost: All I can say in response to that is that the
survey work we have done showed that business is
prepared to look at the concept of congestion
charging.

Q41 Clive EVord: That is the user pays, but they
would not be prepared to pump-prime major
transport schemes in return for increased land
values?
Mr Frost: Under the Transport Innovation Fund
the idea that has been floated is that you will pay
congestion charges and business would see that as
being its contribution to improved public transport.

Q42 Clive EVord: So businesses will be prepared to
invest in improved public transport.
Mr Frost: Business has quite clearly said that it
wants to reduce congestion. It sees investment not
just in roads but in rail and buses as well.

Q43 Clive EVord: Should Transport Innovation
Funds pump-prime improvements in public
transport before a congestion charge scheme can
go ahead?
Mr Frost: That is a very important point. It is
absolutely clear that if the Transport Innovation
Fund is to work there must be significant upfront
investment and new infrastructure in both roads
and, importantly, public transport.
Mr Finch: I would agree with that. The problem is
that when you add up what cities like Manchester
and Birmingham are asking for and what is presently
available through the congestion aspects of the
Transport Innovation Fund there does not seem to
be enough; there is a mismatch between what looks
to be on the table and what cities are asking for.

Q44 Clive EVord: Is there enough in the Transport
Innovation Funds to achieve improvements in
public transport in the short term?
Mr Joseph: It will entirely depend on a case by case
basis. We do not know yet, until we have seen bids,
exactly what is needed. It very much also depends on
whether the Transport Innovation Fund as a whole
is expected to fund Crossrail. If it is expected to fund
Crossrail there definitely is not enough money in
there. If Crossrail is to be financed by other means,
for example supplementary business rates or
uprated land values, then it is possible that the total
pot might be enough. This should not be just about
public transport. There are other ways in which we
can provide good alternatives to the car quickly
through a range of what the department calls, rather
badly, smarter choices, but which involve a range of
measures to work with employers, schools and
others to do individual marketing. Today we have
just seen results released by the department on three
towns, the sustainable travel towns, in
Peterborough, Darlington and Worcester, where
investment in those kinds of measures has reduced
car use by between 10% and 14%. There clearly are
smaller scale options rather than big transport
schemes which can help. If you added those to road
charging you would get packages which would make
cities work much better.

Q45 Clive EVord: As a matter of principle should we
exclude building roads from any part of the
schemes?
Mr Joseph: The sort of roads which have turned up
in these packages should certainly be excluded. In
fact they run the risk of creating more unpopularity
for road user charging, certainly in the cases we
know about. In Durham, Norwich and Shrewsbury
there are large-scale campaign groups against each
of those and they are aligned with opponents of road
charging to try to get these schemes defeated. When
I say there are large-scale opponents, in the case of
Durham there is opposition from a large heritage
lobby as well because the road scheme proposed—
which was not, by the way, actually mentioned in the
bid for Transport Innovation Fund money—will
have large-scale heritage and wildlife implications.
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Q46 Clive EVord: Should the modelling that the
local authorities are required to do to justify the
roads in these schemes be altered in any way?
Mr Joseph: It should. We should look at the road
schemes separately from any of these. In fact the
guidance the Government give does not mention
road schemes. We think that in many cases the
schemes which have been talked about will actually
undermine demand management, will actually
promote more traYc and will actually increase
congestion in these areas. Certainly that is the view
of some of the locals who have sent in separate
written evidence to the Committee.

Q47 Clive EVord: How could the Transport
Innovation fund procedure be altered to help
overcome local political barriers to introducing a
congestion charge scheme?
Mr Frost: One practical point for business is that
it seems to have been a pretty mixed picture about
how business has been engaged in the process. We
know in Greater Manchester and we know in the
West Midlands that there has been a very heavy
involvement by the business community in the
process, but in the case of Reading, for example,
the Chamber of Commerce, which is one of our
largest ones, only became aware of the bid when it
read about it in the newspaper. We think there
should be a far greater formal involvement by
business in the process.
Mr Joseph: The only way in which these schemes
are going to carry public confidence is if there is a
wide-scale public engagement. That is essential and
that is not specified in the guidance as much as it
should be.

Q48 Mr Leech: Mr Finch said there is not enough
money in the pot. Could it not be argued that local
authorities who were bidding for the money knew
what was available and it is just bad management
by local authorities?
Mr Finch: Yes, they could be over-bidding;
absolutely. I am just recording the fact that it has
been stated that £200 million a year is available in
the Congestion TIF amounting to £1.4 billion over
the seven years. When you look at what specific
cities are asking for, it is a lot more than that £1.4
billion. Either the pot which is available is not big
enough or what cities are asking for has been over-
inflated. That mismatch between those two
numbers needs to be brought more closely together,
otherwise people will be questioning the amount of
upfront investment.

Q49 Mr Leech: Do you think the fact that DfT
have said they might be prepared to increase it has
actually increased uncertainty and led local
authorities to believe that more money is going to
be put in and therefore why do we not go for more?
Mr Finch: This brings me back to my earlier point
about a bid process which generates its own
dynamic and when people can see what the size of
the pot is, that influences the amount of money they
bid for. You are right to focus on that as an area
which has caused uncertainty.

Q50 Mr Leech: Do you think that uncertainly
might have put some local authorities oV from
bidding because they were not clear about whether
or not more money was going to be made
available?
Mr Joseph: I would say that the local authorities
which did not bid were ones which were not really
prepared to address demand management. I would
say that there were quite a few unsuccessful bids
and one of the problems with this is that the
department has been rather narrow in terms of
looking at the schemes that it has taken forward
and tried to push congestion charging as the only
way of managing demand. For example, schemes
in South Essex to manage demand for freight traYc
to ports were worth looking at. Certainly schemes
around the growth areas in Milton Keynes/South
Midlands, would have been worth looking at. I am
not saying all of these were great bids, but I am
saying that there is a danger that the department
has been rather too narrow in looking at the bids
it has been getting.

Q51 Graham Stringer: That sounds as though you
are saying there is no innovation associated with
the Transport Innovation Fund and it really should
be called a Congestion Charge Incentive Fund. Is
that a fair comment?
Mr Joseph: Yes, to an extent that is a fair comment.
The only innovation the Government have been
interested in has been looking at innovation on
ways of bringing in congestion charging rather than
looking at innovation on how to deal with traYc.
If you look at some of the documentation around
yesterday’s Bill, you will see that the Government
do not sound at all keen on proceeding with
looking at workplace parking levies, for instance,
even though, as they point out, nobody has actually
done it. One would have thought the Government
would be interested in comparing, say, a workplace
parking levy scheme with a congestion charging
scheme or indeed one which involved wider
measures for parking. We would prefer and in a
way the point about the carbon reduction fund idea
is to try to get a much broader spread of bids of
schemes to look at the full range of ways in which
we can address, in that case carbon, but in this case
congestion and productivity problems which the
country faces.

Q52 Graham Stringer: Is there any possibility that
you would ever support a new road in any of these
schemes?
Mr Joseph: Yes, in some cases, if it were part of a
package which actually led to reducing traYc and
reducing carbon emissions from transport.

Q53 Graham Stringer: Have you ever seen such a
scheme?
Mr Joseph: They tend to be smaller schemes than
the ones which have been promoted over the last
40 years. One of our main problems with the road
schemes we get is that they have been in the
programme for 40 years without ever actually being
properly looked at. To take one current example,
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which is not in a congestion charging area, in
Westbury in Wiltshire, the scheme which is being
pursued by the local authority is the remains of a
long-distance scheme and the locals want small-
scale local schemes which we thoroughly support to
take traYc out of the town from the trading estates.

Q54 Chairman: We are not getting into individual
virtuous or non-virtuous schemes. We have had the
suggestion that if there was an increase in a
hypothecation period beyond 10 years that would
help local authorities. Is that a good idea?
Mr Frost: Yes.
Mr Joseph: Yes.

Q55 Chairman: What about relaxing local
authority borrowing rules or introducing a long-
term funding commitment? Are those good ideas?
Mr Frost: If I might answer that with an issue
which might arise from that, what has also been
flagged up is the concept of a supplementary
business rate and the ability to have a four pence
levy on business which would then allow local
authorities to use that borrowing power. That may
be the mechanism to do it. Just to quote a concern,
we would not want to see both a Transport
Innovation Fund which extended over a long
period of time and in addition another four pence
in the pound supplementary business rate. Local
authorities are going to have to make a decision
which they are going to go for.
Mr Finch: The supplementary business rate element
is critical to all this and I am sure will already be
forming part of bids for the Transport Innovation

Witnesses: Sir Richard Leese, Deputy Chair, Association of Greater Manchester Authorities, Mr David
Leather, Interim Chief Executive, Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive, Mr Graham Hughes,
Director of Sustainable Infrastructure, Cambridgeshire County Council, Mr David Bull, Assistant Director
Development Strategy, Birmingham City Council and Mr GeoV Inskip, Chief Executive, Centro-WMPTA,
The West Midlands Passenger Transport Authorities, gave evidence.

Q59 Chairman: Good afternoon to you gentlemen.
You are most warmly welcome. Would you be kind
enough to identify yourselves for the record?
Mr Leather: David Leather.
Sir Richard Leese: Richard Leese, Deputy Leader of
AGMA, the Association of Greater Manchester
Authorities for the purpose of this meeting.
Mr Hughes: Graham Hughes from Cambridgeshire
County Council.
Mr Inskip: GeoV Inskip, Chief Executive of Centro,
representing the West Midlands Passenger
Transport Authorities.
Mr Bull: David Bull, Birmingham City Council,
Assistant Director Development Strategy, also
representing the West Midlands metropolitan
councils.

Q60 Chairman: Did any of you want briefly to say
something before we start?
Sir Richard Leese: This Friday the Association of
Great Manchester Authorities Executive
Committee will be considering a report which sets

Fund this July. Although from a business
perspective that may not be welcome news, a levy
of up to four pence on the business rate forms an
important part of the overall funding package for
local transport schemes.

Q56 Chairman: If there were a clause in any
Transport Innovation Fund contract that said that
only if there were a certain level of public transport
improvement would it be possible for the road
charging scheme to go ahead, would that be a
good idea?
Mr Finch: That is certainly what people are looking
for from the Transport Innovation Fund. That is
what we are hearing from cities. One of the
conditions for going ahead with road user charging
is that we see tangible improvements both ahead of
and after. Your statement would go down well with
cities we have spoken to.

Q57 Chairman: Is funding available for the existing
public transport improvements adequate?
Mr Frost: That is the whole issue. What business
is saying is that it wants to see a significant uplift in
the amount of money that is going for public sector
transport improvements.

Q58 Chairman: Will this new set of powers be
enough to deliver local public transport
improvements?
Mr Finch: The powers set out yesterday at that
strategic transport authority level are a really good
step in the right direction.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been very
informative. Thank you very much indeed.

out the draft Transport Innovation Fund proposals
for Greater Manchester and we would obviously be
more than willing to let the Committee have a copy
of that report.

Q61 Chairman: We should very much welcome that.
Thank you very much. I take it that is all of the local
authorities represented in your areas.
Sir Richard Leese: Yes.

Q62 Chairman: In principle do you think it is a good
idea to have a Transport Innovation Fund?
Mr Inskip: In principle the idea of having a very
large pot of money available for public transport
improvements is obviously a good one aimed at
tackling both congestion and productivity
improvements; yes, we do.

Q63 Chairman: Is it sensible to have a division
between the congestion and the productivity
strands?
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Mr Inskip: We understand the distinction which is
being made by the department although, from our
point of view, clearly there is quite a crossover
between some of the public transport improvement
schemes because they do actually impact quite
gravely on productivity as well. If you look at
something like the Midlands metro tram system for
example, the work we have done with external
consultants shows that it does increase the
productivity of the region too by about £180 million
a year and increases employment by about 6,000
jobs as well. So there is this knock-on eVect which we
should also like taken into account when we are
putting in our bid.

Q64 Chairman: So in general terms you do not think
the regeneration element is suYciently strong.
Mr Inskip: The way the department have gone about
it, dividing between a Productivity Transport
Innovation Fund element and a Congestion
Transport Innovation Fund probably from our
point of view is an artificial distinction.
Mr Bull: Birmingham City Council has a growth
agenda for the next 20 years that is supporting
regeneration, creating 80,000 new homes, 100,000
new people and 40,000 new jobs in that time. TIF
supports that approach but we need to mainstream
other infrastructure investments to support it as
well. It is not enough in its own right, but it is very
helpful.

Q65 Chairman: Although that is not an objection to
the Transport Innovation Fund as it stands or the
division.
Mr Bull: No.

Q66 Mr Leech: On the point of separation between
congestion and productivity, do you think that bids
to the fund would have been diVerent had there been
just one pot and the two elements of it were put
together?
Mr Inskip: From our perspective, no. What we are
doing is looking at the economic and regeneration
agenda of the West Midlands and we are putting
together a package which respects that and helps
that grow. Therefore where and how big this pot is,
is not really relevant to what we are going to be
doing. We are looking at this whole package in a way
which makes sense for us locally in the West
Midlands.
Mr Bull: May I add, in backing that up, that we have
a problem with congestion? We know where we need
investment and if we are going to go forward it might
include an approach to demand management. It is
about having the investment to solve the problem
and the investment up front before moving forward
and therefore we need a holistic solution and that is
why we need discussions with the DfT on a package
approach towards getting that investment we need.

Q67 Graham Stringer: Can each of the three
organisations tell the Committee how much extra
money they spent over and above the money they
have got from the TIF bids?

Mr Leather: We have spent a projected £9.8 million
and the amount of money we have received from the
Government is £3.2 million. The balance of that has
been found from existing resources and from
reserves and we have had to redirect a lot of the work
we would otherwise have been doing towards this
scheme.
Mr Inskip: We have just spent what the Government
allocate us through the pump-priming work, which
is about £3.5 million.
Mr Hughes: We have been allocated £1.4 million and
we will spend all of that. We will spend between £0.5
million and £1 million of our own money coming
through LPT and other sources to bolster that.

Q68 Graham Stringer: I should like to thank AGMA
for doing a briefing on some of these issues. In the
evidence you go through a number of alternatives in
the model you are using which show that the
congestion charge on its own will lead to less
economic growth and you make the case that there
would be economic growth with a large investment
in public transport as a congestion charge. What
would be the case if you just got the large investment
in public transport, control of the buses and extra
capacity on the trams?
Mr Leather: In terms of what that would do to
congestion and journey speeds, there would be a 3%
improvement in journey speeds with the investment;
in other words, if the investment came in at the sort
of levels we have been talking about without
congestion charging. However, if you introduced the
package as a whole, then the overall improvement
would be an additional 14% above that, so a very
significant additional benefit from having the
package approach.

Q69 Graham Stringer: What would be the impact on
the economy of just the improvement in the public
transport infrastructure?
Mr Leather: The impact on the economy would be
positive; no doubt about that. That positive element
would erode over time without the introduction of
congestion charging.
Sir Richard Leese: The figure given in the evidence
was that if we did not have congestion charging as
part of the package then over the period of time of
our current economic development plan, which is to
2021, 30,000 jobs would be lost against projected
growth; that is 30,000 jobs less growth.

Q70 Graham Stringer: That is with control of buses
and extra capacity.
Sir Richard Leese: Yes.

Q71 Graham Stringer: Can you tell us how much
extra money you will have to take out of the fare box
and congestion charge over the period of this
scheme, assuming you could get borrowing powers
for 30 years?
Mr Leather: If we get the money or are able to retain
the revenue for 30 years then there will be a very
significant amount of investment possible, because
we need to borrow funds which we then repay using
those funds. In terms of the actual numbers
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concerned, in terms of charging revenues, we are
looking at gross annual charging revenues of about
£118 million and we are looking at gross public
transport revenues of a further £94 million, so £212
million a year.

Q72 Graham Stringer: That basically funds a £2
billion extra over the TIF.
Sir Richard Leese: No, it is about £1.5 billion over
and above.
Mr Leather: What does need to be taken into
account is the additional operating cost of the public
transport which is put in because that is
considerable. In fact, when you look at the revenues
generated from public transport versus the cost of
running that transport the two almost net oV; there
is no significant net surplus from running the public
transport.

Q73 Graham Stringer: Is the system you are
proposing eVectively a double cordon system?
Mr Leather: There will be two charging points; we
do not refer to it as a cordon but there would be two
charging points on a route into the regional centre
and that would apply in the morning peak period
travelling into the regional centre and then it would
also apply in the afternoon peak period travelling
out of the regional centre. To get into the city all
vehicles would pass two charging points if the
journey starts outside the outer charging points.
Sir Richard Leese: The key element within this is that
the modelling shows only 1% of congestion in
Greater Manchester is caused by journeys from
outside through to outside, so basically Greater
Manchester generates its own congestion. A
solution has to address that and we are looking at a
first phase which is looking at congestion in and
around the M60 ring and the intermediate ring road,
but there would be subsequent phases which would
then address congestion around other nodes, which
are principally the other town centres within the
conurbation. Some of the public transport
investment we are talking about would directly
relate to that second phase.

Q74 Graham Stringer: But initially it would be
eVectively two rings round the centre of the urban
conurbations.
Sir Richard Leese: It is actually those corridors
which penetrate those rings.

Q75 Chairman: Is that the same for some of the rest
of you? Mr Bull, you talk about the whole of the
region. Have you done the same sort of modelling?
Mr Inskip: The work we are doing at the moment is
actually in progress and therefore we are looking at
a lot of options and we have not determined a
particular option yet. We are actually looking at the
impact on the economy of the various proposals and
packages we are putting forward. So we are looking
at public transport, the road pricing proposition and
also the impact on the local economy and also in
relation to social inclusion. At the moment that is
still being worked through.

Q76 Chairman: You are going to have to move a bit,
are you not?
Mr Inskip: We are.

Q77 Chairman: With respect, other authorities are
not going to wait around while you do your nicely
rounded bit of research.
Mr Inskip: I agree.

Q78 Chairman: They might be grabbing the money
that would be useful to you. Heaven forefend that
should be the case.
Mr Inskip: We shall be ready for the end of July.
Mr Hughes: It is worth saying that Cambridgeshire
is a slightly diVerent case to colleagues on either side
of me in the sense that we are a relatively small city
and what we are looking at is a central stand-alone
scheme. The other authorities represented here are
dealing with conurbations with much larger
schemes.

Q79 Chairman: You are nice and posh though.
Mr Hughes: Cambridge always likes to be diVerent
in these things. The stage we are at is not dissimilar
to my colleague to the left, which is very much at the
stage of investigating the options. We have some fair
way to go. What I would say specifically in response
to the point about timescale is that the way we have
in the past implemented diYcult schemes—and we
have put in place a number of very diYcult transport
schemes—is by making sure that we carry
stakeholders and the public along with us. We are
not going to be pushed into any particular timescale;
we are going to make sure that if we take a TIF
scheme forward it is fully worked out, it is fully
developed and therefore we will move at the pace we
feel we can move at rather than making any hasty
moves.

Q80 Chairman: That is just a little bit luxurious in
terms of time or am I misrepresenting your views?
Mr Hughes: Our view is that if we are going to move
ahead with such a scheme, then it will only be
successful if we do that properly. If the choice is
between doing it quickly or doing it properly and
taking more time, we will do the latter.

Q81 Chairman: I am sure Sir Richard would not
actually implement a scheme which was improper,
would you Sir Richard?
Sir Richard Leese: No, we would not.

Q82 Chairman: It might be more fun if you did.
Sir Richard Leese: As indicated earlier, we put
significantly larger sums of money into the
preparation of our scheme than were provided for
through pump-priming. Would that money be
abortive if we were not successful? The answer to
that is no, because what we will have, certainly by
July, is a very well worked-out long-term public
transport investment programme and related
matters for the city region that we shall pursue
whatever.
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Q83 Graham Stringer: All the bids envisage the
public transport infrastructure and control of buses
and extra capacity in the trains being in place. Can
you take us through the schedules? How quickly will
a congestion charge be brought in if you insist, as
you do in your evidence, that the public transport
investment has to be there in the first place?
Sir Richard Leese: Our view is that we are in a
position with a successful TIF proposal to get public
transport investment in place and operating for
congestion charging to begin to be phased in from
around autumn 2012.

Q84 Graham Stringer: Are the Government happy
with that timetable? Are they happy putting all the
money up front for a scheme which will not be
implement at best, if everything goes right, until
2012?
Sir Richard Leese: I believe the minister will be here
later and Government can speak for Government
rather than me trying to speak for Government.

Q85 Graham Stringer: You must have had
discussions.
Sir Richard Leese: They are clearly subject to
negotiation. Government accept that public
transport has to be in place first. They would clearly
equally like, because this is a trial, to have an earlier
initial date because if it is a successful trial they
would want to roll it out. There is a realistic
discussion taking place about getting that right.

Q86 Graham Stringer: West Midlands?
Mr Inskip: We are in a similar position at the
moment. Obviously there is an element of
negotiation and we accept that and Government do
as well, albeit the way the money will be going in
from both ourselves and Government will be on a
pro rata basis so that by the date at which the road
pricing comes in we shall have invested quite a lot of
money ourselves in the public transport
infrastructure and probably the only way to get that
back out will be to introduce road pricing. That is
the sort of measure Government are looking for, so
that eVectively you are tied in to the road pricing
proposition as well.

Q87 Graham Stringer: Would you introduce
congestion charging and road pricing more or less
on the same schedule as Manchester?
Mr Inskip: By about 2012-13.
Mr Bull: That is if the leaders of the councils do
submit a bid. We have not taken forward a proposal
in any detail, we do not have one yet, we are aiming
to submit on in July, but with or without the TIF bid
the proposals which have been drawn up, with
increased congestion, will be required anyway, for
example improvement in New Street Station,
investment in highways for buses to get across ring
roads, investment in metro. That investment is
required anyway.

Q88 Mrs Ellman: Local authorities have had powers
to deal with congestion, including charging schemes
for some time now yet none of you has made use of
those. What is diVerent now?
Sir Richard Leese: Certainly for Greater Manchester
the use of those powers will be contingent on two
things, neither of which has been available. The first
is the necessary investment in public transport in
place. You cannot get people out of cars unless there
is an alternative for them, unless we really want to
kill the place oV. The second is to have the powers to
integrate that public transport and clearly the
Transport Bill would go some significant way
towards that. Those powers and those resources
have not previously been available.

Q89 Mrs Ellman: Would you say that you are being
unduly pressurised to introduce the charging
scheme, that you will get the resources if you do
something the Government want you to do?
Sir Richard Leese: I would say not. First of all, if
Government are going to allocate significant sums of
money to local authorities, it is quite reasonable for
them to have conditions which relate to their
strategic priorities. I know the blackmail question
has been raised previously. I have a long list of things
which I would like Government to blackmail us over
and transport is probably one of them. No, we are
not being blackmailed. We have identified that
congestion is a double problem for Greater
Manchester. First of all, unchecked it will slow down
economic growth and, secondly, it would add to
environmental problems through both carbon usage
and deteriorating air quality. We have also identified
that congestion charging, as part of an appropriate
package, is something we shall need to do in order to
address that issue. On top of that we see road pricing
as being inevitable if we are serious about the-
polluter-pays principles. If it is inevitable, then we
would rather be part of designing the scheme than
have one imposed upon us. That is particularly in the
case where the only congestion charging schemes
within this country at the moment are ones which are
very, very crude, like the London scheme, and could
not be rolled out into national road pricing schemes.

Q90 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the Government
should do more than they are doing now to persuade
people that charging policies are acceptable?
Sir Richard Leese: The major thing that
Government ought to be doing is not separating oV
congestion charging and road pricing from the rest
of public transport investment. Congestion charging
has to be presented as part of an integrated
approach, not as a one-oV solution. It is not a one-
oV solution but we do agree that it is part of the
solution.

Q91 Mrs Ellman: West Midlands, were you
suggesting that you might not submit, that there
might not be a bid?
Mr Bull: No, I did not suggest that. I said there is a
proposal that has to go to the leaders and cabinet
members. That has not happened yet so it is in the
hands of the politicians on a submission. What I
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would say in relation to your question is that for the
last two years the oYcers of the West Midlands, on
behalf of the seven local authorities, have been
working very closely with the Department for
Transport and in recent months in contact almost on
a weekly basis. It has been a very close working
relationship and we understand each other’s
positions on what we are trying to achieve.

Q92 Mrs Ellman: Are the incentives oVered by the
Government suYcient to embark on proposals that
include a charging element? Should there be more
support from them? Should there by an indemnity if
anticipated revenues do not materialise?
Sir Richard Leese: From the Greater Manchester
perspective, if we are successful, it will probably be
the biggest public transport investment programme
ever attempted in this country and that suggests that
the quantum of resource available for the period of
time we are looking to invest it over is going to be
suYcient.

Q93 Mrs Ellman: How much has it cost to submit
the bid?
Mr Hughes: We have spent and we shall spend the
full amount of the allocation which Government has
made available to us, which is £1.4 million, and we
shall have supplemented that with our own
resources. It is quite an expensive business. I would
agree that, as it stands at the moment, the resources
available for successful authorities are very
substantial and I believe will be suYcient. Where
that changes is if the number of authorities increases
significantly and therefore the calls, on what at the
moment would appear to be a fixed pot of money,
change or increase significantly. Therefore it
depends how Government deal with that issue, but
at the moment it seems substantial.
Mr Leather: The amount of money we projected we
would be spending is around £9.8 million. That will
take us beyond the bid submission; it takes us
beyond the end of July and will take us up to the end
of this year. We shall be doing a lot of work on public
consultation, continuing that dialogue of public
consultation and also continuing with the work on
the detailed business cases right up to the end of
December, which is the programme entry stage.

Q94 Mrs Ellman: It has been suggested to us that the
criteria for assessing the bids do not take suYcient
account of regeneration, social inclusion and climate
change issues. Would you agree with that?
Mr Inskip: From a West Midlands perspective, we
are very happy with the guidance that has been given
by the department frankly. It is something that we
are working through with them. You need to see it
in the context of the full package that is being
proposed and it seems quite sensible. The one thing
that is absent clearly is climate change and the
environment, but they are interested in social
inclusion, which is why the work we do also takes
into account the impacts of the proposition, of the
package, on social inclusion issues.

Sir Richard Leese: It is also the case that we are not
prevented from taking all those factors into account.
I have to say that in terms of the planning that we
have undertaken, they have been major factors.
Mr Hughes: Our view would be that the whole
environmental and climate change issue is a
significant one and we think that is underplayed. If
there were to be a successful scheme within the
Cambridge area, it would have to be very much
justified and shown to deliver environmental
prudence. Personally I do not think that there is
suYcient emphasis on that at the moment.

Q95 Mrs Ellman: Have you any idea about how any
charging scheme any of you introduced could be
related to a national scheme?
Sir Richard Leese: Certainly the scheme that we are
looking at is eVectively a distance-based scheme,
although, as Mr Stringer said earlier, it is initially
based on a relatively small number of charging
points. However, it is a scheme that is extendable in
two ways, both by having a greater number of
charging points, which could be on a national basis,
but it is also capable of being developed into a
satellite-based scheme as well.

Q96 Mrs Ellman: Any comments from Birmingham?
Mr Inskip: Very similar.
Mr Hughes: Our TIF bid is still under development.
We are not at the point of actually putting any firm
proposals forward, but if we were to move forward,
it would need to be consistent.

Q97 Clive EVord: On the technology, if you are
talking about a city-based satellite scheme, is the
coverage localised enough for it to be eVective?
Mr Leather: Our scheme would not be a satellite-
based scheme, it would be a tag and beacon scheme.
What we would do though, in parallel with that,
provided the Government were underwriting the
commitment, would be to test a satellite scheme
locally in parallel to our own scheme. That is what
we have discussed with Government. The
technology we are using for our scheme is tried and
tested and is tag and beacon.
The Committee suspended from 4pm to 4.10 pm for a
division in the House

Q98 Graham Stringer: Can you tell us how you
actually measure congestion, how you make
projections from now to 2012 on congestion?
Mr Leather: We measure congestion in a number of
ways. One is that we look at the impact on average
road speeds. I referred earlier to the impact that our
scheme would have on average road speeds with a
16% improvement with the introduction of this
package by 2011. The other way is that we look at
the cost that road users impose on others. We look
at the time taken to travel into the regional centre
and the cost of doing so and combining those two
factors helps us to have a measure of the cost that
people are prepared to pay in order to travel to work
in the regional centre.
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Mr Inskip: In the West Midlands we are measuring
hours of delay and also the journey time slowing
down in terms of increased journey times. We have
also started looking at access to labour markets as
well; how long it takes you to drive out and the
access to the regional centres, so within half an hour
or 45 minutes or whatever it is. That is a measure.
The less congested you can make it, the greater
access you have out to labour markets, so we do that
as well.
Mr Bull: In fact, our calculations show, and the
Transport Innovation Fund research showed us,
that between now and 2021 congestion is going to
increase by 22% in the West Midlands and in
absolute terms this is 300,000 hours of travel delay
every day.

Q99 Chairman: Is that particularly done on a model
of certain urban centres or the region as a whole?
Mr Bull: The urban areas.
Mr Hughes: We looked at standard parameters, as
did colleagues, delays and average journey speeds
and certainly we forecast that without some
substantial improvements in the transport network
by 2016 on key congested parts of the network we
shall have something like a 50% increase in delay.

Q100 Graham Stringer: Are these projections
consistent with the objectives that have been made
under the TraYc Management Act? I understand
from certain press releases put out by some
authorities that there are obligations to keep
congestion levels at the same level in 2012 as they are
at the present time.
Mr Hughes: It would be wrong to say that they are
inconsistent. The bigger issue is what tools are
available to try to achieve the objectives in the
TraYc Management Act and certainly for a county
such as a Cambridgeshire, with the available local
transport plan funding we have, there is clearly a
limited amount we can do, bearing in mind we are a
significant growth area as well with 50,000 extra
houses coming our way. There probably are
inconsistencies, but it is diYcult without extra
funding or other measures in place to square that
circle.
Mr Bull: We are working within the TraYc
Management Act in the metropolitan areas of the
West Midlands, we are agreeing targets with DfT,
but we are a position where, obviously with an
increase in car ownership and trips on the road and
with £10 to £12 billion of inward investment as well,
trips are going to increase significantly. You are
always, with that growth in congestion, fighting to
achieve that target even though we have short-term
quick wins of attempting to get a more eYcient
highway and to make public transport more
attractive.

Q101 Graham Stringer: All of you looked a bit
perplexed about what your targets are under the
TraYc Management Act and how consistent they
are with these models. Could you write and tell us?

Mr Inskip: Yes, we will let you have that.

Q102 Mrs Ellman: You all made it clear that it is
vital to improve public transport before charging
schemes can be introduced but what is the timing
scheme for this? Under the plans for the Transport
Innovation Fund, what kind of improvements
would you be able to put into practice in suYcient
time to be realised by the public before a charging
scheme came? How do you see that in line with
timescales?
Mr Inskip: We do not see it in that sort of way. What
we see is that the important thing is to have the
public transport in place and that has also got to be
compatible with whatever road pricing scheme you
are putting in because the alternatives have to be
available before the road pricing scheme comes in.
You have to do both those pieces of work together
and at the moment, on best projections you can
make, certainly from our point of view, we are
looking at a five-year period of public transport
investment at least which takes us into 2012-2013.

Q103 Mrs Ellman: So five years of what? Five years
of the new scheme operating?
Mr Inskip: No, that is five years from now of actual
public transport investment going in and being in
place; it has to be in place before the road pricing
commences.

Q104 Mrs Ellman: But what about the time lapse
between the public transport improvements being in
place and the start of the charging scheme? Is it at the
same time or should the public transport
improvements be there X months ahead?
Mr Inskip: They have to be in place and in operation
and then you will commence the road pricing
scheme.

Q105 Mrs Ellman: But what is the time diVerence
between the two? At the same time or in advance of
and how much in advance? Have you given any
thought to this?
Mr Inskip: Not in advance of.
Mrs Ellman: At the same time?

Q106 Chairman: Sir Richard, do you have an
estimate?
Sir Richard Leese: The charging regime that we are
looking at would start as the public transport
improvements are completed and would be phased
in over a two-year period. In terms of serious
investment, which includes what has previously been
described as metro-link big bang, which I know you
have discussed here previously, major investment to
the heavy rail infrastructure, both in terms of rolling
stock, lines, stations and so on, other methods
including tram/train, we believe that by a
combination of TIF funding and prudential
borrowing we can get the bulk of that investment in
place before or by 2012 and phase in charging from
that moment. Clearly that requires prudential
borrowing in advance of the income that we would
then be paying back, but that is reasonable, realistic
and is doable. At the same time, in terms of
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management, what is contained within the
Transport Bill, where there is a necessity to
introduce control mechanisms like quality bus
contracts, we also believe that that timescale will
allow us to do that as well.

Q107 Mrs Ellman: Do you think the financial
support you should be getting will enable all this to
happen at the right time?
Sir Richard Leese: Yes, it will and indeed clearly an
important element for what are very significant sums
of prudential borrowing is eVective risk
management by us as a group of local authorities.
We believe that there is suYcient contingency both
within the capital expenditure and the revenue
streams to allow us to do that.

Q108 Mrs Ellman: In terms of public acceptability,
do you not think the public would need to see
improvements operating in advance of being asked
to pay?
Sir Richard Leese: That is absolutely the case. In
terms of our public consultation, we intend to do a
range of things including opinion-poll testing. It is
the case even prior to announcing, which we shall be
doing on Friday, what the package of improvement
measures is, that within Greater Manchester it is
already the case that 54% of the population believe
that if there were the right investment in public
transport, then it would justify congestion charging.
We are already, in terms of that question, starting
from a positive position.

Q109 Mrs Ellman: How long would the
improvements be in place before the charging
system starts?
Sir Richard Leese: Some of those improvements
would have been in place for some time. For
example, we want to improve the number and
quality of bus vehicles operating within the network.
Some of that can be brought in relatively quickly, as
can some improved railway rolling stock. The last
bits of major items will probably be coming in as
charging starts, but that is why we propose to phase
in charging rather than to have it as one big bang at
the same time.

Q110 Mrs Ellman: Do you have any concerns that
government funding could change over the years
while you are doing all of that?
Sir Richard Leese: In terms of TIF funding, clearly
there would be a commitment from Government to
the extent of that funding and clearly what happens
subsequent to that can change, but there is enough
certainty for a successful bid, there is enough
certainty in what is currently proposed, to allow us
to take the risk of proceeding.
Mr Leather: We would need a contractual
commitment in terms of the length of time that we
could retain the revenues—and we talked about 30
years—in order to be able to borrow suYcient
funding for the capital investment.

Q111 Chairman: West Midlands were concerned
about hypothecation.

Mr Inskip: Yes, we were. We are much more relaxed
now than we were at that particular time.

Q112 Chairman: That is a bit mysterious. Did some
fairy godmother in the department say “Don’t
worry; gold will be in your clogs at Christmas”?
Mr Inskip: It was really based probably on a
misunderstanding in some ways. What we
anticipated was that the road pricing revenues would
only be available for 10 years and what we were
saying was that was not long enough, but actually
the road pricing revenues will belong to the West
Midlands authorities and we can actually
hypothecate them for as long as we want. That is
now made very clear in the Road Transport Bill
published yesterday, so we are pretty much relaxed
about it now. It is a very good move.

Q113 Mrs Ellman: You are satisfied with what is
stated in the Bill?
Mr Inskip: Yes.

Q114 Mr Leech: Opponents of congestion charging
often use the argument that to administer the scheme
is too expensive. What work have the authorities
done to drive down the actual cost of administering
the schemes?
Sir Richard Leese: It is certainly the case that the
London scheme, the zonal based scheme, has been
very expensive in administrative terms. What we
have designed, using the tag and beacon scheme
which can be linked to automatic payment, is in a
sense a win-win both for the motorist and for the
local authorities. By using more automated schemes,
we can both reduce the cost that will be charged to
the motorist, but also keep a high proportion of the
revenue collected usable rather than it going into
administrative costs. The technology model we
propose to use would deliver that for us.

Q115 Mr Leech: Given that it is not intended to
introduce schemes in the West Midlands or Greater
Manchester before 2012, do the authorities have any
scope for changing the technology, if new
technology came on stream between now and 2012,
if that were going to make it more eYcient and less
costly to administer?
Mr Inskip: The answer at the moment is that the DfT
have asked us to put our propositions forward based
on existing technologies so that we can all know that
it will work. Of course, with the demonstration
projects that were announced yesterday, there is
scope now to have a look at that and actually learn
from that and if changes are to be made, then clearly
we shall make them if it is more eYcient. At least we
have a proposition which is going forward, which is
based on existing technologies which do work.
Sir Richard Leese: We have to manage risk
eVectively which means using for the bulk of this
tried and tested technology, but there is the
opportunity, as a relatively small sub-part of the
scheme, to be able to try to test new technologies.
There is also the opportunity, because of the
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timetable, to put the technology in place in advance
of charging and basically test it on a non-charging
basis.

Q116 Chairman: Mr Hughes, you and Mr Inskip are
in a diVerent position from Sir Richard. Sir Richard
says 54% of his electorate already accept the idea of
congestion charging. Is that the situation in your
authorities?
Mr Hughes: We are in a very diVerent position in the
sense that we are still investigating options and we
are using the TIF fund to do that. We are not
committed to any particular way forward.

Q117 Chairman: Do you want congestion charging?
Is that your idea or is it the department saying it to
you or are your members very uncertain? Tell us Mr
Hughes. Is this a secret?
Mr Hughes: It is certainly something that our
members are very keen to investigate and that is why
we put in the bid for TIF funding and that is why we
are carrying on.

Q118 Chairman: Because they think it is a way
forward?
Mr Hughes: Because Cambridgeshire is one of the
Government’s defined growth areas. We have 50,000
houses going to come into our area between now and
2016 and we will have to deal with the congestion in
a significant way.

Q119 Chairman: So your elected members are quite
happy that you should go ahead with the congestion
charging scheme?
Mr Hughes: No, that is not what I said at all. To
date, the only decision that has been taken is to bid
for TIF funding, which we have secured to a level of
£1.4 million. We will have to go through or take our
members through a political process when we have
completed our technical work. At the moment there
is no commitment from our members to proceed
with any form of road-user charging. What we are
doing is investigating the options to advise our
members.
Mr Bull: 79% of residents in the West Midlands are
clear that congestion is now either serious or very
serious and 73% of businesses responded that it was
a significant or very significant problem. We are
developing the proposals and there will be a public
consultation on a specific proposal to try to alleviate
the problem that has been identified.
Mr Inskip: I would just add that in terms of the 54%
in support in Manchester, it is actually 42% in the
West Midlands. If some form of road pricing is
brought in, where the money was spent on public
transport the support was 42%, so we have a way to
go yet.

Q120 Mr Leech: Would it be fair to say that none of
the local authorities here is leaving very much time
for public consultation on it though?
Mr Inskip: No, we are going to do full public
consultation. It is very important. The public
consultation will take place.

Q121 Mr Leech: I did not say you were not going to
do a full public consultation, I just said you had not
left very much time for one.
Mr Inskip: We are going to do our public
consultation after July.

Q122 Mr Leech: So after the bid?
Mr Bull: It is on the back of a very significant
discussion that is taking place within the media at
the moment and involvement of a lot of stakeholders
and the issues with businesses are being raised. We
are doing surveys with businesses now and therefore
the strength of the West Midlands’ bid is the
stakeholder involvement and the basis on which we
are moving forward; and we are moving forward in
partnership with all those stakeholders.

Q123 Graham Stringer: Will all three bidders
comply with Home OYce guidelines about
consultation?
Mr Inskip: Yes, we shall.
Mr Hughes: We certainly would if we move forward
with the consultation, but we are not at that stage
yet.
Sir Richard Leese: The answer is that we shall. May
I go back to Mr Leach’s initial question? In Great
Manchester we have gone out of our way to generate
large amounts of public debate going back to
January, so we have had several months of public
debate about the issues. We have allowed two
months for formal consultation on our bid
proposals and we have a comprehensive package for
making sure that there is a thorough consultation
over that period of time. Of course there will then be
ongoing consultation after the bid has been
submitted, but we shall have had a comprehensive
consultation before a bid is submitted. In terms of
business, business in Great Manchester has been
very widely engaged in the preparation of the
proposals.

Q124 Clive EVord: I am slightly confused as to what
a consultation is then? You have already put in the
bid, you have decided what you are going to do and
then you consult. Just exactly what are you
consulting on? What can be changed?
Sir Richard Leese: If you look at the evidence we
have submitted, one of the major elements of the test
that the Association of Great Manchester
Authorities has put forward has been about public
acceptability. The major element of the consultation
that will take place, subject to the agreement of the
AGMA executive after Friday, is around public
acceptability. It is the case for any proposals that
there is a long way to go before final approval and it
is clearly the case that there can be ongoing
discussion about those as there will be ongoing
negotiation between local authorities and DfT.

Q125 Chairman: How long does it take you to
prepare a bid?
Sir Richard Leese: It has taken a little over a year to
prepare a bid. Given the scale of the bid, in an ideal
world we probably would have liked slightly longer,
but we live in the world we live in.



3736901001 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:22:53 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 291

23 May 2007 Sir Richard Leese, Mr David Leather, Mr Graham Hughes, Mr David Bull and Mr Geoff Inskip

Q126 Chairman: Do you know how much time and
money it has actually cost you?
Mr Leather: It is costing £9.8 million.

Q127 Chairman: Altogether. Do you have an
estimate Mr Inskip of how much you have spent up
till now?

Witnesses: Dr Stephen Ladyman MP, Minister of State and Ms Lucy Chadwick, Director, Regional and
Local Transport Delivery Directorate, Department for Transport, gave evidence.

Q129 Chairman: Greetings, you are warmly
welcome. Do you want to identify yourself for the
record and tell us who you have brought with you?
Dr Ladyman: I am the Minister of State for
Transport and my colleague is Lucy Chadwick and
I will allow her to introduce herself.
Ms Chadwick: My name is Lucy Chadwick and I
work in the Department for Transport; I am the
Director of Regional and Local Transport Delivery.

Q130 Chairman: It is very nice to have you here. Did
you have something you wanted to say to us
Minister?
Dr Ladyman: No, we are just happy to answer your
questions as always.

Q131 Chairman: Local authorities have had the
powers to implement congestion charging,
workplace parking levies and bus priority measures
for several years. Is the Transport Innovation Fund
a recognition that they are not nevertheless very
anxious to introduce measures that they think are
unnecessary or undesirable?
Dr Ladyman: It is certainly not a recognition that
they are not anxious to introduce undesirable
measures. It is a recognition of the fact that to make
demand management acceptable to local
populations and as successful as it needs to be, it
needs to go with a package of other investments in
public transport and transport improvements
generally. It is therefore to leverage those
improvements.

Q132 Chairman: Do you think really that local
authorities have the will to implement things which
may not be altogether popular with their electorate?
Dr Ladyman: To some extent that remains to be
seen. There has certainly been a great deal of interest
in becoming a TIF partner. A substantial number of
local authorities applied. Many were very
disappointed when they did not make it into our
short list. I know some of them are still interested in
making bids to TIF even though they are not TIF
partners. We have made it very clear we are prepared
to accept bids from anybody, whether they are one
of the short-listed 10 authorities or not and they still
continue to look at these ideas. The 10 partners seem
very willing and anxious to make progress with us
and to keep an open mind on these issues, so I do
think there is a willingness to address serious issues.

Mr Inskip: We are spending £3.5 million up to the
end of July.

Q128 Chairman: Mr Hughes, have you got to that
point?
Mr Hughes: Our core funding is the £1.4 million
from Government and we shall supplement that
with some additionality funding as necessary.
Chairman: Gentlemen, you have been extremely
helpful. Thank you very much indeed.

What people do want to do is to be able to take a deal
to their electorates and their local population. They
want to be able to take to them a list of
improvements that would go hand in hand with
introducing demand management.

Q133 Chairman: Yet the suggestion has been put to
us very plainly that it is within the Government’s gift
to do a national road pricing scheme which would
not only be a precursor for some of the schemes that
you are talking about, but could be regarded as
being a trial of diVerent technology, of diVerent
eVects and possibly even of a much wider approach.
Dr Ladyman: We have taken the view that we have
to win the public over. The public have some serious
objections to road pricing and demand
management, as we saw with the petition on the
Number 10 website. We have to take those
considerations seriously. They have made it very
clear to us, for example, that the public have
concerns over whether it will work, whether it will
change their behaviour, whether we can protect their
privacy, whether it will be fair and we have taken the
judgment that the best way to win over the public is
not to make a decision about going to a national
road pricing scheme until we have seen whether it
can be successful at local levels. That is why we went
about trying to find willing partners who were
prepared to look at this as a possible solution to
congestion in urban areas.

Q134 Chairman: It does put a lot of pressure on the
local authorities, does it not in eVect? You and I are
both elected and in theory it would be nice if the
electorate were supporting us. Do you think that
what you are doing is using the local authorities in
eVect as your stalking horses?
Dr Ladyman: I do not see it that way at all and, given
the furore over this issue, nobody can accuse the
Government of not putting their own head on the
block on this issue. We said we wanted to have a
national debate and we have raised that national
debate. We have tried to engage with the population
despite the fact that many of our policy intentions
have been grossly misrepresented by people who are
opposed to this idea. We have continued to lead
from the front. We are very much involved in
supporting the local schemes, but it was my
experience as somebody who project-managed
diYcult projects before I became an MP that
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actually it is often best to start with small pilot
schemes and then learn the lessons from those and
move forward from those. It is a perfectly rational
way forward for us to see whether there are willing
volunteers who are prepared to implement local
schemes first. We will support them, we will provide
them with funding and then, if it is a success, we will
put the proposition to the wider public that we
should now make it a national scheme.

Q135 Graham Stringer: It is precisely what you have
done, is it not, taken your head as far away from the
chopping block as you possibly could do? You have
transferred the responsibilities to local authorities.
There is no evidence that before 2004 any of these
local authorities were looking for a congestion
charging scheme and it is easier to let local
councillors pay the price rather than the
Government. Is that not what you are doing?
Dr Ladyman: That is not the case at all, and it has
been very clear from the public reaction to this that
whether this is introduced locally or nationally, the
Government will be seen as being a partner in it and
will take whatever electoral blame or praise is to be
won from it. Local authorities are always telling me
that we should devolve more power to them, we
should give them more responsibility and we should
put them on the frontline of addressing issues in their
local communities. They do not want to be seen to
be minor partners in big decisions. They want to be
big players in big decisions and this is very much
what we are asking them to do. None of them is a
pressed man. Nobody has been forced to come
forward as part of this. They have all been asked to
volunteer. A substantial number volunteered that
we have not provided any seed-corn funding to and
any of them are free to withdraw at any moment. All
we are asking of them at this point is that they have
an open-minded view as to what might work in their
local communities. That is as much of a commitment
as they have made. The next step will be, if they put
to us ideas that make sense and we decide we want
to back those ideas, that they will then have to win
over their local community and convince their local
community it is a good idea. I suspect, if they do not
convince their local community it is a good idea,
then they will not want to go forward with it.

Q136 Graham Stringer: Is it not the case that all
these local authorities have been told in private that
if they do not come forward with a road pricing
congestion charging scheme, they should not
bother?
Dr Ladyman: They have been told to look at the
issues of congestion in their area and we have told
them that what we are minded to use the Congestion
TIF for is those schemes which can move forward
the use of demand management.

Q137 Graham Stringer: Have they or have they not
been told in private that if they do not come forward
with congestion schemes or road pricing schemes,
they should not bother?

Dr Ladyman: They have not been told anything in
private; they have not been told in public. They have
only been told what I just said.

Q138 Graham Stringer: There have been meetings
between ministers and passenger transport
authorities and local authorities in private.
Councillors come out of those meetings and tell me
that they have been told that the Secretary of State
says, I quote, “The only show in town is congestion
charging”.
Dr Ladyman: I certainly was not at those meetings
where they were told such things as that in those
terms. They have been told what I have just told you
they were told.

Q139 Graham Stringer: In terms of the Innovation
Fund, are you going forward, are you looking at any
schemes that are not congestion charging or road
pricing?
Dr Ladyman: We have not had proposals in yet.

Q140 Graham Stringer: There have been lots of
discussions.
Dr Ladyman: Yes, and we are waiting for local
authorities to devise what schemes are appropriate
to them.

Q141 Graham Stringer: There have been many
discussions between your oYcials and the bidding
conurbations and counties. Are you aware of major
schemes or any schemes that do not include
congestion charging?
Dr Ladyman: Demand management measures
including road pricing, no. I just distinguish that
from congestion charging. Congestion charging in
my mind describes a particular scheme.
Ms Chadwick: It is worth emphasising that actually
the authorities are at quite diVerent stages. For some
of the authorities what they have spent some time
doing is making sure and there is an important
amount of analysis and modelling that they need to
do to understand the eVects and implications. What
they have spent quite a good deal of time doing is
actually making sure they have that foundation to
enable them then to ask the questions—and indeed
several are now at that point—to go through and
look at a range of options, and rightly a range of
options, a full spectrum of demand management
options, before making that kind of decision. So for
some it is not yet certain and they need to do that
work.

Q142 Graham Stringer: Does the TIF process give
enough emphasis to social exclusion?
Dr Ladyman: I believe it does. We have made it very
clear that we would not be supportive of any scheme
that does not address that as an issue or exacerbates
that as an issue. I cannot see any scheme that
exacerbates social exclusion being popular with local
communities, so I should be surprised if anybody
came forward with such a scheme.
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Q143 Graham Stringer: Measuring the social and
distributional impacts of road pricing schemes. The
Department for Transport transport analysis
guidance is on your website. It says very clearly, and
I can quote you from pages 4 and 5 “ . . .
householders and individuals on low income . . . our
current estimate is that this means people in the
bottom two quintiles” and it goes on and lists people
who are likely to be damaged by road pricing
schemes which admits that your evidence base is
limited. Are you not worried about that?
Dr Ladyman: The purpose of that is to establish that
these are parts of the community that we have to pay
particular attention to in designing a scheme so that
we can make sure that their needs are met. Bear in
mind, these are the parts of the community that are
most likely already to be using public transport and
therefore are likely to be beneficiaries of further
investment in public transport. If what you are
saying is those people who might currently be in
these groups who currently use the private motorcar
for access to work or to other services might find
themselves put at a disadvantage by this scheme,
then one of the very clear things we would look at in
assessing these proposals would be that alternative
means of transport are put in place, such that they
will not be excluded from services or from
employment. If the schemes do not address those
needs, they will not go ahead.

Q144 Mrs Ellman: In the guidance you do say you
are most likely to fund packages that involve road
pricing. Have you any intention of funding any that
do not involve it?
Dr Ladyman: It depends how good they are.

Q145 Mrs Ellman: Have any been submitted?
Dr Ladyman: None has been submitted at all yet. We
are waiting for local authority proposals. If any local
authority does not feel that a demand management
scheme of some type is an appropriate solution to
congestion in their area, then they are welcome to
come and explain to us why that is the case and why
the proposition they are putting to us is not simply
one of trying to build their way out of a problem and
we will consider it. The likelihood is, given the short-
listed partners, given the nature of the congestion in
their areas, that demand management of some form
will be an integral part of any long-term sustainable
solution to congestion in those areas.

Q146 Mrs Ellman: Could you name any local
authorities who are securing major funds for major
public transport improvements without doing it
through the Transport Innovation Fund?
Dr Ladyman: Not oV hand. I can certainly ask in the
department? Are you aware of any?
Ms Chadwick: Through all the regional funding
allocations and the £5.5 billion that is distributed
through that, there are myriads of local transport
schemes, whether they be bus, whether they be tram
schemes or—

Q147 Mrs Ellman: I am aware of that. I am looking
at major public transport improvements that
integrate diVerent modes of transport. Could you
give us any examples?
Dr Ladyman: Major improvements to public
transport that do not include a bid into the TIF
fund?

Q148 Mrs Ellman: I should like some examples.
Dr Ladyman: We will trawl the department and
provide you with examples. Bear in mind that the
TIF money is on top of all the traditional lines of
funding that the department has always put in place.
It is on top of the money we put to local
authorities direct.
Mrs Ellman: That is why I am asking the question.

Q149 Chairman: We understand that, but we are
trying to tease out from you what the department’s
attitude is.
Dr Ladyman: I am answering, but you do not seem
to be accepting my answers.

Q150 Chairman: We always accept everything you
say. What we need to know is whether they are
directly tied to congestion charging. It is not a
complex question really.
Dr Ladyman: I am very happy to provide you with
schemes of that type. We will do a trawl through the
many schemes that local authorities have put to us
as part of LTP2 and provide you with that
information.

Q151 Mrs Ellman: Why have you not started
schemes on your own strategic roads, if the
Government are willing to take responsibility?
Dr Ladyman: First of all let me say, if somebody
comes to us with a proposal for their local
community and within that local community it is
clear that some sort of road pricing, as they have
designed it, will necessarily include one of the trunk
roads in their area, then we will consider it on its
merits. We are not excluding that. The Bill that was
published yesterday does not make that any more or
less diYcult for us to do than it was prior to
yesterday. We have always acknowledged that we
could include the trunk road network within these
local schemes, but we have not gone for a road
pricing scheme on the strategic road network
because essentially that would be a national road
pricing scheme. Our strategy is to try to win the
public over, to demonstrate to them that we can
meet their concerns about privacy and fairness and
that it will be eVective and cost-eVective before we
put to the public the notion that we should have a
national scheme.

Q152 Mrs Ellman: It would not necessarily be a
national scheme, would it? It could be a pilot scheme
on a route that has been identified as congested?
Dr Ladyman: You are talking essentially about a toll
on a particular road under those circumstances and,
of course, that would then have wider implications
for the communities around that road because there
would be certain people who would take journey
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planning decisions in order to avoid that particular
strategic road, whatever road price we had
introduced, and then we get into the fact that we
would then have to impose some constraints on local
councils. We would much rather do it the other way
around: we would rather local councils considered
the strategic issues and brought them to us so that we
had a package we knew was going to work.

Q153 Mrs Ellman: Is not the reason for that that you
want the responsibility and the onus to be on the
local authority not on the Government?
Dr Ladyman: No, no. It is naı£ve to suggest that
somehow we have pushed responsibility for this to
the local authorities. We have made it absolutely
clear from the get-go, that we are active partners in
this, we are providing support to the local
authorities, we are providing advice to the local
authorities, we are putting the draft Local Transport
Bill that we tabled yesterday through Parliament, we
are taking every bit as much responsibility for this as
the local authorities themselves, but local people are
best placed to design schemes that meet the needs of
local people.

Q154 Mr Leech: Have you not just argued against
having a local pilot scheme? People who live on the
peripheries of those pilot areas will do exactly what
you have just said as a reason for not having a
scheme on a particular congested route.
Dr Ladyman: No, because it depends how the
scheme is designed. If you are talking about an
urban area, by and large urban areas are dense cities
and the centre of the city is the focus for transport
and is the focus for congestion and the closer you get
into the centre of the conurbation, the more
congested the roads become and the less easy it is to
avoid those roads by taking a diVerent route. That is
why it becomes much more practical in a
conurbation than it does in the sort of scheme that
you are talking about.

Q155 Mr Leech: That is simply not the case. In the
case of Greater Manchester for instance, there may
be some congestion around the city centre; there
certainly is. However, some of the most congested
parts of Greater Manchester are routes between
town centres rather than just around the city centre.
Dr Ladyman: I am not going to pre-judge the bid
that Manchester may or may not choose to put to us.
They are going to look at their local issues and they
are going to come to us with strategies for how those
local issues will be addressed, the package of
improvements that will need to go alongside any
demand management measures and how they are
going to deal with any consequences of this.

Q156 Mrs Ellman: What is the department’s view on
the length of time revenue from charging schemes
would be hypothecated?
Dr Ladyman: We have given initial indication of 10
years, but if a local scheme just would not work at 10
years but it was clearly a very exciting and very
potentially beneficial scheme and local partners

wanted to come back to us with an alternative
proposition, that would be more manageable. We
shall keep an open mind.
Ms Chadwick: The current legislation allows local
authorities to keep those revenues and that is
actually being protected within the proposals in the
draft bill that we announced yesterday.

Q157 Chairman: So that when, for example, the
West Midlands got worried about whether or not
they could go beyond 10 years, that was because they
did not understand the exact terms of your Bill?
Ms Chadwick: Yes.

Q158 Mrs Ellman: How many major schemes under
the Congestion Transport Innovation Fund would
you expect to approve?
Dr Ladyman: We have 10 partners at the moment
and we are expecting them to bring proposals
forward to us at diVerent periods of time. There are
other people who are not amongst those 10 partners
who have expressed an interest in continuing to
work on ideas of their own. It is quite diYcult for me
to answer your question because clearly people will
come with ideas that start at diVerent dates and it
may be that all 10 will get done over a period of 10
or 15 years; maybe some will drop by the wayside. It
is already clear that some schemes are far more
advanced in their development than others. Some of
them would be easier to implement on a shorter
timeframe, some of them need a longer timeframe,
so we are open-minded. We do not have this vision
in mind. I know everybody keeps saying in the media
that we are going to do one small scheme and one big
scheme. We are genuinely open-minded. We want to
see what proposals people put to us and how they
can be programmed together and fit with the
indicative spending envelope that we have available
to us.

Q159 Mrs Ellman: You said that you are open-
minded on hypothecation, if the appropriate scheme
comes forward. Are you open-minded on looking
again at local authority borrowing rules, if a change
were needed to encourage local authorities or any
other aspect of local government finance?
Dr Ladyman: DCLG have already indicated that
they are looking at some of those rules anyway, so
there may be changes as a result of their reflections
on this matter that might make borrowing easier.
Certainly, if there is something about the rules which
make it diYcult to do what would otherwise be
exciting schemes, then we would certainly want to
look at the rules.

Q160 Mrs Ellman: So if somebody said that it was
likely that only two substantial schemes could go
forward, would that be wrong?
Dr Ladyman: If you are talking about two
substantial schemes starting in the first year, in 2008-
2009, well yes, in the early years we are going to be
limited. If you are talking about two substantial
schemes over the period of the TIF then no, that is
wrong.



3736901001 Page Type [O] 30-07-07 21:22:53 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Transport Committee: Evidence Ev 295

23 May 2007 Dr Stephen Ladyman MP and Ms Lucy Chadwick

Q161 Mr Scott: You said earlier that you did not
want to necessarily call it congestion charging. By
that do you mean you think that congestion
charging has negative eVects on the public and
possibly is not working?
Dr Ladyman: No, I do not mean that at all. I mean
that for most people, at least in the public’s mind, the
words congestion charging is connected now with a
zonal charge of the type that we have here in London
and that is very diVerent from a distance-based
charge and a much more sophisticated system of
demand management. Because we are open-minded
about the schemes that might be brought to us, some
of which might look very like the London scheme
and some of which will look very diVerent to the
London scheme, I would just rather not bandy the
words “congestion charge” around because it might
give the wrong impression.

Q162 Mr Scott: Do you think it has been successful
in London?
Dr Ladyman: Yes.

Q163 Mr Scott: Would you say that it is vital that
public transport be drastically improved and, as I sit
before you here, people are not expected to travel in
conditions that they would legally not allow animals
to travel in to and from their place of work before a
charge is introduced?
Dr Ladyman: I reject the analogy between human
beings and animals as frankly silly. Do I think that
public transport should be comfortable, reliable and
frequent? Absolutely I do and we will not get people
onto it unless they are comfortable and they can rely
on the service. In some areas that will mean that we
have to provide significant investment in order to
improve the public transport oVer which is available
to people if we are going to get them out of their cars,
either voluntarily or by providing them with a fiscal
incentive to get out of their cars. That is the whole
rationale for the TIF congestion fund, to make it
available to local authorities, for them to make those
investments in dramatically improving their public
transport as part of this deal.

Q164 Mr Scott: Even though that has not happened
in London, you would envisage that would happen
elsewhere before any scheme were brought in?
Dr Ladyman: I reject what you have just said
entirely. The premise of your question is entirely
wrong. There has been a significant improvement in
public transport in London. There has been a
massive increase in availability of buses in London
as a result of measures that the Labour mayor has
taken.

Q165 Clive EVord: Should a low carbon economy be
a central objective of Transport Innovation Fund
schemes?
Dr Ladyman: This is part of the debate that people
are having. The view we have taken so far is that
making demand management work is a very, very
complicated prospect. It is going to be diYcult to
win people over to it, it is going to be diYcult to
design it so that it is fair, it is going to be diYcult to

deliver it and when you are faced with that level of
complexity, in my experience it is best to focus on
one target and make sure you hit that target. Our
target for demand management is congestion, so the
central aim of demand management and the
Congestion TIF is about congestion. If, when
somebody has designed either a local scheme or,
subsequently, if we do decide to go to a national
scheme at some point in the future, if it becomes
clear that there is a way of overlaying a climate
change target on top of that, well that is a debate that
can be had. Our primary focus is congestion and I
am trying to discourage the partners who talked to
me about this from trying to hit too many targets at
once. If it is clear that there is a way of hitting that
climate change target, as well as the congestion
target, absolutely, I would be very supportive of
that.

Q166 Clive EVord: So you would not recommend
that the TIF’s appraisal process should include an
assessment of the proposed scheme’s performance
against the Government’s targets for reducing
carbon emissions?
Ms Chadwick: Our value for money assessment
actually includes that already, as it would do for any
transport scheme. It will take into account, both the
environmental benefits and environmental costs.
What the minister is saying is that if it is not going to
be deliberated, targeted on, people will want to
understand what potential benefits would accrue
from these kinds of schemes. Yes.

Q167 Chairman: They would not get extra brownie
points for putting it in. Is that what you are saying?
You do not want too many diVuse starts.
Dr Ladyman: You might, in this sense. We shall do
a value for money calculation and we are looking to
fund schemes which we define as giving high value
for money. That usually requires them to give twice
as much benefit as cost. Therefore, if as part of this
appraisal they are hitting their quality targets or
delivering climate change benefits and that is part of
the assessment, yes, they will get credit for that.
What I am not encouraging anybody to do is to try
to design a scheme specifically for that purpose. If
they lose sight of the main reason they are doing this,
to deal with congestion, they are likely to trip up.

Q168 Clive EVord: There is growing debate and
concern about climate change and there are going to
be cross-government targets and pressure to address
the issue of climate change. In a future Cabinet a
transport secretary of state will be sitting there
saying congestion has been dealt with but climate
change is next on the agenda?
Dr Ladyman: Not at all. What the secretary of state
will be saying is that we are taking a series of
measures to reduce the climate impact of transport.
These measures include things like the renewable
transport fuel obligation, the eVorts to reduce fuel
consumption, to increase the fuel eYciency of
vehicles, to hit a target for carbon emissions from
vehicles that we are trying to agree across the
European Union, the smart driving initiatives that
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we are putting in place, the educational campaign
that you saw start on Monday. All of these things are
there to try to improve the climate impact of
transport. In addition to that, there will be a separate
strand of initiatives around congestion and it may be
that the two overlap in certain areas and the projects
that we fund through Congestion TIF will also help
us to hit climate change targets. For example, if in
some conurbation somewhere massive investments
in public transport, coupled with demand
management measures, mean that everybody is now
getting public transport, that will have a knock-on
eVect on climate change and air quality. There will
be overlaps between them. All we are saying is that
demand management is, as we have seen from the
debate over the last six months, very, very
complicated. It is best, in my view, that people
should be focused on its primary purpose, which is
to deal with congestion and not try to deal with two
issues at the same time. It may be they can do both,
but let us solve one problem and then you can maybe
lay other problems over it.

Q169 Clive EVord: On public opinion on road
pricing, are you satisfied that suYcient steps are
being taken in the Transport Innovation Fund
process to improve public attitudes towards
congestion charging?
Ms Chadwick: Our guidance sets out actually what
are some of the public sector style public
consultations that it is necessary to go through to
garner the public support and indeed gauge the
public support that actually is necessary.
Understanding that throughout the process is quite
critical. Putting in some of the pump-priming money
and making that available was always designed to
make sure that work could be costed and undertaken
by all authorities.

Q170 Clive EVord: Can you just clarify something
for me that came out in an earlier evidence session
which is about the consultation that will take place
once the schemes have been approved? What can
change in your view during the process of that
consultation? For instance, what if the local
community rejects congestion charging?
Dr Ladyman: If the local community rejects
congestion charging, they reject congestion
charging.

Q171 Clive EVord: What implications does that have
for revising the scheme?
Dr Ladyman: The implications of that are that the
local authority will then have to make bids through
the normal mechanisms for those investments it
wants to make in local transport in its area. It will
have to look to the regional funding allocation
process, to the LTP2 process, for its funding. During
the consultation they may come up with a diVerent
way of doing demand management that can win
support; the consultation might lead simply to a
diVerent package of measures as part of the deal they
want to oVer their local community that would get
greater support than the deal that they go out with
in the first consultation.

Q172 Clive EVord: What I am trying to get at is
whether there is a scenario here where, once the
scheme is approved under the Transport Innovation
Fund process, all the eVort that has been put into
getting us to that position could be wasted?
Ms Chadwick: Yes, at least in the first stage. This is
a staged process. We look at a preparatory style
period which gives a confirmation approval,
accepting them for wider consultation. It is a staged
process throughout in which there are opportunities
for public acceptability to fail or succeed throughout
and that is the right process.
Dr Ladyman: Do not forget, at some point before
any confirmation of a scheme can be given, elected
councillors will have to vote on it. They will need to
be prepared to say “This is the deal we want to try to
take to our community” and at that point the whole
scheme can be taken oV the table. All we have asked
them to do so far is keep an open mind. We have not
asked for any commitments from anybody at this
stage to go any further than keeping an open mind
and seeing what proposals would work in their
locality.

Q173 Clive EVord: A lot of time and eVort and
money have gone in. May I ask you again then? Is
there any sense at this stage that any of these
schemes might hit that sort of problem when they go
out to this consultation?
Dr Ladyman: I should be surprised if some did not.

Q174 Chairman: Is that something you ask for, as a
matter of interest? Do you ask them what their
preliminary assessment of the degree of support in
their local are is? What would you regard as a
“normal” figure? You are saying to us that you
would not be surprised if people turned it down
because that is your experience of things like that
batty thing on the Number 10 website, which was a
masterpiece of careful drafting. What sort of
assessment does the department make; a band
within which they would regard a scheme as being
publicly acceptable or do you not do it that way?
Dr Ladyman: We have never suggested that there is
an opinion poll banding and if you have not got over
this threshold, you are not going to go forward. At
this stage the level of support I would want to rely on
is the leadership of a local council coming to me and
saying “This is a scheme that I am prepared to put
myself behind because I believe I can convince my
local people to accept it”. That is what I am waiting
to hear at this moment.

Q175 Clive EVord: Does the department have any
sense of how much investment in public transport
alternatives ahead of any congestion charge scheme
coming in is essential in alleviating some of the
opposition that there may be at a later date?
Dr Ladyman: It would depend entirely on the local
area. DiVerent schemes are coming up with diVerent
packages. Some of them would see demand
management coming in at an early stage in the
process; others are saying here is a very specific
investment in public transport that must happen
before it happens. People are coming up with
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diVerent ideas. This is one of the reasons we wanted
to involve local councils, so that we would get local
stakeholders involved in discussing this and in
working out what would be acceptable to a local
community and what would not be.

Q176 Mr Scott: Minister, you just said that local
councils would go to their people if they could sell it
to them. What if they could not and still forced it
through? Would that still get the department’s
support?
Dr Ladyman: How can a democratic local council
do that?

Q177 Mr Scott: The Mayor of London did not get
the support for the extension of the congestion
charge, but it has happened.
Dr Ladyman: I think you will find that he fought an
election on the basis that he was going to extend the
congestion charge area and won it and he is prepared
to stake his reputation at the next election that it is
a success by then.

Q178 Mr Scott: That is not really an answer.
Dr Ladyman: I am sorry, but we live in a democracy
and that is the way democracy works. He said he was
going to do it if he won the election. He won the
election, he did it and he will account for his actions
at the next election.

Q179 Mr Scott: 80% of the people who voted in that
election did not live in the area that it was extended
to. Is that democracy?
Dr Ladyman: All I can say is that the Conservative
party ultimately supported the Bills that gave power
to the Mayor of London and say that they are not
going to reverse the electoral arrangements for
London, so I assume that you are entirely supportive
of it.

Q180 Graham Stringer: Following Mr EVord’s
question, we just heard from the West Midlands and
Greater Manchester and they told us that they
wanted all the public transport investment in place,
control of the buses, extra capacity in the trains,
before they brought in any kind of road pricing or
congestion charge. I estimate from what they said
that would be £5 billion of investment. Are you
relaxed about that schedule and those levels of
investment?
Dr Ladyman: I have not seen their detailed proposals
yet and clearly, the higher the bill, the more diYcult
it is to fund and also I would need to see how much
of it has to come from the TIF, how much of it is
going to be borrowed.

Q181 Graham Stringer: Minister, I am not asking a
detailed question. It is a very simple question: a lot
of investment in public transport; control of buses;
extra capacity on the trains; a very large quantum of
money. Would you be prepared for that to be
invested when there would be a five-year lag before
charges were put in place?

Dr Ladyman: I cannot answer that question in the
absence of actually seeing the plan, but I am open-
minded about anything they want to put to me. If I
am convinced that is the right scheme for that area,
if it is the right scheme for the nation and if the
pennies all add up and match what we have
available, then potentially yes.

Q182 Graham Stringer: I will ask it in the most
general way. Are you relaxed about schemes that
come forward that require the entire public
transport infrastructure in place before any charging
scheme happens?
Dr Ladyman: If that is necessary to make the scheme
work and the local authority that has designed the
scheme can objectively prove to me that that is a
necessary part of it all, then I am prepared to
consider that. I would have an expectation that
demand management would come in, perhaps not as
the first thing that is done but somewhere during the
process rather than just right at the end of it. I am
open-minded.

Q183 Graham Stringer: You have been on record on
many occasions as saying the future is some kind of
road pricing; there simply is not the capacity in the
system. How important in assessing these schemes is
the actual level of congestion in Cambridgeshire, the
West Midlands and Greater Manchester?
Dr Ladyman: That would be a very important
consideration. Clearly, if somebody is coming to us
with a proposal to address congestion that does not
exist, it is very unlikely that is going to give us value
for money, the sort of value for money that we are
looking for.

Q184 Graham Stringer: The objectives under the
TraYc Management Act for Greater Manchester
Authorities, which is, I understand, agreed between
the Government and the local authorities, is zero
increase in congestion over the next five years. That
is what both Government and the authorities have
agreed, so that does not indicate that there is an
increasing problem with congestion, does it?
Dr Ladyman: If a particular local area does not
believe they have a problem with congestion, they
will not come forward with a congestion proposal
will they?

Q185 Graham Stringer: But we started this
interesting exchange by basically asking questions
about why you are forcing local authorities to do
this. The local authorities clearly want the
investment in public transport. You are relating it to
a congestion charge or road pricing scheme and yet
in the other part of your department you are saying
that there will be no increase in congestion in
Greater Manchester.
Dr Ladyman: Let us just go back to the rationale.
You started oV by saying that I am on the record as
saying that road pricing is part of the future. What I
have said many times is that we have gone, in the last
10 years, from 26 million vehicles on the road to 33
million vehicles on the road. Any analysis of the
statistics about the distance people drive or their
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willingness to buy cars shows that, if the economy
grows, their desire to drive and own a motorcar
grows with it. Therefore, we have to assume, because
we intend to keep the economy growing and
prosperity developing in this country, that there are
going to be more cars on the road and more driving
of those cars on the road. That means that
congestion is going to get worse. We have identified
a whole range of measures to deal with that: things
like targeted road building; active traYc
management systems; massive investments in the
railway; massive investments in the buses. Despite
all of that, including the fact that we are planning to
spend £140 billion of central government tax in the
years up until 2015, all our modelling suggests
congestion is going to get worse. Eddington has
come along and looked at that again and Eddington
has said it is going to get worse. Eddington has
identified how much is going to be coming oV the
bottom line of our prosperity as a result of the cost of
that congestion. We are doing all of these traditional
things, all of these things where everybody always
says to us that if we had invested more in public
transport, if we had done this a bit more cleverly, we
could have dealt with congestion. We are doing all
of those things and yet we still are predicting worse
congestion unless we come up with this X factor, this
new measure which is going finally to tame the
monster of congestion and that is why we have said
we have to have this national debate about demand
management and we have to encourage people,
through our partnerships with local authorities, to
look seriously at demand management. Despite all
of this and despite all of this massive investment, it
is going to get worse.

Q186 Graham Stringer: Generally I agree with that
speech; it is a good speech. I have heard it before.
Will you answer the question about the targets you
have agreed for Greater Manchester?
Dr Ladyman: If the politicians in Greater
Manchester do not believe congestion is a problem
in Manchester at the moment, if they do not believe
it is going to get any worse, if they have ways of
dealing with it that do not require demand
management, then they can withdraw from the TIF
partnership and there will be no hard feelings.
Ms Chadwick: It is worth pointing out that those
targets are set for only a sub-set and a very small sub-
set of the roads within Greater Manchester. The
kind of question they are looking at in terms of
looking forward is actually whether those particular
roads and the measures that they have in place are
actually enough in their own analysis. What we are
asking all authorities to look at is actually whether
they see those activities, whether they be around
traYc management or whether they be about bus
priorities, go far enough, given their own
projections, their own models of where congestion
actually goes to. It is on that basis and only on that
basis that they will determine whether they need to
go any further.

Q187 Graham Stringer: We have heard evidence
before, contrary to what you were saying Minister,
from Greater Manchester that congestion in the city
centre is only 1% of congestion. If you look at your
own department’s statistics on road traYc speeds, a
majority of the smaller urban centres within Greater
Manchester have increased speeds of traYc. I do not
want to get into an exchange of statistics; I am just
making a simple point and hoping I might get a
response to it. In a situation where both sides accept
that congestion is not an immediate problem, is it
not evident that you are blackmailing the local
authorities, because the only way they can get their
hands on the cash for extra trams is to put on a
congestion charge where congestion is not
increasing?
Dr Ladyman: That is just not true. We have already
approved further extensions to the tram network
and that was done out of the regional funding
allocation. The regional funding allocation will
continue to be available. The LTP2 funding will
continue to be available. The local authority has
powers of borrowing now that it can look at for
these issues. There are existing powers in the current
legislation already that they can tap into. If they do
not think that they need to come to us with a demand
management proposal, they can go into those pots of
money to move their area forward. Were they to do
that, were I a citizen of that particular area, I would
be asking myself whether it made long-term sense.
Given what Eddington is saying about the future of
congestion, given what I can see with my own eyes
when I am driving around the area, does it make
sense to say that congestion is not the problem? It is
an issue for local people and if local people come to
me with a proposal for Congestion TIF funding,
then I shall consider it on its merits and with an open
mind. If they do not, as I say, there are plenty of
other partners out there who certainly do want to
come to us with bids.

Q188 Graham Stringer: Just one last question, a
macro question really. Given that the growth of the
economy in this country by and large depends on
London and the other large cities, Manchester,
Birmingham, Leeds, we all accept that putting extra
investment into public transport is going to help that
growth. How sensible is it really to say Manchester
gets the funds and not Birmingham or Birmingham
gets the funds and not Manchester and Leeds does
not get the funds at all? Is that not holding back the
national economy?
Dr Ladyman: I agree with your analysis that the
major conurbations are the sort of economic engine
room of the country. We have a limited amount of
money. It is a substantial amount of money, but it is
still limited. It has to be divided up in some way and
what we do not want to end up with is a system
where we simply provide it to people in a way that
allows them to paper over the cracks and every single
year we then have to put more money in to paper
over the cracks. With the Congestion TIF we are
actually trying for the first time in transport terms to
get at the root causes of congestion and to come up
with a sustainable long-term strategy that will allow
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this problem to be managed on a long-term basis.
That is the rationale for it. It may well be that we can
do Manchester and Birmingham and Leeds over a
period of time. Let us wait and see what proposals
are brought to us.

Q189 Chairman: Given that we know that if you
build a road, it will actually be used, this is one of the
direct eVects, would it be sensible to include the
building of roads in the Congestion TIF?
Dr Ladyman: It is something we are open-minded
about. I agree with your analysis and I would be
surprised if we were to consider it to be a good use
of this particular funding if the money were only
going to be used on building a road. However, if a
piece of road improvement is an essential element of
a wider package, then it might well be acceptable.

Q190 Chairman: Did you know, for example, that
three of the authorities who have been awarded
pump-priming funds, Norfolk, Durham and
Shropshire, expect to build substantial relief roads
as part of the package?
Dr Ladyman: I am aware that they have aspirations
of that sort.

Q191 Chairman: So you were aware of this before
the allocations were made?
Dr Ladyman: Yes, and if it is part of a wider package
and it is an essential part of the wider package, then
we shall keep an open mind about it. If it is the only
bit of the package, then it is probably unlikely we
shall go down that route.

Q192 Chairman: If a whole group of local authorities
get together and decide to do something jointly, is
there any evidence that the department would be
prepared to look at, say, joint purchase or any other
form of preparing framework, procurement and
contract documents? Would that be one of the
facilities you would be prepared to look at?
Dr Ladyman: Yes. We see ourselves as advisers and
facilitators in this and we deliberately pitched it to be
a partnership. Whenever I have spoken to the
stakeholders that come to that partnership, I always
made it clear to them that we do need to know what
the barriers are to progress and we do need to hear
what their ideas of best practice are and we will try
to be as helpful as we can.

Q193 Chairman: Are you going to have the
proposals in Putting Passengers First in place by the
end of 2008?
Dr Ladyman: If that is the will of Parliament. A draft
bill has been published.

Q194 Chairman: You do not want to venture
anything like an estimate of how long it will take for
the will of Parliament to become apparent, given
that presumably you do not just launch forth on this
kind of thing without the faintest idea.

Dr Ladyman: Given that we have published a draft
bill, one cannot predict what is in the Queen’s
Speech but it would suggest that we are . . .

Q195 Chairman: Let me put it to you another way,
having been here some time, is it the intention of Her
Majesty’s Government to have this put on the
statute book because it is something they believe is
important and, if so, how long do you think that
will take?
Dr Ladyman: Yes it is and depending upon whether
parliamentary time can be available, we hope it will
go through in the next session, but that is the will of
Parliament.

Q196 Chairman: Are you having talks with
Department of Communities and Local
Government on the whole question of local
government rules for funding?
Dr Ladyman: Yes. Representations are being made
to us. Primarily local government funding of course
is a matter for the DCLG and I know that they are
looking at some of these constraints.

Q197 Chairman: We do just finally want to ask you a
little bit about the timetable. If it is true that the local
authorities are not being pressured, let me put it to
you that it would be helpful to know whether you
have a specific timetable and whether the
administration of this fund is tied to that timetable?
Dr Ladyman: A general timetable, yes, because we
have published the availability of the TIF funding on
a year-by-year basis. Significant amounts of it start
to become available in 2008-09. Clearly we want to
start programming these projects in to fit with the
funding. Do I want a small scheme this year and a
big scheme that year fixed in my mind? No, I do not.

Q198 Chairman: Given that in fact it has become
very clear that all of the authorities who have given
us evidence, written and otherwise, have said it is
only if we get the public transport improvements up
front that we shall be able to go ahead with these
schemes, do you have even a notional timetable of
the sort of timescale you would allow these
authorities to put in place before you demanded
evidence of their actual funding schemes being in
existence?
Dr Ladyman: May I just make sure that I understand
your question? Are you asking me how
long I will give them to introduce demand
management after I have given them the money to
do their public transport improvements?

Q199 Chairman: Pretty well.
Dr Ladyman: I should certainly want a timetable. If
this is a deal, then I will want to agree with them.

Q200 Chairman: So do you have any notional figure
in your own head that says “Okay, we shall give you
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the cash, but if you do not produce anything within
two or three years that is demonstrably part of this
scheme, then there will be considerable discussion
with the department”?
Dr Ladyman: Yes, that would be agreed with them
upfront.

Q201 Chairman: So you would have a stepped
programme. You would say this was the size of the
extra monies available, this is part of the scheme but
you are committed to a specific timetable.

Dr Ladyman: Yes.
Ms Chadwick: Clearly the local contributions in all
of this are important in that and the shaping of that
in relation to the investment prior to is important in
terms of making sure this is a partnership and taking
it forward.

Q202 Chairman: Well that has been very interesting,
thank you very much. I am sorry you think we
occasionally ask you nasty questions because we
really do love you.
Dr Ladyman: You are always so welcoming.
Chairman: The Committee is adjourned.
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Written evidence

Memorandum submitted by English Welsh & Scottish Railway (TIF 01)

Overview

1. English Welsh & Scottish Railway (EWS) is very supportive of the establishment by the Department
for Transport (DfT) of the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF). Our experience with the initial round of TIF
has been positive. This has progressed four key rail freights schemes, with work still required on a fifth. These
schemes will increase the demand and productivity of rail freight, benefiting the UK economy and
consumers. We support the continuing use of the Transport Innovation Fund to enhance capacity. We do
not support the use of the Fund solely to finance a single major project.

English Welsh & Scottish Railway

2. EWS is the largest rail freight operator in the UK. Since privatisation EWS has invested over
£600 million in its fleet of locomotives and wagons; terminals and yards; and people and systems. It has
reduced its costs at the same time. In eleven years there has been a 70% increase in the amount of freight
moved by rail. EWS is expanding its business in mainland Europe and has identified traYc between
mainland Europe and the UK as a major opportunity for rail freight providing that the cost of using the
Channel Tunnel and the Channel Tunnel Rail Link are at a level that the market can bear.

Rail Freight Benefits the UK Economy and Environment

3. The Eddington and Stern reports, published towards the end of 2006, give strong support to rail
freight. Eddington identified the importance of “international gateways”, such as ports and the Channel
Tunnel, to the UK economy. Rail freight is the most eYcient way of moving goods and materials from ports,
from deep sea / short sea containers to coal and steel. The TIF can be used to increase the rail freight capacity
and capability at ports.

4. The Stern report focused on reducing the carbon footprint of the UK. Rail freight has strong
sustainable and environmental credentials. The emissions and carbon dioxide produced by rail freight are
five times lower than produced by road. At a time of considerable concern about Climate Change rail freight
is the transport mode of the future. Using TIF to expand rail freight will have a positive eVect on the UK’s
carbon emissions.

5. Both these reports support more TIF schemes which can add productivity to the rail network by
increasing its capacity and capability. Additional capacity allows more trains to run on the network,
conveying more goods and services by rail. Capability includes three diVerent factors, all important for the
productivity of rail:

— Train length.

— Axle weight.

— Loading gauge.

6. Train length—Lengthening trains allows more freight to be moved for each train on the network. This
allows rail freight to exploit its greater eYciency in moving the goods. It also reduces the carbon footprint
for each wagon of freight on the train, producing even better environmental results.

7. Axle weight—Increasing the weight per wagon is another way of maximising rail’s properties. It
also reduces the carbon footprint for each tonnage of goods on the train, producing even better
environmental results.

8. Loading gauge—The UK rail network was built to a gauge required by trains over a hundred years
ago. Since this time, containerised freight has been designed for the world market, rather than the UK rail
network. European markets have diVerent requirements again to the world market. Increasing the loading
gauge allows rail freight to capture the current shape of containers that the market requires.

TIF Announcement

9. The schemes announced for TIF funding by the DfT in December 2006 are a good starting point for
rail freight.

— Capacity enhancements on the rail routes from the South Humberside ports.

— Capacity and gauge enhancement for 9* 6+ containers between Barking and Willesden in North
London.

— A chord line near Liverpool to allow direct access to Liverpool Docks.



3696611001 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:57:15 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 302 Transport Committee: Evidence

— Gauge enhancement for 9* 6+ containers between Southampton and the West Midlands.

— Gauge and capacity enhancements for 9* 6+ containers between Peterborough and the West
Midlands.

10. These schemes will allow rail freight growth but they are strongly orientated towards the movement
of deep sea containers. They will not meet all rail freight enhancements required from the national network
such as gauge enhancement for Continental traYc or accommodating longer and heavier trains. EWS has
devised a series of additional schemes that could benefit from TIF funding. These increase the capacity and
capability of the national rail network, allow an increase in freight services and help productivity. In
addition they will help the environment by allowing more freight to be captured by rail and provide better
connection to the UK’s international gateways.

The Big Freight Railway

11. EWS has developed the concept of the “Big Freight Railway”. The purpose is to maximise the use of
each path on the network. The key is trains which are longer, heavier, and bigger (both height and width).
A network is required to allow this to be delivered. The definitions are:

— Length—775 metre.

— Weight—RA10.

— Gauge—W12 (for UK flows).

— Gauge—UIC GB! (for European flows).

The Big Freight Railway has been discussed with Network Rail, the ORR the DfT and other industry
bodies. It is encourages better utilisation of the network, the key is to identify schemes that can be
implemented. We believe that under the umbrella of the “Big Freight Railway” there are further network
enhancements that could utilise TIF funding and give eVect to the recommendations of the Eddington and
STERN reports

Channel Tunnel Routes—Gauge Enhancement to W12 and Full European Gauge

12. Currently the maximum gauge permitted on the routes from the Channel Tunnel to London and
beyond is W9, which accommodates some mainland European gauge vehicles but does not maximise the
traYc potential. To increase the volume of business available to rail there needs to be a two-stage gauge
enhancement project:

(a) To enhance gauge to W12, which allows the movement of additional European rail vehicles and
deep sea containers.

(b) To enhance a route linking the Channel Tunnel Rail Link with the West Midlands, North West
and Yorkshire for full European gauge traYc.

Together these gauge enhancements will allow rail to compete for new traYc and generate a greater level
of traYc between the UK and the Continent.

Felixstowe to Nuneaton—Capacity

13. The first round of TIF recognised the need for gauge improvements on this route to allow container
trains to be routed between Felixstowe and the West Coast Main Line (WCML) at Nuneaton, via Ely,
Peterborough and Leicester. This is termed the “cross-country” route. This will provide an alternative gauge
cleared route to the London route, via the Great Eastern Main Line (GEML); the North London Line
(NLL) and the WCML to Nuneaton.

14. After creating the gauge capability, the next logical step is to add capacity to the route. This will allow
freight to meet the rising demand from Felixstowe, including the Felixstowe South development the new
Bathside Bay port at Harwich. There is not enough spare capacity on the route via London to absorb the
extra growth. The additional capacity is needed to allow rail to retain and grow its current market share.

15. The current signalling of the route is antiquated with long headways, with a single track section
between Soham and Ely. Grade separation is provided under the busy East Coast Main Line (ECML) at
Peterborough, but no grade separation exists at Leicester, where the cross-country route bisects the Midland
Main Line (MML). The provision of grade separation at Leicester would add capacity to the route. At
Nuneaton grade separation exists, but requires a chord to reach the WCML for Northbound trains.
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Southampton to West Coast Main Line—Capacity

16. The first round of TIF recognised the need for gauge enhancements on this route to allow 9* 6+

containers to be conveyed on standard wagons. The next logical step is to add capacity to the route. This
will allow rail to retain the existing market share and grow as the port expands.

17. There are capacity pinch points at the main route nodes of Basingstoke, Reading and Oxford. These
can be resolved by longer/additional freight loops. There is passive provision within the existing Basingstoke
remodelling for additional loops. Signalling headways are inconsistent between Didcot and Leamington Spa
between which restricts the current capacity, especially between Oxford and Aynho. Resignalling would
therefore increase the capacity of the route. A passing loop on the single track section between Leamington
Spa and Kenilworth would also add capacity.

Southampton to West Coast Main Line—Diversionary Capacity and Gauge

18. The core route via Eastleigh, Basingstoke, Reading and Didcot was chosen under the first round of
TIF for gauge enhancement. No diversionary routes for gauge enhancement were included. These are
required to provide an alternative route when the main route is closed for engineering access. Recognising
the needs of Network Rail for engineering access and the future need to handle growth, gauge and capacity
enhancements are required. Capacity enhancement through signalling and a passing loop between
Trowbridge and Thingley are required.

The two alternative routes are:

— Southampton to Basingstoke via Romsey, Laverstock and Andover.

— Southampton to Didcot via Romsey; Salisbury; Westbury; Melksham and Swindon.

These provide alternative routes on the southern end of the Southampton to WCML core route

19. There is a diversionary North of Leamington Spa. The core route is via Coventry and Nuneaton. The
diversionary route is via Solihull, Small Heath, Saltley, Sutton Park and Bushbury, joining the West Coast
Main Line at StaVord. This route would require gauge clearance and some capacity works on the Sutton
Park line to provide full functionality between Southampton and the North West

South Humberside Main Line—Capacity and Flexibility

20. The port of Immingham is located at the end of the South Humberside Main Line (SHML) from
Doncaster. This generates around 18% of the total UK freight tonnage with potential for significantly more.
This line is therefore a very important route for freight and extra capacity is needed to allow rail to grow with
the port. Humber International Terminal stage 2 (HIT2) has recently been completed which has doubled the
amount of coal the port can handle.

21. Additional capacity can be created by signalling works to reduce headways and additional tracks.
Currently there are three tracks between Brocklesby and Wrawby, two in the Doncaster direction and one
in the Immingham direction. An additional track for trains towards Immingham would add capacity to the
route. Sequencing the trains in the correct order to the various loading points at Immingham is important,
and adds flexibility to the operation and will improve overall performance. A new line between Lindsey
(bypassing the Oil terminal) and the Killingholme line with overtaking loops would create a new route to
the HIT2 complex, adding capacity and allowing the correct sequencing of trains.

22. The line speed also restricts capacity. Between Ulceby and Doncaster the line speed is predominately
55 mph, with Wrawby Junction only 30 mph. The line speed between Immingham and Ulceby is mainly
30 mph. Loaded freight trains generally run at 60 mph, with some modern unloaded trains being capable
of 75 mph. A uniform 60 mph along the SHML would also enhance the capacity and flexibility of the route.

TransPennine Routes and Newcastle to Carlisle—Gauge

23. The current national gauge network for W9 and W10 does not provide a through East–West route
between the ECML and WCML. They only link together at London and Edinburgh, there is no through
route between these points. This means that gauge dependant trains cannot link the ports and terminals in
an East—West direction through the Pennines, or between Carlisle and Newcastle. A gauge cleared route
is therefore needed to provide the solution. This would allow the ports of Liverpool and Seaforth in the West
as well as Hull and Immingham in the East to move containers by rail on standard wagons to the terminals
in the North West and North East.

24. The creation of the East–West gauge routes would have another advantage. It would create a
diversionary route between the ECML and WCML. Trains travelling on these lines could divert around any
engineering works via the TransPennine routes and the Newcastle to Newcastle line. This would add
flexibility to the network.

25. The recent derailment at Grayrigg and the resulting blockage of the West Coast Main Line between
Lancaster and Carlisle reinforces the critical need for a gauge-cleared route from East to West.
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Felixstowe and Southampton—Train Length

26. The Channel Tunnel Freight routes were designed to accommodate 775m length trains. This allows
each train to maximise the amount of goods conveyed. EWS has adopted this length of train as an integral
part of the “Big Freight Railway”, whose concept is to maximise the use of the network for freight.

27. The ports of Felixstowe and Southampton are the largest ports in the country for containers. The
need to maximise the use of each train is therefore essential. This will contribute to increasing rail’s capacity
from the port and allowing rail to grow with the ports and to expand its market share. Increasing train length
will require investment in loops on the network and terminals.

Barking to Gospel Oak to Willesden—Capacity and Electrification

28. The first round of TIF endorsed the use of this route for gauge dependant services. This provides an
alternative to the GEML and NLL from the North Thameside area terminals comprising Tilbury,
Dagenham and the new port of Thamesport at Shell Haven. The route currently suVers from poor signalling
headways which restricts capacity. Modern signalling would provide vastly increased capacity. Unlike most
other routes in the London area, the route is not currently electrified. This restricts the amount of trains that
can use the route for diversions. It also restricts the length of trains, as electric traction has better haulage
capability. Electrification would allow full use of the route by all freight trains and allow growth through
longer trains.

Oxford to Bletchley—Reopening to Provide Additional Capacity and Diversionary Capability

29. The route between Southampton and the WCML has no diversionary route on the section between
Didcot and Leamington Spa. If the route between Oxford and Bletchley reopened as a through route, it
would provide the diversionary route. At Bletchley it links into the WCML which is already gauge cleared.
This route would provide capacity to relieve the eastern end of the Great Western Main Line and the
southern end of the West Coast Main Line

Stourbridge to Walsall—Reopening

30. There are significant freight flows on the route between Bristol and the West Midlands. These
currently use the main line between Bristol and Birmingham which includes the Lickey incline, a steep
gradient. This presents a large restriction to freight on the weight of trains and therefore the length of the
trains. The line is also a busy passenger route.

31. Reopening the Stourbridge to Walsall line would provide an alternative route. By using this route the
trains avoid the Lickey incline; the steepest gradient on the English main line network. It would also reduce
freight train movements on a main passenger route. The longer trains the route could accommodate would
allow more goods to be transported for each train, allowing rail to grow with the Bristol ports. It would also
allow rail to capture expansion in the South Wales ports.

Hope Valley—Capacity

32. This route is primarily used by construction trains, with a limited amount of imported coal. This route
currently has restrictive capacity caused by the antiquated signalling system. The exact spacing of the fast
passenger trains by 30 minutes also restricts the overall capacity of the route. Modern signalling would
provide a step change in capacity. The provision of loops would allow freight to dovetail between the
passenger trains and also enhance capacity.

Additional Issues

33. The Transport Innovation Fund has become a catalyst to identify the capacity and capability
constraints on the rail network. It is at its most useful in triggering the development of small to medium size
schemes that would otherwise have languished on the drawing board. The regional focus of the funding has
raised the profile of rail freight with the Regional Development Agencies.

34. It has been suggested that the Fund could be used to fund one or two major projects thus eliminating
the money for smaller schemes. Whatever the merits of the individual schemes the consumption of the
entirety of the Fund on a single project would be counter-productive.
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Conclusion

35. Rail freight has a major part to play in a sustainable transport system. The Transport Innovation
Fund is key part of providing the capacity to enable freight growth. EWS strongly supports the concept of
TIF is willing to play a full part in identifying further areas that would benefit from the funding.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the Rail Freight Group (TIF 03)

1. Rail Freight Group (RFG) is pleased to submit evidence to the Transport Committee Inquiry into the
Transport Innovation Fund (TIF).

2. RFG has no direct role in TIF, either as a bidder, or as a promoter of schemes. Nonetheless,
Productivity TIF is a vital mechanism in securing funding for rail freight schemes and, as such RFG is keen
to ensure that it continues and develops. RFG has no experience in Congestion TIF.

Role of TIF in Developing Rail Freight

3. The first round of productivity TIF schemes, currently under assessment by DfT, has shown a strong
focus towards rail freight. This is welcome. We await the final decision on those schemes, which we hope
will be announced shortly.

4. TIF is important because, at present, it is the only source of large-scale funding for freight schemes:

(a) HLOS in England and Wales is not expected to include freight schemes (although the reasonable
requirements of freight would be considered in capacity schemes).

(b) Network Rail Discretionary and Out performance funds, whilst important, are limited to small-
scale schemes.

(c) Third-party investment in the network is uncommon, and will, in any case, be required as
co-funding for TIF.

5. It is therefore important that TIF can continue to oVer a funding source for rail freight schemes
through future rounds.

6. DfT and Network Rail also need to ensure that the funding decisions in TIF and HLOS are aligned
to ensure that sensible project planning can be progressed.

7. It is not clear whether DfT or Network Rail are responsible for negotiating and securing third-party
contributions alongside the TIF funding. This role should be clarified to prevent delays in delivering the
schemes.

TIF Assessment

8. We understand that DfT are developing new elements of appraisal for considering the productivity
elements of TIF. Although we have not seen any details, we would expect this to align with the
recommendations of the Eddington report. It would be helpful for future rounds if the appraisal techniques
were publicly available.

9. As with many transport appraisals, the necessity to deduct taxation loss (eg from lost road fuel duty)
from scheme benefits is unhelpful and at odds with measures to reduce carbon emissions through modal
shift.

Future TIF Rounds

10. DfT should clarify whether it expects there to be future rounds of Productivity TIF funding, and when
these will be.

11. DfT should also clarify the budget available, including any proportion which is expected to be used
for Crossrail, Olympics or other such projects. Using TIF as the funding source for a single major project
(such as Crossrail) removes the usefulness of TIF for other justifiable enhancement schemes; as such we
would suggest that part of the budget should be ring fenced for other schemes.



3696611002 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:57:15 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 306 Transport Committee: Evidence

Summary

12. In summary;

(a) TIF is an essential scheme for developing large rail freight schemes.

(b) The appraisal method for productivity schemes should be made public.

(c) The timing and budget for future TIF rounds should be clarified.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Centre for Cities (TIF 04)

Summary

The Transport Innovation Fund—as the single largest new source of transport funding—must be made
clearer and more accessible to England’s cities. It is critical to integrate TIF with other developments in
urban transport—including the proposals for bus re-regulation, PTA/PTE reform, and road user charging
taking shape as part of the upcoming Road Transport Bill.

Centre for Cities

1. The Centre for Cities is an independent urban policy unit, based at the Institute for Public Policy
Research (ippr). It is taking a fresh look at how cities function, focusing on the economic drivers behind
urban growth and change.

2. Dermot Finch is Director of the Centre—he was previously a senior policy adviser at HM Treasury
(1994–2005). Tom Bloxham MBE (Chairman, Urban Splash Ltd) is Chair of the Centre’s Steering Group.
Lord Sainsbury of Turville is the principal funder of the Centre. The Centre’s website is www.ippr.org/
centreforcities.

3. The Centre is currently undertaking four workstreams:

— City Performance, which examines the drivers of urban economic growth.

— Consumer City, looking at leisure, culture, tourism, retail in city economies.

— City Links, examining economic links between cities and towns.

— City Transport, which examines the role played by transport in urban economic growth (more
below).

4. The Centre also conducts a range of work with external partners—including the British Property
Federation, Virgin Trains, Newcastle City Council, and NESTA.

City Transport

5. Our response to the Transport Committee’s inquiry is based on our City Transport research, which
includes meetings and seminars with key stakeholders in regional cities across England. The Transport
Innovation Fund has come up repeatedly in these discussions.

6. Our City Transport workstream includes three strands:

— A series of regional seminars (October 2006–February 2007)—in Newcastle, Birmingham,
Liverpool, Bristol and Reading—examining cities’ key transport priorities. Areas of investigation
included road user charging; the governance and finance of local transport; bus services; national
rail connections; and international gateways. A detailed report, bringing together the key
conclusions of these seminars, will be published in May 2007.

— Empirical research on wider economic benefits of transport investment, together with the Leeds
City Region (due to be completed in July 2007).

— Work around transport policy, including governance and funding mechanisms for urban
transport; the future of urban bus services; and the implications of the Eddington Transport Study
for cities. We have already published articles on buses (January 2007) and a discussion paper on
the Eddington Transport Study (March 2007).

Cities’ concerns regarding the Transport Innovation Fund

7. In our work with regional cities to date, public- and private-sector players have expressed a range of
concerns regarding the Transport Innovation Fund. These concerns fall into four areas: objectives, design,
selection processes, and scale.
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Objectives

8. City stakeholders often feel that the objectives of the Transport Innovation Fund are unclear. They
understand that the Government has tied the grant of funding to two specific objectives—demand
management and national productivity growth—but are sometimes uncertain about how these objectives
connect to wider Government goals, such as the narrowing of disparities between and within regions.

9. Some stakeholders in cities without TIF pilot schemes also fear that they will have no chance of
accessing mainstream TIF funding—especially in areas where bids for pilot status failed. The relationship
between TIF pilot studies, which are related explicitly to congestion and demand management measures,
and the broader objectives of the Fund need to be made clearer.

Design of the Fund

10. A number of cities are concerned about the design of the Fund. Specifically, stakeholders highlighted
the split between the two priorities—Congestion and Productivity—as a concern. Transport oYcials in
major city-regions currently considering road user charging pilots, including Newcastle, Birmingham and
Bristol, have repeatedly told us that the scale of resources allocated for Congestion TIF is insuYcient to
meet needs.

11. Additionally, local stakeholders in many cities feel they have no choice but to consider road-user
charging and a bid for TIF funding—because it is believed that TIF is the only substantial new money
available to fund major schemes. This has undoubtedly resulted in wasted time, eVort and staV resource in
a number of cities—large and small—which are not yet ready (politically, economically, or technologically)
to submit TIF bids.

12. Although the Department for Transport has noted that the balance of funding between Congestion
and Productivity TIF may be altered, its intentions remain unclear. Many major city-regions see the
relatively small scale of Congestion TIF funding—£200 million per annum—as a disincentive to proceeding
with a road pricing scheme. Greater Manchester is calling for £1 billion in up-front investment and the West
Midlands asking for £2 billion. Although ministers have expressed doubt about these numbers, they do
suggest that £200 million a year is not enough to get a large-scale local road pricing scheme oV the ground—
let alone two or three.

Selection processes (Productivity TIF)

13. Productivity TIF: city leaders and local transport authorities in many areas feel “frozen out” of
Productivity TIF. The prioritisation role played by Regional Development Agencies, and the fact that the
Department for Transport will take all key decisions, has led cities to believe that their priority schemes are
unlikely to get even basic consideration under Productivity TIF. It is crucial that future rounds of
Productivity TIF engage with local, as well as regional, voices. DfT have expressed interest in doing this—
but need to signal how it might work.

14. We believe that the Department could be clearer on the type of schemes that will be eligible for
Productivity TIF. Existing guidance mentions “regional, inter-regional, inter-urban, and—exceptionally—
local” schemes. While the Department has been clear that most local schemes will not be considered, cities
argue that some schemes are diYcult to classify according to these criteria. Is the modernisation of
Birmingham New Street Station, for example, a local, regional or national scheme? What about
infrastructure improvements at Reading Station or the Manchester rail “hub”—all of which would have
local, regional and national productivity eVects?

15. In recent months, Government has acknowledged that big urban areas are the “building blocks” of
the English economy. Major departments—including DCLG, DfT and the Treasury—have been working
on sub-regional or city-regional arrangements to ensure that economic development and transport functions
are delivered at the scale closest to that of “real local economies”. So it is strange that the Department for
Transport is not using Productivity TIF to work directly with city-regions to progress major schemes that
oVer productivity and growth benefits. It would be logical to link TIF—the most important new transport
funding stream—to Government’s other eVorts to support sub-regional/city-regional economic growth.

Scale of resources

16. Across England, city leaders are concerned that the Government will use its relatively substantial TIF
commitment—£9.5 billion over eight years—to avoid putting additional resources into transport.

17. The Government has acknowledged decades of under-investment by steadily increasing overall
national spending on transport. This has been reinforced by the Eddington Transport Study. But with the
case for a range of major projects—Crossrail, improved East-West road and rail links in the North, further
improvements to the East and West Coast Main Lines, etc—accepted in principle by Government, cities are
concerned that TIF resources could be diverted into a small number of national projects that do not address
local needs.
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18. They also express concern that all real Departmental spending increases will go through TIF—yet
another centralised bidding pathway. Our research has repeatedly found that England’s cities want the
financial devolution and flexibility to fund more transport projects themselves, rather than depend entirely
on central government funding streams with conditions attached.1 Regional cities have also told us that they
will be unable to proceed with transport projects to underpin their local economies because these projects
are not necessarily aligned with TIF requirements.

19. We note that the Committee has come to very similar conclusions. Your recent inquiry into Local
Transport Planning and Funding concluded that “far too much time and money are wasted preparing
schemes which are never approved for funding . . . We are concerned that the Government’s Transport
Innovation Fund—a major source of funding over the next decade—will sideline such local priorities even
further with a narrow focus on only congestion and national productivity”.2

20. So we would urge the Committee to examine not only the operation of the Transport Innovation
Fund—but also the case for greater financial devolution, described in your Local Transport Planning and
Funding report. This would enable local transport authorities to fund key transport projects, support
economic growth objectives, and deliver service improvements without constant recourse to Whitehall
departments.

Conclusion

21. In summary, our City Transport work suggests that the Transport Innovation Fund—as the single
largest new source of transport funding—must be made clearer and more accessible to England’s cities.
It is critical to integrate TIF with other developments in urban transport—including the proposals for bus
re-regulation, PTA/PTE reform, and road user charging taking shape as part of the upcoming Road
Transport Bill.

22. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any queries regarding this submission. We would be
very happy to deliver oral evidence to the Committee, if that were helpful.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the UK Green Party Group, Norfolk County Council (TIF 05)
“Congestion TIF schemes are expected to consist of demand-management measures such as road-
pricing, accompanied by complementary public transport improvements.”

1. Our submission concerns the risk that the objectives of Congestion TIF schemes as summarised above,
and in detail under sections 2.8, 2.9 and 2.10 “Complementary public transport improvements and other
scheme elements” in the “Bidding guidance for “Congestion TIF schemes” (DfT website: http://tinyurl.com/
2s85cy) may be undermined in the actual implementation of the current “pump-priming” projects being
undertaken across 10 councils. We suggest that the committee should consider greater scrutiny of:

— the transparency of Congestion TIF scheme projects as they are being implemented within the
wider Local Transport Policy objectives of Local Authorities; and

— the alignment of TIF Congestion schemes and Local Authority implementation against the
objectives of the Department of Transport in establishing the TIF funding.

2. The integral role of investigating “complementary public transport improvements” within the pump-
priming TIF Congestion charging projects has also been made clear by the Secretary of State for Transport
(Mr Douglas Alexander) in a written statement to the House of Commons on 6 November 2006 in which
he said “we were awarding pump-priming for the transport innovation fund (TIF) to [ . . . ] areas to develop
packages of schemes that combined hard demand management measures, such as road pricing, with better
public transport.”. See Appendix J.

3. We raise specific concerns below relating to the Congestion TIF scheme project currently being
undertaken by our own local authority, Norfolk County Council. In this case, our concerns are that
Congestion TIF funding is intertwined with the Council’s road building strategy, as detailed below, and that
this is not consistent with the Bidding Guidance, nor the minister’s statement, and could undermine the
validity of the exercise. In the case of Norfolk, we are concerned that the County Council executive views
Congestion TIF as a source of funding for progressing the proposed Northern Distributor Road (NDR)
rather than as an opportunity for seriously investigating the feasibility of local road pricing in Norwich. As
Norfolk may not be the only place where these concerns arise, we suggest that a wider scrutiny of similar
issues across all the participating local authorities would be useful.

1 See, for example, All-Party Urban Development Group (2007) Loosening the Leash: how local government can deliver
infrastructure with private sector money London: APUDG; Marshall A (2007) Getting the Connections right: Eddington and
the future of urban transport investment London: Centre for Cities at ippr; Marshall A and Finch D (2006) City Leadership:
giving city-regions the power to grow London: Centre for Cities at ippr.

2 House of Commons Transport Committee (2006) Local Transport Planning and Funding. Twelfth Report of Session 2005–06.
HC 1120. London: TSO.
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4. Norfolk Transport groups and other stakeholders have been concerned during the TIF bid process,
and since award of the funding, on these counts:

(a) that a primary reason Norfolk County Council are undertaking a Congestion TIF scheme is to
“tick box” the requirement to investigate alternative options (to road building), including road
charging, necessary to be valid for submitting a Major Scheme Business Case for building a
Norwich by-pass—the Norwich Northern Distributor Road (NNDR or NDR);

(b) that proceeds of any congestion charge scheme could be used to provide additional funding for
the building of the NNDR rather than for “complementary public transport improvements”;

(c) that there was not a clear enough transparency and delineation in the TIF bid about the overlap
of work being proposed under TIF funding and existing project work being carried out under the
Council’s NNDR scheme project; and

(d) that use of Congestion TIF funding might even be “tokenistic” to meet these above agendas.

5. If the committee’s scrutiny indicates that any of the above are happening, then there is a serious issue
that public funds intended to promote congestion charging are being used for other agendas/purposes and
not for their intended purpose—we suggest the committee should take this very seriously.

6. In Appendix A, we quote a paper presented to the Planning and Transport committee on 19 July 2006
that shows that any congestion scheme is linked in the minds of planners at the Norfolk County Council to
the NNDR scheme (points 3a, 3b and 3c above). We challenged this assumption at the time with a local
member’s question—see our Press Release of 18 July (Appendix B).

7. Appendix C, the Press Release from the Council on being awarded the funding in November makes
clear that the Council considers the TIF process to be part of a wider case for developing the NNDR (points
3a, 3b and 3c).

8. Appendix I has a quote by Cllr Adrian Gunson, Cabinet Portfolio Member for Planning and
Transportation, from Local Transport Today of 16 November 2006 in which he says “It is right that we at
least look at all the options to ensure that we are giving ourselves the best chance of meeting Norfolk’s future
transport demands and that we secure Government funding for improvements to Norfolk’s road system”.

9. In an article on 2 March 2007 (Appendix E), the Council made it clear that the only reason that “the
county council is looking at road pricing is because if we need funds for the Northern Distributor Road then
we need to look at that sort of scheme.”

We believe that this and the previous item are references to completing ticking the boxes required for a
Major Scheme Business Case and for £61 million of Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) for the NDR
scheme (point 3a). This statement is of concern because it suggests the current road pricing investigation
being undertaken by the County may only be tokenistic (point 3d).

10. Local concern on this matter caused our local MP, Charles Clarke, to write to the Council in February
2007 expressing concern that proceeds from any congestion charge scheme in Norwich would be used
“towards the Northern Distributor Road” (Appendix D).

11. Appendix F shows how the Council propose to combine funds from the NDR project and the TIF
project to complete modelling required making justifications for the NDR (point 3c) during the planning
and public enquiry processes. In eVect, it appears that TIF funding is being utilised to assist updating
modelling for the NDR that has been carried out years ago and is now out-of-date.

We were concerned at the time of the bid that this aspect of the bid was not transparently declared to the
DfT, as we could find no mention of this aspect of the work in the bid to DfT for the funding (Appendix
G). We said at the time “Any bid the Council submits must make the linkage clear, transparent and
accountable.” (Appendix H).

APPENDIX

A. Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) “Pump-priming” bid of Norfolk County Council, as submitted to
the Planning, Transportation and the Environment, Waste and Economic Development Review Panel,
19 July 2006:

http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/groups/public/documents/committee–report/plantran190706
item10pdf.pdf

[[%http://tinyurl.com/yvfrvf—these shorthand notation links are provided for those working from
paper copies]]

Section 4.3 says:

“Therefore, if we so wished, we would be in a position to submit a bid for funding to implement
a charging scheme and an enhanced version of NATS, including the NDR, and other transport
measures that encouraged a modal shift and oVered transport choices.”

B. Press Release of 18 July 2006 from Norwich Green Party:

http://www.norwichgreenparty.org/news/060718b.html



3696611004 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:57:15 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 310 Transport Committee: Evidence

[[%http://tinyurl.com/35zw2c]]

“However, the Green Party urges that such a scheme must be part of a wider strategy across the
Norwich towards travel by public transport, as recommended by the East of England Panel
Report. That is, revenues from it should be put into further improving sustainable transport in the
region, not developing a new road to tear around the northern suburbs, destroying the
environment and increasing our contribution to climate change.”

C. Press Release of 6 November 2006 from Norfolk County Council:

http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/idcplg?IdcService%SS–GET–PAGE&ssDocName%NCC
048397&ssSourceNodeId%&ssTargetNodeId%3018
[[%http://tinyurl.com/2x3doe]]

Adrian Gunson, Cabinet member for planning and transportation said:

“We are required to consider road charging options as part of the case for the Norwich Northern
Distributor Road and in developing our thinking on the Norwich Area Transport Strategy.

“It is right that we at least look at all the options to ensure we are giving ourselves the best chance
of meeting Norfolk’s future transport demands and that we secure government funding for
improvements to Norfolk’s road system.”

D. Press article in Norwich Evening News, 27 February 2007—Charles Clarke letter:

http://www.eveningnews24.co.uk/content/news/story.aspx?brand%ENOnline&category%News&tBrand%

ENOnline&tCategory%news&itemid%NOED27%20Feb%202007%2008%3A27%3A47%3A873

[[%http://tinyurl.com/22ex9t]]

“However, Mr Clarke, below, has written to County Hall leaders advising them against making
such plans. He said:

“I am broadly in favour of congestion charging as long as the money raised goes towards
public services. . . . It should go to improving the bus services and other forms of public
transport in the city centre. I think then people will be more ready to pay. There has been some
suggestion it will go towards the Northern Distributor Road but I have written to Norfolk
County Council to say I think this would be a bad idea.””

E. Press article in Norwich Evening News, 2 March 2007:

http://www.eveningnews24.co.uk/content/news/story.aspx?brand%ENOnline&category%News&tBrand%

ENOnline&tCategory%news&itemid%NOED02%20Mar%202007%2010%3A00%3A16%3A143

[[%http://tinyurl.com/2cd5pv]]

But Councillor Adrian Gunson, the county council’s cabinet member for planning and
transportation, said of the County Hall study . . .

“The only reason the county council is looking at road pricing is because if we need funds for the
Northern Distributor Road then we need to look at that sort of scheme.”

F. Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) “Pump-priming” bid of Norfolk County Council, as submitted to
the Planning, Transportation and the Environment, Waste and Economic Development Review Panel,
19 July 2006:

http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/groups/public/documents/committee–report/plantran190706
item10pdf.pdf

[[%http://tinyurl.com/yvfrvf ]]

Section 3.1 and its table show that a mixture of £150K TIF funding and £150K of NDR project monies
are to be used to undertake a “Utilise NATS SATURN/VISSUM models to test impact of options”
work package. This is modeling of traYc both for congestion charging and for the NDR planning.

Section 3.2 says:

“If successful, DfT would provide 50% of the funding required for the study. Since we have to fund
similar analysis work on the NDR justification (in terms of option appraisal) the real net cost to
the Council is marginal.”

G. Bid to DfT for TIF funding for investigation into Norwich Congestion Charging:

www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/groups/public/documents/general–resources/ncc048394.pdf

[%http://tinyurl.com/2mbt7h]]

An electronic search of this document finds no mention of the Northern Distributor Road (NDR).
Section 3.2 only describes modeling work to evaluate the likely traYc eVects of a congestion charge.

H. Press Release of 18 July 2006 from Norwich Green Party:

http://www.norwichgreenparty.org/news/060718b.html
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[[%http://tinyurl.com/35zw2c]]
“The Greens are scrutinising this draft bid to the DfT closely—strangely it does not mention the
NDR although other council documents do make a link. We want to understand the linkages
between this congestion charge modelling and the NDR modelling. Any bid the Council submits
must make the linkage clear, transparent and accountable.”

I. Quote by Cllr Adrian Gunson, Cabinet Portfolio Member for Planning and Transportation, from
Local Transport Today of 16 November 2006 in which he says “It is right that we at least look at all the
options to ensure that we are giving ourselves the best chance of meeting Norfolk’s future transport demands
and that we secure Government funding for improvements to Norfolk’s road system”. Submitted as scanned
item below.

Consultant Criticises Norfolk’s Assessment of Norwich Road Plan

A leading transport consultant has criticised Norfolk County Council’s appraisal of the Norwich
Northern Distributor Road (NNDR), saying it is biased and lacks objectivity.
In a report commissioned by groups opposing the road, independent consultant Denvil Coombe
says the case for the NNDR “has not been proven in a satisfactorily objective way”. The county
council’s appraisal of alternative transport options “seems to have been written with the main aim
of proving that the NNDR is required,” he says.
The county council first endorsed the road in 2001 and campaigners claim that thereafter the
council’s work has been “directed at justifying its pre-conceived support for NNDR”.
Publication of Coombe’s report came as Norfolk was awarded £250,000 in the second round of
the Transport Innovation Fund pump priming round to study the impacts of road-user charging
and demand management (see page 5). Adrian Gunson, cabinet member for planning and
transportation, told LTT: “We are required to consider road charging options as part of the case
for the Norwich Northern Distributor Road and in developing our thinking on the Norwich Area
Transport Strategy. It is right that we at least look at all the options to ensure we are giving
ourselves the best chance of meeting Norfolk’s future transport demands and that we secure
Government funding for improvements to Norfolk’s road system.”
Gunson added that there was “scepticism” about the eVect of road pricing on the rural areas of
Norfolk. He said that jobs and population in Norfolk were dispersed requiring people to travel far
to work and ruling out a viable public transport alternative.
The NNDR was one of the East of England Regional Assembly’s Regional Funding Allocation
priorities for the period 2009–10—2015–16. The Government has said it is happly for the scheme
to to be taken forward with indictive RFA funding of £60 million if Norfolk can demonstrate the
road is good value for money.
Norfolk estimates the total cost of the scheme at £100 million, £20 million of which it expects would
be provided by developers and £20 million from other sources. Norfolk has been considering the
use of PFI to fund the scheme but a report to the council’s economic development review panel
this week suggests that PFI “may not be the best value for money option bearing in mind the cost
of procurement.”
The report instead recommends that the council continues to explore funding opportunities
through TIF and the Department for Communities and Local Government’s New Growth Point
funding (LTT 2 November). Norwich has been allocated £2 million for 2007–08 from the DCLG’s
£40 million funding pot, subject to detailed appraisal.
Denvil Coombe was commissioned to study the road’s appraisal by the Norfolk and Norwich
Transport Action Group, the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, Friends of the Earth
and Norfolk Wildlife Trust.

J. Written Ministerial Statement: Monday, 6 November 2006: The Secretary of State for Transport
(Mr Douglas Alexander): “In a written statement to the House on 28 November 2005, OYcial Report,
columns 3–4WS the then Secretary of State for Transport announced that we were awarding pump-priming
for the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) to seven areas to develop packages of schemes that combined hard
demand management measures, such as road pricing, with better public transport. . . . ”

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmhansrd/cm061106/wmstext/61106m0001.htm 06
110613000046

[[%http://tinyurl.com/3bhkt8]]

March 2007
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Memorandum submitted by Durham Residents Against the Northern Relief Road (“Save the Valley”) (TIF
06)

Durham City and the Transport Innovation Fund

We write to bring your attention to a serious problem in current government guidance on transport issues
which could have bad ramifications for Durham City this year. We would urge that a representation be made
to the Minister for Transport about a possible change in the guidance.

1. The issue relates to guidelines to local authorities concerning the introduction of Workplace Parking
Levies, a possibility discussed in criteria for bidding to the Transport Innovation Fund. As you know,
Durham County Council is currently working on a bid for money from this fund, aiming to send in a
business case in October 2007. Our concern is that current guidance makes it clear that whereas Workplace
Parking Levies may be the matter of a bid to the TIF preference will be given to schemes that trial Road
User Charging. Guidance on the TIF issued last spring reads:

“We intend to give priority and oVer the bulk of the main congestion TIF funding to schemes involving
introduction of road pricing, although we may, by exception, consider bids involving Workplace Parking
Levy.”

The eVect of this slant is that the bid now being outlined by the County Council seems distorted by the
need to meet these criteria, in a way that could seriously harm the city with an unneeded road building
scheme.

2. People here were surprised when Durham was awarded this pump priming money, as congestion is not
a major problem here compared to other cities. (Perhaps the money was granted as a reward for the tiny
charging scheme already here.) We are not writing in opposition to a national road pricing scheme but
Workplace Parking Levies do seem the more appropriate current measure for a city whose occasional
congestion is a matter of rush hour commuting traYc. We put this issue to the Council in the form of
question to their Public Meeting of 1 November. This is the reply:

“The introduction of a Workplace Parking Levy as defined within the current transport act is
highly unlikely. The main reason for this apparent contradiction is our concern that any levy on
the employer may not be passed onto the employee and would therefore not result in any change
in travel behaviour.”

We find it hard to believe the parking charge would not be passed on. Was that not a crucial purpose of
the legislation? Council reluctance to foreground this measure surely lies rather in the fact it would not meet
the current preferred criteria for a TIF bid.

3. We see that the issue of parking charges has already been raised by your Committee (Seventh Report,
Section 7). The Committee reported:

“We hope that parking schemes will benefit from Transport Innovation Fund resources. Such
schemes may be less novel than road pricing schemes, but their potential to yield positive traYc
management results immediately means that they should be encouraged.”

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmselect/cmtran/748/74802.htm

4. The eVect of the current TIF criteria is that a Durham bid is emerging in terms that do not suit the
realities on the ground. The main worry for us is that the TIF bid contains an extremely destructive road
building proposal that met almost universal opposition here in an earlier scheme. The proposed Northern
Relief Road was dropped from the new Local Transport plan after scoring badly on the Regional Funding
Allocation exercise last year. Government feedback on the draft LTP in 2005 advised more serious
consideration of demand management measures as an alternative to a road. Mr Alistair Carmichael visited
Durham in November 2006 and told the “Northern Echo” that there was nothing “innovative” in a road
building measure comparable to using a sledge hammer to crack a nut:

http://www.thenorthernecho.co.uk/news/newsbyedition/north/
display.var.1030207.0.level–of–congestion– does–not–call–for–a–relief–road.php

5. Durham County council”s bid for TIF money was couched in terms of two possibilities. The latest
Council submission to Government (published on the Dept. of Transport Website on 6 November), referred
as before to two traYc management options being studied:

“The implementation of a point charge on the through road with traYc potentially being diverted
onto improved infrastructure; or

Introduction of an increased cordon charge with a reliance on improved Park and Ride and public
transport.”

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/tif/transportinnovationfundpumpp1039/?version%1

This reads of course in terms of the Council”s studying one RUC scheme for Durham with a new road,
and one without. In fact, however, the recently published documents make it clear that both RUC schemes
are imagined to require a new road almost the length of the one to be relieved.
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“Significant capital investment will be required to provide the infrastructure improvements (including a
northern relief road) that are essential if demand restraint is to be implemented in the City Centre.”

6. Given the understandable urgency with which Government is treating the need for pilot RUC schemes,
there is great danger than a damaging scheme such as this may be approved by the Secretary of State, and
all considerations at the local level overridden by the broader agenda. A further distortion is apparent in
that the road might perhaps seem “needed” in order to pilot some scheme in which Durham serves as an
island of RUC on its own, but that it would clearly be unnecessary under an envisaged national RUC scheme
whose measures covered all or most road use, sensitive to time and place. We understand that the Eddington
report warned against just such scenarios.

7. Information on the destructive and unnecessary nature of the proposed road can be found on a local
campaign website (still mostly reflecting the scheme as proposed under the LTP in 2005):

http://www.savethevalley.org.uk/

as well as an article in World Heritage Alert:

http://www.worldheritagealert.org/Pages/news.htm

Briefly, the road would run through an area of valued green wedge in the centre of Durham City, passing
on concrete stilts about half a mile north of the Cathedral, severely damaging the famous panorama of the
Durham from the N, NE and NW.

We do urge you to take up the issue of Workplace Parking Levies as the more rational demand
management strategy for Durham at this time. We also understand that Shrewsbury and Norwich may have
parallel scenarios to do with very dubious road schemes and the TIF.

8. The maps (originally enclosed in January) show the three possible routes for the Durham road, the
inner two seeming the more likely to be associated with an RUC scheme here. Other issues concerning the
proposed road can be followed in the various questions and answers on this issue at public Council meetings
over the last year. A link to these is given on the “2007 Update” page of the campaign website:

http://www.savethevalley.org.uk/

Consultation? Durham City “Visioning” Exercise

9. By chance, initial plans for this road scheme under the local transport plan coincided with another
consultation process to which it was not inherently connected, the much wider “Durham Vision 2020”
exercise on the future development of Durham City over some 20 years. This was a large scale local
government exercise, delegated to commercial consultants working on a development plan for the city. It
ran from July to August 2005. The current website for the “Vision” is:

http://www.durhamvision.org.uk/

10. A route for the relief road was generally knowable only after it appeared on the website of this wider
“Durham Vision 2020” exercise. However, presentation of the road was incompetent. A map of what are
now the two inner routes appeared in a section of the Visioning website that was entitled “Access” . The
caption before the map of the route of the relief road read:

“The Durham Voices (a representative group of 50 local people) think that Leazes Road creates
a scar through the City Centre, splits it up, and creates a poor environment for pedestrians.
Options are being examined to make matters better. One solution could be a “Northern Relief
Road”. What do you think?”

It was wrong implicitly to co-opt the 50 Durham “Voices” as supporting the relief road. At the public
meeting of 27 July 2005 already mentioned one of the “Voices” stood up at the very end to declare that “all
the Voices” were in fact “appalled” by the “Northern Relief Road.” In fact this public meeting on the future
of Durham came to resemble a protest meeting on the relief road.

11. Most of the questionnaires involved in the Vision 2020 exercise were attached not to the website but
to widely distributed paper leaflets. These were more incompetently misleading than the website. No route
for the road was shown or described, but, as before, the vaguely mentioned “Northern Relief Road” was
oVered as an option for readers to tick simply as a measure to ease alleged congestion for commuters on a
par with more traYc lights, cycle lanes, Park and Ride or wider pavements (the other options to tick).

12. In addition, the lack of a map of any possible route introduced a source of confusion so big as to
render the whole exercise meaningless on this issue. There is a longer standing proposal in Durham for a so-
called “Northern Bypass” taking a route about a mile north of that of the “Northern Relief Road.” Given
the almost total ignorance about the “relief road” during the Visioning consultation period, most responses
in favour of it will almost certainly be reading the phrase “Northern Relief Road” as simply meaning the
better-known “Northern Bypass.” Although that bypass, once shelved for both economic and
environmental reasons, was suddenly revived in September 2005 as a possible third “outer route” for the
relief road, this was after the period of Visioning consultation had ended! (I should add here that this bypass
is not a measure we in any way support, being as unnecessary and as destructive as the other routes at issue).
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13. Local councillors asked to comment on this exercise have been very critical of its overall ineptness.
The city of Durham Trust is also alarmed by many aspects of it. It seems to demonstrate the risks of
delegating such an exercise to commercial consultants whose professionalism cannot compensate for their
lack of genuine local knowledge, especially as the questions they devise clearly feed from policy trends of
their contractors in ways that prejudge the issues. Nevertheless, the Council”s successful bid that autumn
for Transport Innovation money to study traYc measures in Durham made perhaps questionable use of the
Durham Vision exercise. For instance, we read:

“Public acceptability of the scheme (including the option of the new road as an uncharged route)
is already being canvassed through a consultation being undertaken in connection with the
development of a future vision for the City.” (p 15).

“The timing of the comprehensive Visioning exercise and the way in which it has been undertaken
gives Durham City an unique opportunity to take best advantage of the Transport Innovation
Fund.” (p 11)

14. The Transport Innovation Fund money is now being used to draw up the terms of a broader
consultation on transport issues in Durham over the next year or so. This has yet to appear. However, any
claim that the incompetent Visioning exercise of 2005 shows support for the relief road will be baseless, a
point also made by the City of Durham Trust in a public bulletin.

15. Considering how biased and inept the presentation was, the results to the “Vision” questionnaire
highlight how unpopular the road scheme was as part of the the local transport plan (it was not then tied
in with a possible charging scheme), with still less than half the respondents (48%) ticking a “yes” to it.
Nevertheless the glossy results brochure still touts it as the “most popular” choice as a measure against
alleged congestion in Durham, together with the now established Park and Ride. In the face of this
misrepresentation, a member of the campaign group has had to spend time working through copies of the
questionnaires obtained through Freedom of Information. Numerous verbal comments recorded there tell
a diVerent story, against the misleading and heavily slanted presentation of the road.

SAFETY? Extract From Public Questions to Durham County Council, 2 November 2006

Q2. We wish to follow up a question asked in August about the safety of the proposed relief road. County
Council documents on this scheme last year, connected with the draft Local Transport Plan, contained claims
that provision of a relief road would improve road safety in the Durham area. This August we queried this,
pointing out that the specific study of various routes undertaken by professional consultants in 2004 had
indicated a worsening of road safety, measured in terms of fatal or serious accidents. This conclusion supports
the common-sense view that a new open road across open country must be more dangerous than the current
route of junctions and roundabouts on the A690. The answer to our query was only that “Generally, new road
schemes and reduced traYc on existing congested networks improve road safety.”

Given that a specific study of this issue had been undertaken, as well as what common-sense must reveal, is
it unfair to see this answer as an implicit admission that claims for improved safety as a result of this scheme
were little more than wishful thinking in documents that formed part of a bidding process for public funds? If
more people would be killed why has this scheme, all three possible routes, not been publicly withdrawn as an
option?

A2. In response to the question of the road safety implications of a Durham Northern Relief Road, it is
true that a draft scheme report produced by consultants employed by the County Council did indicate a
slight increase in fatal accidents. However, this was a factual report from the output of a computer analysis
and the consultants subsequently agreed with the Council”s oYcers that generally new road schemes and
reduced traYc on existing congested networks improve road safety and that there was no reason to believe
that this would not be the case in Durham City.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Sue Fisher (TIF 07)

I am a resident of the market town of Shrewsbury, and wanted my personal view on the TiF to be noted.

The Fund seems to have been used to establish how road fund pricing can be combined with a new road
to complete the encircling of the town, locally known as The North West Relief Road (NWRR).

There has been some mention of improving local transport but no real “innovations” have come up, other
than smart cards to enable payment for road pricing!

I am more concerned that the Innovative title has been high-jacked. It does seem to me that the local
Council are using this as a method of funding for a road, suggesting that Shrewsbury suVers with congestion
when in fact most people would tell you there is no such diYculty when compared to many other towns.

My comments are short so they can be easily included in the evidence to the Committee meeting on
20 March.
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Memorandum submitted by the West Midlands Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) (TIF 08)

West Midlands CPRE supports the principle of demand management to address traYc growth in the West
Midlands through the TIF process, but raises two concerns about the implementation of congestion
charging in the region:

(a) ensuring it does not lead to traYc and development displacement into the countryside; and

(b) ensuring that there is clearly hypothecated revenue to fund public transport improvements before
and over an adequate period after introduction.

1. CPRE West Midlands agrees with the need to address traYc growth in the West Midlands. It is leading
to congestion, particularly on our motorways and in our cities, but more and more spreading out onto rural
roads around the conurbation and in the wider region. TraYc growth is also undermining eVorts to combat
climate change and damaging the character and tranquillity of our towns and countryside.

2. At the same time the price of travel by car continues to fall relative to that of other modes.

3. To achieve environmental, social and economic improvements through transport policy we believe it
will be necessary to reduce the overall level of traYc not simply to displace it, and this will require some
element of demand management.

4. We, therefore, support the goal of the Transport Innovation Fund to find new ways of funding the
investment needed in public transport through charges levied to manage demand for travel by car, including
congestion charging. However, it is important that congestion charging, if it is to happen, is sold to the
public, and that requires a strong link to positive transport improvements as well as the disincentive to use
congested roads.

5. This is also not the only way to achieve those improvements. We could, for example, transfer money
from planned road schemes to fund public transport. The current anticipated cost of the M6 widening in
StaVordshire and Cheshire of £3 billion (as opposed to £600 million in the West Midlands to North West
Multi-Modal Study published in 2002) would itself meet many of the region”s aspirations if the money were
transferred to public transport investment programmes.

6. And we believe that other demand management approaches should also be more fully considered. In
particular the use of car parking charges in the retail, leisure and employment sectors could be a strong driver
for change. Whether this were achieved through local authority schemes, such as the car park charging
regime previously considered in the region, through partnership or by consent would have to be looked at
more closely. The region has already taken action, through planning requirements in RSS, to end free car
parking at Merry Hill, and this shows that businesses can be persuaded to introduce car parking charges if
the incentives and penalties are right.

7. A more comprehensive national view from CPRE on congestion charging is available on our national
web site www.cpre.org.uk but herewith we attach our response to the “Gridlock to Growth” consultation
which sets out our view in detail on how this might be approached in the West Midlands conurbation.

Displacement

8. Having said all that, we are concerned that a congestion charge could unwittingly displace traYc and
development pressure into the countryside.

9. Displaced traYc could create problems on rural roads, particularly those close to the conurbation,
which adjoining authorities would find diYcult to manage with their current powers. This might also lead
to pressure for new road schemes. In the case of the west of the conurbation, the Government rejected the
expensive and highly environmentally damaging proposal for the Wolverhampton and Stourbridge
Bypasses when it published RPG11 in 2004. We would not want money from a congestion charge used to
resurrect those schemes (or the older proposals for a Western Orbital Motorway.)

10. In terms of development, the Regional Spatial Strategy seeks to direct development primarily into
the Major Urban Areas and reverse the on-going unsustainable migration out into the Shires. Some parts
of the conurbation, such as Birmingham centre, would potentially become more attractive to developers
under a congestion charge. However, others, particularly in the Black Country, are weaker and without
additional support might suVer. Even if in the long term they benefited, the need in places like West
Bromwich and Walsall is for seed-corn developments to begin the regeneration process.

11. The current revision of RPG 11 potentially increases house numbers dramatically making it even
more diYcult to sustain the current MUA emphasis and avoid large green field development outside the
conurbation. The current transport investment priorities in the RSS (expressed through the Regional
Funding Allocation) are already in our view inadequate to support the resurgence of the MUAs and further
greenfield allocations would themselves create pressures on sources of transport investment in the region.

12. We are concerned that a congestion charge does not further encourage such unsustainable
development patterns and ironically increase the carbon footprint of the region by creating chronic
congestion where it currently does not exist at the moment.
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13. In seeking to resolve these issues, if a charge is introduced, there needs to be considerable work done
to examine displacement issues, since the level and nature of the charge could dramatically aVect the nature
and scale of any displacement. There is currently research work underway by the promoting authorities to
assess how business might react to a congestion charge and household research is anticipated. It will be
important that this examines displacement issues and tests its results against previous schemes, here and
abroad, to ensure the results represent what people will actually do rather than what they say they will do.

14. Institutionally the TIF proposals are being developed by Centro and the seven metropolitan
boroughs. This has tended to mean the process is geared towards gaining acceptability within the
conurbation and less eVort has been taken to measure the impacts outside the conurbation.

15. While those impacts vary between the diVerent proposals currently being discussed, particularly zonal
or centres based schemes, we believe they will need to be fully addressed whatever preferred option comes
forward.

Public Transport Investment

16. A further concern relates to how the money will be used. We understand the Government is
guaranteeing the funds will be hypothecated for 10 years to local transport schemes. In our view this is too
short, given the long lead times for major public transport schemes. We would want to see hypothecation
over at least a 20 year period.

17. We would not want the money funding road schemes which simply moved the problem round. The
workhorse of the conurbation’s public transport is, and will remain, the bus. This is a crucial area for
increased investment. A vast improvement in quality of service is needed to achieve modal shift.

18. However, money is not everything, and to make a congestion charge eVective, local authorities will
have to be much more willing and robust in prioritising existing road space for buses to create fast and
reliable services.

19. We would expect to see a huge push for bus improvements to be in place before any scheme were up
and running. We would also want to see eVort to implement soft tools, such as travel plans and improving
local walking and cycling facilities, before the scheme came into being.

20. While investment in rail and metro would also be required, the longer lead times and the need to fund
schemes out of the charge itself might mean some schemes had to be delivered over a period before and after
the charge’s introduction. We would not want congestion charging to wait for a few expensive rail and metro
schemes. Apart from anything the result would be too patchy a service to support a congestion charge. But
we would want a clear timescale for such schemes to be implemented.

21. Finally, we would also want to be sure that some of the investment in public transport improvements
was directed to adjoining authorities where any traYc displacement from a scheme occurred.

22. Having said that, we have reservations about the widescale use of strategic park and ride, which can
lead to rail-heading and transfer from existing public transport services. The aim should be for people to
join public transport as close to the start of a journey as possible.

Shrewsbury TIF Proposals

23. We have diVerent concerns about the Shrewsbury proposals. Most importantly the approach to
congestion charging in the town appears to have been seen by planners as an opportunity to building a highly
environmentally damaging and extremely visible road scheme, the Shrewsbury North West Relief Road,
through a ridge of very tranquil open countryside on the edge of the town, which might well otherwise be
refused.

24. Apart from the damage the scheme could cause in itself, it would be likely to open up new land for
housing and industry around the town, which would tend to be in the form of lower density, less sustainable
developments.

25. We do not believe Shrewsbury could support such expansion without damage to its historic character
or countryside.

26. In addition, we would be concerned if introducing congestion charging as a pilot in Shrewsbury had
a significant impact on its important economic and social role as a market town. We would need to be
convinced that shoppers and businesses would not migrate to Chester and Telford where there would be
no charge.

27. The Eddington Report suggested congestion charging may be more appropriate for large
conurbations. We are not yet convinced that the £1.3 million to be spent on TIF studies would not be better
invested in supporting walking, cycling, public transport and other soft measures.
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28. We, therefore, cannot support the current TIF proposals in Shrewsbury, although we might
reconsider our view if the charge were decoupled from this pet road scheme and if other neighbouring towns
were adopting their own demand management approaches.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) (TIF 09)

The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) welcomes the opportunity to submit its views on the Transport
Innovation Fund.

The FSB is the UK’s leading non-party political lobbying group of UK small businesses, existing to
promote and protect the interests of all who own and manage their own businesses. With over 200,000
members, the FSB is the largest organisation representing the self-employed and small businesses in the UK.

Small businesses rely on the road network to deliver goods and services, reliably and cheaply to market,
to remain competitive. The majority of small businesses carry out their trade within 20 miles of their
business. This demonstrates the impact which local road pricing schemes, financed through the Transport
Innovation Fund (TIF), will have on the small business sector.

Small businesses are adversely aVected by congestion. A recent FSB survey3 of 3,500 members, found that
the average small business loses seven man hours to congestion per week. As the TIF will be primarily
targeted at reducing congestion, they could potentially have a significant impact on small businesses.

Before the allocation of TIF is given to local authorities, two rounds of “pump-priming” funding have
been oVered to 10 local authorities to research into the feasibility of demand management measures. The
FSB is concerned by the lack of suYcient consultation with small businesses during the initial process for
“pump priming” funding. The East Midlands, West of England Partnership, Norfolk and Manchester
submissions did not provide evidence of consultation with small businesses. As essential road users it is
critical for local authorities to fully consult with small businesses during the TIF process.

The Department for Transport (DfT) have provided guidance for local authorities to follow when writing
their TIF submission. The FSB welcomes the importance, in the guidance, given to local consultation on
the detail of each road charging scheme.

The recent DfT guidance refers to small businesses:

“ . . . authorities should bear in mind that many businesses, especially smaller ones such as small
shops or restaurants, may not belong to local representative bodies. Authorities will need to ensure
that they find ways to include them in their consultation arrangements.”4

However, there is no further mention of small businesses in the guidance which makes the FSB concerned
that that the level of consultation during the TIF process, will repeat the oversights of the pump-priming
consultations, implying that local authorities could bypass the small business viewpoint during the
policymaking process.

The impacts of TIF proposals on small businesses are not fully discussed in the DfT Guidance. Local
authorities will be submitting TIF proposals in a few months and the FSB is concerned by a lack of DfT
“criteria” for assessing separate bids, particularly the criteria for assessing the impacts on small businesses.

Cabinet OYce RIA Guidance compels policymakers to include a Small Firms’ Impact Test within an
impact assessment. Current DfT guidance lacks suYcient information on this issue. We urge the DfT to
produce further guidance (for local authorities) to stress the importance of adhering to Cabinet OYce
guidelines with the inclusion of detailed costs and benefits on small businesses.

We trust that you will find our comments helpful and that they may be taken into consideration. The FSB
is willing for this submission to be placed in the public domain. We would appreciate a copy of the synopsis
of responses and of being kept apprised of further developments and consultations on this issue.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the No Way! Group Shrewsbury (TIF 10)

1. The No Way! Group is a coalition of environmental and residents groups opposed to the Shrewsbury
North West Relief Road (NWRR) which is being proposed as part of the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF)
bid being prepared by Shropshire County Council (SCC).

3 “Transport Habits in Small Businesses” Survey—September 2006.
4 Department for Transport—Business case guidance for the road pricing element of the TIF package—8 February 2007—

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roads/roadpricing/multitifbuscase?page%3
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2. We are concerned that the TIF bid appears to be being used as a mechanism for securing funding for
a controversial and highly damaging road scheme, which would be unlikely to succeed through traditional
funding routes. The NWRR has been in consideration for over 20 years and had been on the back burner
until the TIF scheme oVered the potential for new funding. Our concerns about the NWRR are detailed in
the Attachment below.

3. Allowing road building of this type as part of a TIF bid appears to be contrary to the objective of
achieving transport innovations as well as the Bidding Guidance for Congestion TIF schemes (http://
www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/tif/transportinnovationfund?page%3£1003) which sets out clearly that
congestion TIF schemes are expected to consist of demand-management measures such as road-pricing,
accompanied by complementary public transport improvements.

4. In addition, we are concerned at the possibility of funds raised from congestion charging being used
to pay borrowing charges on the 10% of the NWRR funding that SCC will have to find locally.5 All funds
raised from the congestion charge need to be ploughed into public transport to enable it to provide an
eVective replacement for car use.

5. The TIF bid seems inappropriate for the scale of the congestion problem in Shrewsbury, which is
limited. Delays due to congestion are relatively short. The County Council themselves acknowledge this,
stating: “We know that current average vehicle delay over the am peak period (8am–9am) at the junction
of The Mount/Frankwell island is about one minute, at the Chester Road gyratory average delays are of up
to four minutes.”6

6. Other approaches such as improving public transport, cycle and walking routes, improving road
layout and signalling, and managing demand have the potential to resolve the limited congestion problems
experienced by Shrewsbury, at lower cost both in financial and environmental terms. Demand management
alone has been shown7 to have the potential to reduce peak congestion by more than 20% by changing our
driving habits.

7. Whilst we have concerns about the potential economic impact on the local economy if Shrewsbury goes
ahead with charging in advance of neighbouring towns, we are awaiting details of the actual scheme that
SCC come up with before we make up our minds on whether we will support it or not.

8. In conclusion, we believe that road schemes should not be part of the TIF process as they create traYc8

and do not address the fundamental issue, which is how to change people’s travelling habits.

No Way! Group, 19 March 2007

GeoV Black, Convenor, No Way! Group

Dave Green, Co-ordinator, Shrewsbury Friends of the Earth,

Roger Carlyle, Chairman, Shrewsbury Campaign to Protect Rural England

Selby Martin, Vice President, Shropshire Campaign to Protect Rural England

Katy Anderson, Transport Representative, Shropshire Campaign to Protect Rural England

Colin Preston, Director, Shropshire Wildlife Trust

Ron Iremonger, Chairman, Mount Residents Association,

Alan Marshall, Chair HCF Residents Group

Contact Details: GeoV Black, 4 Shelton Park, Shrewsbury, SY3 8BL. geoVblackwtinyworld.co.uk

Attachment 1

Concerns About the NWRR

1. The NWRR would do severe damage to valuable and unique landscapes.

2. The NWRR would result in “significant adverse impact on biodiversity and earth heritage” (paragraph
9.5.38 of the Environmental Assessment).

3. The NWRR would involve considerable land take and directly aVect the ability of the area to absorb
the adverse eVects of climate change, including increased flooding and changes to wildlife distribution and
movement.

5 Phil Crossland SCC assistant director (Highways and Transport) stated that “if prudential borrowing was utilised (to fund
the local contribution for the NWRR) some revenue from road pricing could be used to oVset borrowing costs”, SCC
Environment Scrutiny panel, 15 February 2007 paragraph 5, 10.

6 Email from Jan Cook, Shropshire County Council 31 May 2005 to Katy Anderson, No Way! Group.
7 “Making Smarter Choices Work” Study Department of Transport 2005.
8 As demonstrated by research such as “Beyond Transport Infrastructure: Lessons for the Future from Recent Road

Projects” 2006.
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4. The risks imposed to the local aquatic environment as the route passes through the Special Protection
Zone relating to the Shelton Public water supply.

5. Even if traYc levels dropped along Smithfield Road between Welsh Bridge and the Railway Station
as a result of the road, this would do nothing for the air quality of the rest of the extended town centre Air
Quality Management Area.

6. The road could only provide short term relief for some of Shrewsbury’s traYc problems and it appears
to us that the suggested achievable traYc reductions are seriously overestimated and based on inadequate
survey information. Building new roads always creates more traYc which is counter to the County Council’s
expressed desire to reduce CO2 emissions.

7. The report on 2005’s public consultation shows widespread concern over the scheme. Whilst 53% of the
questionnaires showed support for the NWRR, nearly as many objected and 53% also opposed congestion
charging. This seriously undermines the Transport Innovation Fund approach of linking the two schemes.
A vast majority of the written responses showed great concerns over the NWRR scheme.

8. At a cost in the order of £70 million the scheme is not cost-eVective.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) (TIF 11)

About the British Chambers of Commerce

1.1 The BCC welcomes the chance to respond to the Transport Select Committee’s call for evidence into
the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF). The British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) is the national voice of
local business; a national network of quality-accredited Chambers of Commerce, uniquely positioned at the
heart of every business community in the UK. The BCC represents 100,000 businesses of all sizes across all
sectors of the economy who together employ over 5 million people.

Background

1.2 As part of this response the BCC requested information from the following Chambers:

— Birmingham Chamber of Commerce and Industry;

— Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce; and

— Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce.

1.3 The BCC and its Chamber network have increasingly taken a frontline role in the allocation of TIF
funding. The Greater Manchester Chamber’s involvement in the Greater Manchester TIF bid involves the
Chief Executive, Angie Robinson, and President, Keith Johnston, acting as members of the Independent
Panel that is reviewing and appraising the work programme. In Birmingham, Jerry Blackett, Chief
Executive Birmingham Chamber of Commerce, sat on the Steering Group for the West Midland’s TIF bid.
The Chamber was part of the West Midlands Local Transport Plan “Gridlock or Growth” Green Paper
representing the local voice of business.

1.4 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce, although not directly involved in the TIF Bid process for
Reading, acknowledge and support any measures, especially Government funding schemes, that enable a
Thames Valley town to explore and carry out research into congestion and improving productivity.

1.5 The Chamber network also expects to be heavily involved in any consultation accompanying TIF
bids.

BCC Response

2.1 The BCC welcomes the existence of an additional funding stream for transport. It is clear that under
current funding allocations Local Transport Plans and Regional Funding Allocations cannot support all of
the necessary schemes required to create a first class transport network. However, we do have some specific
concerns over the conditions attached to TIF funding.

2.2 Our greatest concern with TIF funding is the apparent condition that only those local authorities that
are willing to consider road pricing will be allocated funding. Although we recognise that road pricing could
be part of a package of measures that could significantly reduce congestion we do not feel that desperately
needed funding should be conditional on acceptance of road pricing. For many local authorities there is a
great desire to improve public transport but limited resources with which to do it. TIF oVers local authorities
with a means to improve their public transport networks but possibly at a great price. To many, it appears
that central government are trying to use local authorities to experiment with road pricing before they make
any long term commitments themselves.
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2.3 The BCC would also like to raise its concerns that TIF funding is not being considered along with
the competitive needs of the country. We would prefer any road pricing scheme to be on a national basis to
mitigate the negative eVects that placing a road pricing scheme in one area might have in migrating
businesses to another area where no scheme exists. Birmingham chamber is currently engaged in surveying
600 businesses to identify the eVect of road pricing on competition. This will include substantial modelling
of the impact on jobs and profitability. In Manchester there is concern the implementation of a road pricing
scheme could result in the migration and loss of business to areas without road pricing, such as Liverpool
or Leeds.

2.4 In consulting Chambers we noted that there is some worry as to the timescales associated with TIF
Bids. The pressure upon the regions to have business cases to the Department for Transport (DfT) by July
appears rushed. The DfT have made it clear that the amount of money is finite and if regions do not enter
into the race the money will go to other cities and regions. The UK’s infrastructure should not be improved
piecemeal and should be treated as a whole. The manner in which the TIF is being presented appears to put
cities into competition with each other with only those prepared to explore road pricing able to get the
funding. The goal should in fact be to update and improve the UK’s transport system in its entirety. We do
not feel that setting one region against another is the right approach.

2.5 In addition to this, we believe it is likely that in some areas, initial public consultation may be for only
four weeks. We feel that the TIF guidelines should require local authorities to carry out the statutory
12 week consultation period prior to any bid being submitted in order that they can be certain of both public
and stakeholder support.

2.6 TIF funding and the conditionality imposed on regions means it will have far reaching consequences.
The business community must be consulted.

2.7 At this stage in the TIF process there is only a limited amount of information in the public domain.
These comments therefore reflect the early concerns of BCC in relation to TIF and we hope that at a point
in the near future, when the process has become more transparent, we will be able to oVer supplementary
information.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Norwich and Norfolk Transport Action Group (TIF 12)

1. The Norwich and Norfolk Transport Action Group (NNTAG) is an umbrella body of local
environment and transport groups founded in 1988 with the aim of promoting sustainable transport. Our
members include: Living Streets, Light Rail Transit Association, Norfolk Railfuture, Norwich Cycling
Campaign, No to an N25 (Norwich Northern Distributor Road), Norwich Friends of the Earth and Radical
Transport.

2. We welcome the award of Congestion TIF pump priming money to Norfolk for investigation into the
feasibility of road pricing in Norwich as a means of tackling congestion and providing a revenue stream for
more sustainable transport modes. However, our concern is that Norfolk County Council is not serious
about the study and is instead intent on building a proposed Norwich Northern Distributor Route
(NNDR). We believe the County is conducting the work solely in order to demonstrate that pricing has been
considered as an option as part of its Major Scheme Business Case on the NNDR for submission to the
DfT in summer 2008, as highlighted by a quote on the TIF award given by Norfolk’s Cabinet Member for
Transportation (Local Transport Today, 16 November 2006):

“We are required to consider road charging options as part of the case for the Norwich Northern
Distributor Road and in developing our thinking on the Norwich Area Transport Strategy. It is
right that we at least look at all the options to ensure we are giving ourselves the best chance of
meeting Norfolk’s future transport demands and that we secure Government funding for
improvements to Norfolk’s road system”.

3. In promoting the NNDR (£91 million at 2006 prices), the County Council’s aims are to reduce
congestion and rat running in the City’s northern suburbs and at the same time facilitate economic
development. Congestion in north Norwich is a result of car dependency (over 90% car ownership in the
suburbs, a large collar of out-of town car based developments and poor public transport). A road pricing
feasibility study covering the Norwich built up area is therefore desirable, to include a test of whether pricing
would reduce congestion and provide an alternative to building a NNDR.

4. However, the County is restricting the study to a small geographical area:

(i) inside the inner ring road;

(ii) inside the outer ring road (beyond which lie extensive suburbs) as the authority doesn’t want to assess
whether road pricing would provide an alternative to building an NNDR.
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5. In this regard, NNTAG tabled the following public question for the Planning, Transportation and the
Environment, Waste and Economic Development Review Panel on 19 July 2006:

“In relation to the TIF bid, will Norfolk County Council be seeking to test an option for area-
wide charging without the NDR to see what eVect that would have on congestion in the northern
suburbs”?

The County responded:

“The main policy context for the TIF bid is the existing NATS strategy and LTP. The NDR is an
integral part of the NATS strategy and the options put forward with the TIF bid will be assessed
in that context”.

http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/groups/public/documents/minutes/plantran190706minspdf.pdf

6. NNTAG and several other environmental groups commissioned Dr Denvil Coombe, a transport
consultant to the Department for Transport, to review a number of traYc appraisal questions relating to
the NNDR (see accompanying electronic copy of the report dated November 2006).

Question 4 and related question 4a asked:

“The extent to which non-road building alternatives have been fully considered in order to meet
stated objectives ie reduce congestion in northern suburbs and facilitate economic growth.

Whether the scope of Norfolk County Council’s TIF bid for funds to examine various charging options
that involve the NNDR should be widened to include an option without the NNDR?”

7. Dr Coombe concluded from an assessment of the documentation:

142. “In my opinion, the Options Assessment Report (OAR) of November 2004 appears to have
been written with the main aim of proving that the NNDR is required and I am not therefore
convinced by the OAR that a dispassionate and unbiased analysis has been carried out.

143. Of particular note in the OAR is that road pricing has been played down and its potential
has not been fully and fairly considered. The impacts of a city-wide road pricing system ought to
have been considered and modelled and the need for the NNDR assessed in the light of the
resulting traYc levels.

144. In any case, in the light of the Government’s general interest in developing a national road
pricing system, it would be prudent, in my view, to consider the impacts of such a system on the
case for the proposed NNDR, in order to consider whether the costs of providing infrastructure,
which may, in the event of road pricing, prove to be unnecessary, could and should be avoided.”

8. It would be helpful if the Committee would recommend the investigation of city-wide road pricing in
free standing cities in receipt of Congestion TIF pump priming money as an alternative to proposed road
building.

9. Widening the geographical area of investigation in free standing towns to include the whole built up
area would also enable a more realistic assessment of the potential for raising revenue for channelling into
sustainable transport modes. In Norwich as elsewhere, the development of high quality sustainable
transport is hampered partly by lack of funding. Public transport in Norwich is of poor quality for a city of
its size. The Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the East of England Plan oVer some hope for a step
change for sustainable transport in Norwich. The Changes uphold the Panel Report in deleting the NNDR
as a regional transport priority and recommending a replacement transport policy:

“achieve a major shift in emphasis across the Norwich Policy Area towards travel by public
transport”.

10. A shift towards public transport would only be possible if Norfolk County Council (i) does not build
the NNDR which would increase reliance on the private car and generate traYc; (ii) identifies additional
sources of investment for public transport (the County intends seeking, amongst other sources of funding,
£13 million of developer contributions from growth along a NNDR and using it to build the road—money
which could otherwise be invested in sustainable transport). A local road pricing scheme oVers a solution
for tackling congestion and a source of funding for sustainable transport and a first step must be a fair
assessment of its potential.

Memorandum submitted by South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) (TIF 13)

Executive Summary

1. All English RDAs welcome the unequivocal focus of the TiF-Productivity Fund on economic value
of infrastructure and the fact that schemes should be developed in close co-operation with RDAs.

2. SEEDA has previously taken the initiative, with the backing of the South East England Regional
Assembly, the rail freight, container and port industry, Network Rail and other public sector stakeholders
to set up and lead a core delivery group, facilitating the full business case and investigating the financial
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mechanisms. SEEDA was fortunate to be able to obtain additional ERDF funding for this process through
the Interreg IIIB IMPACTE project and to lever ERDF into physical preparation work at some of the
regional ports.

3. Having procured expert consultants, the bid development process over the space of around three
months was eYcient, eVective and a pleasant partnership experience, as all partners around the table
explored new ways of working. DfT at all stages was co-operative and as inclusive as the bidding process
allowed. Good working relationships were established with key staV.

4. Whilst broader consultation on the program and schemes that would be submitted could have been
carried out for the first round, SEEDA understands reiterates that all schemes that were proposed for the
first TiF-P round were fully prioritised, fully included in the RTS and RTS and had already been extensively
consulted upon.

5. The overall short listing and arrival at a “minded to-” decision took the best part of six months, was
not transparent, caused confusion and frustration in the partnership and could easily be improved.

6. There is an inherent danger that DfT experts and Network Rail experts take the scheme forward in
isolation. TiF-P turns a new leave in profiling, prioritising and delivering transport infrastructure from a
form and justified economic perspective. This wider dimension has to be developed, consolidated and taken
forward. Other, non rail transport partners, especially from the private sector are in the danger of being
alienated from the process and will not accept demands from Government to make direct contributions to
schemes other than the statutory S106 planning process. Tif-P wants to achieve contributions beyond
current mechanisms, hence Government may well want to explore new mechanisms of devolved delivery
through RDAs.

Fully Narrated Submission

7. SEEDA welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Select Committee on its experience with the
Government’s Transport Innovation Fund. Our evidence will focus on a number of general aspects of the
Fund and on three stages of the process:

— pre-bidding project development;

— full bid development and decision process; and

— post announcement progress.

General Aspects—Economic Dimension of Transport

8. Overall, the agency welcomes the opportunity to facilitate the development of bids for TiF funding
under the productivity strand as it clearly—and for the first time—points to the need to make a link between
assessing schemes from a purely transport perspective and the wider economic implications of transport.
The assessment of transport schemes against economic and productivity criteria (five TiF criteria) also
enabled SEEDA to prioritise its own action program aimed at unlocking transport bottlenecks that have a
detrimental economic eVect upon the region. SEEDA also welcomes that Government guidance very clearly
identifies RDAs to take a lead in facilitating the development of appropriate bids jointly with respective
delivery agencies. SEEDA fully encourages this approach and is intent upon continuing to engage in
subsequent bidding rounds to unlock this fund to the full benefit of the South East Region.

General Aspects—New Ways of Working

9. The TiF process enabled SEEDA to form a partnership which focused on the delivery of a specific
project with partners which may not otherwise have come together in that constellation and with that focus.
RDAs are well equipped to engage with the private sector AND the public sector. The potential to achieve
substantial Government Funding for a project that had been in gestation for a long time but would deliver
immediate productivity gains crystallised partner’s energy. SEEDA established a core delivery group with
the sole focus on developing a successful bid. At the outset it was accepted by all partners that additional
contributions will need to be made, by the public as well as the private sector partners. At all stages it was
made clear by all partners that the project would not fail because of lack of funding commitment on the
partners’ side, as long as government commitment can be ascertained.

Specific Aspects—Pre-bidding Project Development

10.1 Even before Government guidance for TiF-P was finalised, the South East Region had engaged
through the Government OYce and the Regional Assembly in developing a prioritisation mechanism for
future infrastructure investments in the South East Region. This mechanism essentially comprised schemes
that had been engineered for a considerable number of years but not achieved funding or not achieved an
early delivery schedule. Rail Freight was accepted as one of the most urgent issues to be addressed in the
South East Region in order to tackle increasing congestion and pollution and to instigate the delivery of
national government policies and European policies favouring modal shift. As the South East carries
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roughly 60% of all port trade, the immediate focus was on improving rail freight gauge capacity from the
Port of Southampton to the West Coast Main Line in the Midlands. SEEDA had already been successful
in obtaining ERDF funding for some moderate physical work for ports to develop their rail freight capacity
(State Aid cleared by DfT) and to co-fund the development of the TiF-P business case and the financial
model. This enabled us to unlock the cost of developing the full bid, which was in the order of £150.000
(approx 50% of which was recovered from ERDF).

10.2 SEEDA set up a core delivery group comprising ABP Southampton, Southampton Container
Terminal Ltd, Maersk, OPP, Network Rail, Freightliner, EWS, DfT, GOSE, the Regional Assembly,
Hampshire County Council, Southampton City Council and Advantage West Midlands (representing the
interests of the northern section of the line). Strong leadership and a clear focus on developing a successful
bid enabled all partners to co-operate proactively.

10.3 Co-operation with DfT was very good in the intitial project development stage where close contact
with program oYcers in the TiF team had been established and oYcer even attended some of the meetings
convened in order to update the partnership on latest guidance and development and to provide advise. This
close co-operation and direct engagement was highly valued by the partnership and was beginning to be
missed in the later stages of the process.

10.4 Consultation about scheme selection could have been more thorough and more inclusive. However,
SEEDA maintains that only projects which had already been prepared and also been prioritised by the
Regional Transport Board had been selected for TiF-P candidacy and in close co-operation with DfT a
focus on rail freight in the first round was identified. However, this happened later in the first bidding round.
SEEDA had prepared a total of three bids jointly with respective regional partners. Two were unsuccessful
as the Department felt they were either not ready to make capital investments commencing in 2008 or they
were not of suYcient “first round” relevance to rail freight. This heavy emphasis on rail freight in the first
TiF round only appeared later in the bidding process and there was no indication at the beginning that there
is an almost exclusive focus on Rail Freight.

10.5 Whilst this was good news for the SMART project (Rail Freight Gauge Enhancement from
Southampton Port to the Midlands) it was bad news for the Airtrack project (Rail connection from
Waterloo, Reading and Guildford to Heathrow T5) and Reading Station (Capacity increase for cross
regional and national rail passenger services.)

Specific Aspect—Full Bid Development and Decision Process

11.1 SEEDA engaged SDG (through competitive procurement) in order to obtain “independent” and
third party professional advise to scrutinise the already prepared engineering and costing of this scheme.
This was in full acceptance of Network Rail. This enable the partnership to consolidate costs of the scheme
to just over £50 million whereas original estimates ranged from £18 million to £180 million. We also ensured
that the delivery agency focused on the core project for the purpose of TiF-P funding and not to add on
diversionary routes or other projects that may seems desirable from a rail industry perspective but are not
necessarily an essential component of delivering the core of this scheme. The consultants played a vital role
in detailed negotiations with DfT, Network Rail, the Rail Freight Industry and the Port Industry and
provided SEEDA with the necessary professional information to make essential and strategic judgements
and decisions. A full engagement of the TiF team at DfT was ensured at crucial stages.

11.2 Upon receiving the “short-listed” status for SMART, DfT chose to directly engage with Network
Rail as the delivery agency to go through a catalogue of over 40 detailed questions. Whilst SEEDA
appreciated that these details had to be dealt with directly with Network Rail, other partners may have felt
side lined in the process, especially those that may be requested to make substantial cash contributions.

11.3 The bid was re-submitted directly by Network Rail on behalf of the SMART partnership.
Unfortunately the decision making process after re-submission had two eVects. Firstly there was a complete
withdrawal of support and contact with the TiF team, for reasons of impartiality during the selection
process. Secondly, the decision making process took the best part of six months, whilst in comparison the
bid had to be developed, completed and submitted within the space of three months. Whilst it is
understandable that certain protocols and processes have to be observed, it was not clear what these actually
were for the first round of TiF-P.

11.4 During that period it was diYcult to obtain any information on progress, the DfT assessment
methodology or the status of the project. As the rail freight gauge enhancement between Southampton and
the Midlands is a top priority for regional infrastructure delivery, it was very diYcult to judge the “standing”
of the scheme, particularly since SEEDA invested approximately £100,000 in the development of the
business case and the TiF-Bid. It was also challenging to keep especially the private sector partners on board.
Even greater confusion was caused within the core delivery partnership as a set date for an announcement
of the final decision was not given and at some stage we had to work on “rumours”. A suitable opportunity
for the DfT Secretary for Transport to make rail freight related TiF-P announcements at the Christmas
Dinner of the Rail Freight Group was missed and caused further confusion in the profession.
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Specific Aspect—Post Decision Process

12.1 Over the space of three months after the “minded to” decision, Network Rail as delivery agency and
DfT took it upon themselves to carry forward negotiations. It seemed that the original TiF-P guidance which
firmly focuses on RDAs facilitating and assisting in this process had been neglected. SEEDA decided not
to interfere but stay in close touch with the other partners, especially the rail freight, container and port
industry. SEEDA oVered to continue to facilitate the next steps of the TiF-P process, especially the
development and confirmation of the funding package. SEEDA suggested for DfT not to go into direct
contractual relationship but to delegate this to the regional agency. This is essential to ensure the
contributions from other private sector partners, which are expected by DfT, to be securely placed in a ring
fenced project account. It is also inconceivable, how Network Rail (as a private sector company) could be
expected to carry out commercially sensitive negotiations for funding contributions from other public, but
in particular private sector sources. This could be in contravention of competition regulation. However,
RDAs have been given the statutory remit to engage with the private sector directly. This mechanism should
be recognised and taken advantage of by Government.

12.2 The direct dealing between Network Rail and DfT has caused confusion in the private sector to the
extent that some substantial funding partners are beginning to have doubts about the process, value of the
partnership and their ability to contribute to the project unless SEEDA continues to play the “neutral”
facilitator role.

The Way Forward—Work in Progress

13. The South East Region has a well established Regional Transport Board, its creation directly
encouraged by Government which has developed a ground breaking infrastructure prioritisation
mechanism. The Regional Economic Strategy has included the setting up of a Regional Infrastructure Fund
as one of its seven “Transformational Actions”. The management of the next stages of SMART, in close
association with DfT should be a suitable candidate with a regional and national pilot character. SEEDA
is confident in being able to develop the funding package for the SMART TiF-P project and to set up a
project delivery mechanism at regional level. In fact we have jointly with the Yorkshire Forward RDA
developed a standard contract so RDAs can procure Network Rail directly in the future. At all stages,
Network Rail has proven to be a reliable, trustworthy and approachable partner, open to appreciating the
wider economic context of their work and ready to engage in new ways of working together. Despite the
above “teething problems” the SMART partnership is still solidly committed to delivery the gauge
enhancement as it is the top regional rail freight priority and one of the highest rail national priority.

Detlef Golletz
Head of Transport and Infrastructure

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Merseytravel (Merseyside Passenger Transport Authority and Executive)
(TIF 14)

Introduction

Merseytravel believes that the Transport Committee’s inquiry into the Transport Innovation Fund is a
useful opportunity to review current progress and learn lessons from the operation of the Fund, to date and
also to sharpen governments stance on whole issue of RUC.

As one of a number of organisations which was unsuccessful in bidding for pump-priming money from
the Transport Innovation Fund, despite our innovative approach contained in the submission, we have a
number of observations to make.

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.
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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. Our recently opened,
£32 million state-of-the-art interchange at Liverpool South Parkway has won numerous awards, most
recently the Station Excellence of the Year award at the HSBC Rail Business Awards.

Transport Innovation Fund

The bid

Merseytravel and the Merseyside LTP authorities of Knowsley, Liverpool, St Helens and Wirral
submitted a proposal for Pump Priming Funding (Round Two) jointly with Halton Borough Council. This
innovative measure was taken so that the bid would reflect the travel to work area of Greater Merseyside
and, therefore, reflect the transport and congestion challenges that we will face in the coming years. We
conformed to the DfT guidance (TIF Pump Priming Round Two: Criteria) but were unsuccessful.

The bid was endorsed by the Greater Merseyside Leaders and Chief Executives, Merseyside Strategic
Transport and Planning Committee (MSTPC) and the Passenger Transport Authority. It was also
supported by the Merseyside Integrated Transport Forum, the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, the
Highways Agency, and the New Heartlands HMR Pathfinder and aligned closely with other strategies in
the region (economic, social, spatial etc).

We believed that it was important that a wide range of stakeholders were involved in the proposal as
congestion charging is particularly controversial and politically sensitive on Merseyside. With Liverpool
having a, comparatively, low level of car ownership and with the economy on Merseyside growing, it is
believed that congestion charging is some way oV. Yet it is important that we have the opportunity to
examine the future demand for transport and likely growth in traYc levels in the longer term, through until
2025, and to understand the economic costs of rising congestion. This was set out clearly in Merseyside’s
(and Halton’s) second Local Transport Plan, submitted to the DfT and Government OYce for the North
West in March 2006. Our LTP received a “double excellent” status in the December 2006 feedback.

It would have been easy at this stage, given the general lack of congestion and the position of Merseyside
as a “recovering economy”, to take a back seat on the Transport Innovation Fund and Road User Charging.
However, there is equally a realisation that increasing prosperity will bring increased demand for travel, car
ownership and traYc—all issues that will impact on the future economic development of the whole City
Region. This meant that our bid followed the principle that pre-emptive moves against congestion are
necessary and that now is the time to gain a fuller understanding of the trends, patterns and possible
preventive measures.

ITSO and smartcards

Merseytravel has delivered one of the first ITSO-compliant multi mode smartcards in the UK. Neil Scales’
role as Chair of ITSO, alongside being Chief Executive and Director General of Merseytravel, has also
helped us to ensure the future of Smartcards in Merseyside by securing early buy-in of the private sector.
We now have an ITSO-compliant tourism card for use on sightseeing buses and for accessing many of
Merseyside’s attractions.

Part of our bid for Pump Priming TIF funding recognised the potential opportunities for trialling the
usefulness of ITSO as part of any Road User Charging Scheme. ITSO is becoming increasingly successful
in supporting people to develop localised ticketing that will not constrict travel to the conceptual boundaries
put in place by local administration or the structure of ownership and operation of our transport modes.
There will, one day, be an opportunity for someone to travel a seamless journey travelling on diVerent modes
of transport, all using one public transport travel card, regardless of administrative boundary or operator.
ITSO will provide the technological framework to ensure this.

The DfT already supports ITSO and our bid sought to move the debate beyond public transport and begin
to develop options for addressing interoperability of Road User Charging schemes, potentially across the
country. This was, and remains, an excellent opportunity that we would be keen to progress with the
Department.

Our bid for Pump Priming included a proposal for a pilot using ITSO technology on the already tolled
Mersey Tunnels. This proposal could have been designed and implemented more quickly than any other
elements of the proposal as it involved merely a switch in technology. It could, however, oVer significant
benefits:

— Allow the piloting of technology and the organisation required for achieving cross border
interoperability.

— Establish whether the technology is suYciently robust in operational use to evolve as technology
advances.

— Demonstrate the clear benefits in having road user charging on the same “chip” as a public
transport ticket so that users can make clear decisions on the most cost eVective mode of travel
(ideally if parking were also included on the card, this would oVer a more accurate comparison).



3696611013 Page Type [E] 30-07-07 21:57:15 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Ev 326 Transport Committee: Evidence

— Section on importance of PT to Merseyside region vision needed as well/problems of rising car use
as prearible to TIF PP bid.

— OVer the possibility of the real cost of driving being included on one card. Payment for fuel could
also be considered as part of this.

Alongside the ITSO element of our bid, we proposed a number of work packages including:

— reviewing, developing and utilising modelling capacity;

— assessing the impacts of change to 2025;

— building a consensus on the issues to be tackled;

— assessing the framework for road user charging; and

— assessing the technology.

We also wished to explore the interaction between the productivity and congestion strands of the
Transport Innovation Fund because of our commitment to secure long-term sustainable economic
regeneration on Merseyside.

The lessons

We believe that there are a number of lessons which have come out of not only our experience of
submitting a bid for Pump Priming TIF but also from the general impact and implications of the Transport
Innovation Fund process:

— Contact with the Department—in advance of the submission, we had some useful meetings with
Ministers and OYcials from the DfT, and their attitude was always helpful and constructive. We
were pleased with the level of contact and the genuine debate that took place. However, once the
bid was rejected, we did not receive, what we would consider to be, proper and full feedback. The
Department is used to providing such feedback, for instance as part of the LTP process. It would
have been very useful to have something similar for the Transport Innovation Fund so that lessons
could be learned for any future submissions.

Providing for the establishment of TIF Partnerships, “to allow authorities and the Department to
work together to develop business cases”, was a useful step. However, the danger is that such
groups become a forum for explaining to bidders how the criteria work, rather than allowing
genuine debate and innovation.

— The Department needs to avoid the impression that it has several “favoured” areas—the Road
Pricing Local Liaison Group (comprising the seven pre-TIF pump priming funding winners,
London and CardiV) was rightly established to share knowledge but where other Local Authorities
and transport bodies come into the equation is unclear.

— Congestion vs productivity funding—there has been a tendency by the Department to and also
government’s preoccupation with congestion and economy—what about social inclusion and
environment protection? Try to keep the two streams of funding very separate. This has, in itself,
caused confusion. The two areas appear to have cross-over and indeed the economic basis for road
user charging, clearly endorsed by the Eddington report, means that there is a cross-over between
the two. This should be explored in more detail.

— Congestion—it appears that Transport Innovation Fund money is designed to help areas deal with
the consequences of congestion, rather than helping to avoid it in the first instance. Merseytravel
clearly stated in its pump priming bid that there was the possibility of taking action to prevent
congestion rather than clearing up its impacts. The DfT should be more pro-active in this area.

— Lack of clarity nationally on RUC policy and transfer of risk to local level—untenable position,
we consider.

— Criteria—the Department has issued a slew of guidance as part of the bidding process and there
is a danger with this approach that local initiatives and ideas are squeezed out. Whilst, of course,
there is a level playing field to be established to secure interoperability, a one-size-fits-all approach
will prove counter-productive. The TIF Business Case Guidance even suggests that the “first small
scheme might be implemented around 2010–11 . . . and a larger scheme following a couple of years
later”. If there is a real desire to “learn from local schemes” then local schemes must be given the
freedom to innovate and flourish. Dictating that the pricing scheme must “oVer benefits across a
wide geographical area” again appears to be imposing a pre-ordained vision of road user charging
and demand management that may not be appropriate for all areas.

— Pilot schemes vs testing ground—pilot schemes are an essential part of any new system, especially
in the case of road user charging because of the issues of technology and interoperability. However,
if local schemes are seen only as a testing ground for a later national scheme then the public will
not support it. Each of the areas involved has to really be “in charge” of their scheme meaning that
the Department has to devolve responsibility for them—clearly and from the outset.
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— Money for transport schemes—a further implication of central control is that an impression has
been allowed to take hold that there is no money for public transport schemes unless a road user
charging scheme is put in place. This has to be firmly and categorically denied by the Department.
Stating that the Department wants “to see innovative solutions to congestion problems, involving
demand management measures” is clearly stating that without road user charging no funding will
be forthcoming, even if the proposal would prevent congestion from occurring without a
charging scheme.

Overall

At a time when devolution is at the heart of Government policy, with the Local Government White Paper,
the DfT needs to be careful not to place an emphasis on central control. On the one hand, they talk about
local pilots, whilst on the other, the criteria are firmly laid down by central Government.

The process needs to coincide more clearly with Eddington’s proposed “small changes” and develop in
line with other revenue streams, or potential future revenue streams, which would help avoid allegations of
“blackmail and bribery” made by some. If there are other potential sources of funding then this would
deliver greater local flexibility on demand management.

We remain concerned about what happens to those areas which are unsuccessful in their TIF bids, reject
a road charging scheme after careful consideration or choose not to get involved in the process. It is not clear
what happens under those circumstances or what funding is possible. What happens to hypothecated local
funds if scheme becomes national? Can local schemes work in practice?

With road pricing unlikely to be successful on its own,9 the package of transport schemes is important
but so are the processes by which money is released, the timings, and any suggested public transport
improvements, both in terms of timing and delivery. The two processes—public transport improvements
and road charging—need to be brought together.

If congestion is to be managed eVectively then the Department needs, at this early stage, to consider road
issues (expansion, innovative use of hard shoulders etc), the transportation of freight and the expansion of
rail (making this summer’s promised White Paper essential in this process).

In essence, the framework for the Transport Innovation Fund needs to be broader, take in large transport
schemes as well as “small changes” and be more cross-cutting (travel plans, work times etc). Consideration
needs to go beyond traditional boundaries and encompass a range of measures, including demand
management but not demand management alone.

In eVect, there is little innovation involved—it is funding in return for RUC pilots/schemes. Government
could easily stipulate that RUC must form basis of LTP3 in met areas and add TIF back to the Integrated
Transport Block—local authorities would then be able to develop their own schemes is a clearly detined
policy framework.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by English Regional Development Agencies (TIF 15)

1. Executive Summary

1.1 Clear timescales should be identified and published for future rounds of Productivity TIF to ensure
RDAs and other regional stakeholders and delivery agents have more time to undertake work to identify
and provide clear evidence supporting candidate schemes. In addition, the timescales for future rounds of
TIF and RFA should be aligned.

1.2 The criteria used to identify schemes for consideration under productivity TIF should be extended
to include the SINEI principals and delivery of the three strategic economic priorities identified in the
Eddington Transport Study: congested and growing city catchments; key interurban corridors and links to
key international gateways that are showing signs of increasing congestion and unreliability.

1.3 Congestion TIF packages should target schemes which address genuine congestion which negatively
impacts on economic activity and inhibits productivity.

1.4 Equitable, realistic and deliverable funding mechanisms must be identified and made available to
provide the appropriate transport networks necessary to support regeneration, productivity and sustainable
economic growth over the short, medium and long-term.

9 See evidence from the Social Market Foundation, Road User Charging: A Road Map (2007) amongst others.
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2. Introduction

2.1 This evidence is being submitted by Advantage West Midlands on behalf of the nine English Regional
Development Agencies (RDAs). Our role is to help transform the regional economies by connecting need
and opportunity to create better places in which to invest, work, learn, visit and live. RDAs take the lead
on developing Regional Economic Strategies, which set the context for the economic development of the
English Regions.

2.2 This evidence provides a collective view of the importance of the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) to
providing funding for the delivery of transport infrastructure to support economic growth across the English
Regions. It is set in the context of the Regional Economic Performance Public Service Agreement which
requires “ . . . sustainable improvements in the economic performance of all English Regions and, over the
long term, reduce the gap in growth rates between regions . . . ”.

2.3 The RDAs have identified transport as a top priority because it is a critical ingredient of successful
and sustainable economic growth. Transport infrastructure and services are key enablers for the movement
of people and goods throughout the English regions, and provide the vital links to employment, markets,
suppliers and business partners, as well as enabling access to education, retail and health services and leisure
activities. The provision of high quality transport networks aid business eYciency hence supporting
productivity. Improvements in transport infrastructure can have a very significant and a relatively swift
impact on business performance, and can enable longer-term improvements, through improved enterprise
and innovation.

2.4 Whilst the RDAs recognise that the inquiry is focusing on the operation, processes and schemes
drawing on the congestion element of the fund, it is important to bear in mind that the Department for
Transport have identified a single pot of funding to contribute to the delivery of projects which address
congestion and support national productivity. Indeed, congestion is a major inhibitor of local, regional and
national productivity. However, the larger part of the fund will be made available for schemes which support
national productivity and the RDAs are focusing this evidence on issues relating to productivity TIF.

3. Productivity TIF

3.1 Following DfT’s publication of Guidance on the Transport Innovation Fund on 26 January 2006,
the RDAs welcomed the invitation from DfT to submit both a joint national view, and also individual
regional views on candidate schemes for productivity TIF. DfT visited each region to discuss the criteria and
gain preliminary views during February and early March 2006. Each RDA liaised with a variety of regional
partners prior to the submission of written comments on 31 March. In general, the RDAs believed this
procedure worked well. However, the very short timescale for putting together comments, together with the
requirement to comment on schemes which could commence in the period 2008–09 and 2009–10, introduced
constraints on the extent and level of discussion with partners, and the consideration and evidence that could
be gathered and examined by both the RDAs, and also the Highways Agency and Network Rail, to support
schemes. In future, suYcient notice and clear timescales should be set out to allow detailed evidenced based
responses to be made to inform future rounds of productivity TIF.

3.2 In June 2006, the Secretary of State announced a shortlist of potential TIF schemes, for which further
work was required. Again, the timescale allocated to the Highways Agency and Network Rail to provide
this information was limited. In general, it can take the Highways Agency and Network Rail up to a year
to develop business cases for major transport schemes, however, the timescales given in this case, admittedly
for not quite so much information, was only a matter of weeks. It would have been preferable for a longer
period of time to be allocated for the production of this work

3.3 The date of the publication of the guidance and the deadline for the submission of views was out of
line with the timescale and deadline for submitting advice on Regional Funding Allocations. Between
Summer 2005 and January 2006 each region had undergone a complex process to identify and gain region-
wide stakeholder agreement on the transport priorities to be included in their regional advice. The
publication of the guidance some six days prior to the submission of regional advice meant that regions did
not have the opportunity to maximise the potential aVorded by the two funding streams. Some regions put
schemes in their regional advice that might have been better suited to productivity TIF, and others did not
include schemes in the advice on the basis that these could be sourced through TIF. Consideration should
be given to introducing common timescales to enable alignment of TIF and RFA funding contributions
enabling the development of stronger business cases for DfT approval.

3.4 The criteria set in the guidance for productivity TIF schemes was supported and endorsed by the
RDAs. In the submission of our joint national views we also referred to the joint RDA research on Surface
Infrastructure of National Economic Importance (SINEI), which had considered the links between
transport and economic growth and we detailed additional criteria which should be considered:

— improving connections between domestic and international business partners;

— improving access to domestic and international markets and suppliers;

— improving access to labour markets, and the movement of people;
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— enhancing business eYciency and raising productivity by reducing “dead time” in the supply chain
through improving journey time reliability and a reducing total journey time;

— improving access and connectivity between regions and key urban centres;

— improving links between peripheral regions and key cities and international gateways;

— improving opportunities for clustering of economic activity; and

— improving access to global city functions of London.

3.5 In looking to future rounds of productivity TIF, the RDAs believe that additional criteria should be
added which build on the recommendations of the Eddington Transport Study and prioritise schemes which
assist in the delivery of the three strategic economic priorities: congested and growing city catchments; key
interurban corridors and links to key international gateways that are showing signs of increasing congestion
and unreliability. The Eddington Report also recognises that some of the best projects are small scale
schemes and those that tackle bottlenecks, consideration should be given to supporting such schemes
through productivity TIF funding.

3.6 The RDAs also argued in the joint views submitted in January 2006, that transport projects which
deliver service level improvements, whether supporting additional rail services or improving journey time
on the national strategic road network, should also be considered for funding from this source as they can
also support national productivity, eg train lengthening, platform lengthening, station improvements and
new and innovative technology. We continue to believe that this should be the case.

In summary

3.7 Clear timescales should be identified and published for future round of Productivity TIF to ensure
RDAs and other regional stakeholders and delivery agents have more time to undertake work to identify
and provide clear evidence supporting candidate schemes. In addition, the timescales for future rounds of
TIF and RFA should be aligned.

3.8 The criteria used to identify schemes for consideration under productivity TIF should be extended
to include the SINEI principals and delivery of the three strategic economic priorities identified in the
Eddington Transport Study: congested and growing city catchments; key interurban corridors and links to
key international gateways that are showing signs of increasing congestion and unreliability.

4. Congestion TIF

4.1 Congestion on local and urban networks is a major inhibitor to productivity, and the provision of
good quality, integrated, urban transport systems is essential for economic growth. The RDAs are seeking
to work closely with Local Authorities in the development of their congestion TIF packages and some have
been actively involved in project boards and steering group meetings. For example, in the development of
the Greater Bristol Congestion TIF and West Midlands Congestion TIF, the RDAs have actively
encouraged detailed assessment of the wider economic benefits of the preferred strategies which include
demand management measures. However, the RDAs are concerned that more generally there is limited
research examining the opportunities and threats that the introduction of road pricing will have on
regeneration activity in deprived areas and the competitiveness of economic drivers.

4.2 Whilst working with Local Authorities on Congestion TIF, it has become clear to the RDAs that the
successful implementation of TIF-funded local road pricing schemes will not be achievable without local
political support. It has become clear that in the majority of urban areas, local political support will not
materialize unless alternatives to car use have been implemented before a charging system takes place. We
would urge the DfT to focus on how this can be achieved, bearing in mind the length of time it takes to
implement local transport infrastructure, and their goal to have at least some congestion charging pilot
schemes implemented in five years time.

4.3 It is essential that congestion TIF packages are targeted at schemes which address genuine congestion
issues which impact regeneration opportunities, economic activity and productivity rather than on
experimental schemes which are being used by Local Authorities to access funding which they cannot source
elsewhere, or trial charging schemes for Government as a precursor to the introduction of a national road
charging scheme.
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In summary

4.4 Congestion TIF packages should target schemes which address genuine congestion which negatively
impacts on economic activity and inhibits productivity.

5. Funding Transport Infrastructure and Services to Support and Promote Economic
Development

5.1 Central Government is responsible for overseeing the delivery of the national and regional transport
networks. The case for Central Government funding is based on the “public good” elements of the proposed
investment. The RDAs recognise that Central Government funding is unlikely to be suYcient to deliver all
the long term transport aspirations to support on-going improvements in productivity and economic
growth. However, Government needs to identify ways in which to meet this challenge.

5.2 Currently funding for transport infrastructure is provided through a myriad of funding mechanisms
(Transport Innovation Fund, Regional Funding Allocations, Local Transport Plan, Highways Agency,
Network Rail/SOFA, other miscellaneous grants). Whilst most are delivered through DfT, there is also
funding available through other Departments. There is a lack of transparency and clarity on the full range
of funding options available and how they can be accessed to ensure a degree of certainty in securing
funding. The current processes complicate, and consequently slow down delivery of schemes. As each new
funding stream is announced, Local Authorities and other delivery agencies spend time chasing the new
funding streams that promise the large funds not available elsewhere.

5.3 Many projects, both large and small, are only delivered by putting together funding packages from
a number of Governmental and other funding streams. In practice, many of these funding streams fail to
deliver because of evolving and increasing complex appraisal processes, and also because the criteria for
accessing the funding evolves after the fund has been announced and prove unachievable to the majority of
project sponsors. The whole process therefore raises expectations, incurs project sponsors in cost and time
delays and then fails to deliver. The RDAs believe that the Government should identify mechanisms which
enable such funding packages to be put together in a way which reduces the risk of failure resulting from
the existing processes.

5.4 There is no clear timetable for identifying and delivering schemes from productivity TIF funding. The
announcement of decisions on the schemes currently being considered in the first round, and expected
alongside the Comprehensive Spending Review. However, there is no clear timetable for the identification
of schemes for delivery post 2010 and no indication of what funding streams will be available post 2015. It
is well recognised that transport schemes take along time to develop. This lack of longer-term transparency
raises uncertainty and delays development of projects. The RDAs believe there is a need for a longer-term
framework to establish and identify funding commitment for transport in a transparent way. Such a
framework will allow a better match between long-term infrastructure aspirations and funding availability.
Funding gaps can then be identified and the role of new and innovative funding mechanisms and the options
for private sector funding can be established and developed.

In summary

5.6 Equitable, realistic and deliverable funding mechanisms must be identified and made available to
provide the appropriate transport networks necessary to support regeneration, productivity and sustainable
economic growth over the short, medium and long-term.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Renew North StaVordshire (TIF 16)

(For the purposes of this submission we would also refer the Committee to the Royal Town Planning
Institute’s recent submission to HM Treasury regarding the provision of infrastructure to support other public
and private investment in Growth Areas, Housing Market Renewal Areas and other areas requiring large-scale
comprehensive regeneration, which we append for information.)

RENEW North StaVordshire is one of the nine Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder Areas designated
by Government following publication of the Sustainable Communities Plan. It manages a large-scale sub-
regional programme of investment in housing market restructuring across North StaVordshire. The
RENEW programme seeks to channel investment into a series of targeted Areas of Major Intervention—
mainly in the urban core of the sub-region, together with some highly deprived peripheral estates (see
attached map of intervention areas). The programme requires the redevelopment and remodelling of a
number of these areas and the stimulation of economic regeneration in parallel with this major housing
market investment initiative.

Our key areas of concern in connection with transportation investment in general—and the Transport
Innovation Fund in particular—are as follows.
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Background

The programme of nine Housing Market Renewal pathfinders is a large national programme addressing
key market issues in some of the most challenging areas in the country. The Department of Communities
and Local Government has (prima facie) accepted the premise of the Government’s Sustainable
Communities Plan that infrastructure is needed to underpin both market restructuring and growth areas.
However the criteria for HMR funding explicitly prohibit expenditure on non-housing elements for 90% of
the value of the programme. The remaining 10% has to meet obligations such as administrative costs,
community consultation and obligations to the “Respect” policy agenda. There are explicit expectations
that the HMR Pathfinder Partnerships will seek other (non-housing) forms of funding in order to address
any funding gaps. In relation to transport infrastructure key funding sources for infrastructure include the
potential application of the Transport Innovation Fund (Productivity).

The Government has already made or are in the process of making a number of transportation investment
decisions at national and regional level that have substantially enhanced North StaVordshire’s strategic
infrastructure and accessibility—including:

— the upgrade to the West Coast Main Line;

— construction of the A50 dual carriageway trunk road link between the A500/M6 and the M1 close
to Nottingham/Derby; and

— substantial improvements to the A500 trunk dual carriageway between M6 junctions 15 and 16
which acts as a major spine to the North StaVs conurbation and links to the A50.

Nevertheless there remain some serious transport infrastructure inadequacies at sub-regional and local
level that act as a major constraint on the ability of the HMR partnership to complete restructuring of the
City Centre, urban core housing areas and key employment areas.

As can be seen in the attached plan, the areas targeted for major investment in economic regeneration and
market renewal are spatially arranged in a north-south axis running parallel to the A500 and West Coast
Main Line, extending through the urban core and central area as far south as the A50. It is along this axis
that the main requirements for additional transport infrastructure investment arise. However there are also
requirements to enhance strategic links from other centres in the catchment into the centre of the city of
Stoke-on-Trent.

Delivery of HMR and Transport Infrastructure Funding Issues

1. Inadequate linkage between Government departmental approaches to development and transport
investment: The TIF does not apply funding criteria in relation to productivity that relate to the
Government’s wider policy agenda for cities and urban areas such as the re-use of brownfield land, the
Housing Market Renewal initiative and the Growth Areas initiative which are all initiatives designed to
promote sustainable communities and eVective reuse and use of land. These types of programme are
essential to the delivery of productivity improvements in both the older urban areas of the North and
Midlands and the newer housing growth areas in the South East and South. These are precisely the areas
where the country needs investment in transport innovation to underpin investment in new markets and
restructuring of underperforming existing markets. It therefore appears that the approach to delivery of the
Government’s Transport policy does not interface eVectively with or support other key areas of the
Government’s agenda in relation to planning for new development, regeneration and renewal.

2. The limitations to alternative sources of funding—private sector: While there may be scope in the case
of some housing redevelopment schemes in North StaVordshire to levy a s 106 planning obligation in order
to support transport infrastructure provision, in practice many of these schemes are constrained in terms of
their viability and very marginal. They may require substantial gap funding due to a “squeeze” between the
high costs of brownfield site remediation, requirements for high design and energy conservation standards
and aVordable housing provision and low property end-values which limit commercial returns. In areas of
substantial brownfield site redevelopment and market restructuring there is therefore likely to be a
significant shortfall in the level of funding available to support necessary infrastructure improvements.

The prospect of the Planning Gain Supplement includes a suggestion from government that there may be
regional allocations to support sub-regional and local transport investment. In the initial Commons debate
on the paving legislation required to prepare for the introduction of this measure, the relevant Treasury
Minister (John Healey) emphasised that this measure is only being evaluated as an option and that the
Government is not yet committed to its introduction. Many MPs pressed for Planning Gain Supplement
resources raised in any one local authority area to remain in that area. In response, the Minister indicated
that the current estimate is that around 70% of the resources collected through HM Customs & Excise would
be returned to the originating area, with around 30% being distributed “to the regions”.

A key point here is that North StaVordshire has very low land and development values (a key reason for
the market restructuring operation now underway). This means that the level of funding that can be raised
through PGS, if introduced, could be low relative to the potential need for transport infrastructure
investment to underpin sub-regional regeneration. While we make this point in relation to North
StaVordshire it would also hold true for local authority areas in other parts of the country characterised by
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large amounts of brownfield land and areas requiring urban regeneration where the returns via PGS would
be relatively low in the short term. In the longer term completion of the regeneration process and
enhancement of both the economic productivity and the relative market position of the area concerned
should strengthen returns in relative and absolute terms.

3. The limitations to alternative sources of funding—LTP: In the case of Local Transport Plan funding
allocated through the regional mechanisms the very limited levels of investment available are distributed in
relation to capitation, based on past demographic performance. This mechanism is structured to favour
areas of recent population growth. This is detrimental to areas of population loss—including the urban areas
in the North and Midlands in which the Government is intervening to stimulate markets through its
Housing Market Restructuring initiative.

4. The limitations to alternative sources of funding—RDA funding and alignment with transportation
investment: Regional Development Agencies are generally regarded as a source of funding for site-based
infrastructure where the end-use is employment-generating or is likely to stimulate and support economic
activity. However in practice it is understood that RDA funding has a number of limitations even as a source
of funding for commercial schemes and in most cases is not available to support the redevelopment or
remodelling of existing housing areas nor the development of new housing projects.

A key point here is that infrastructure spend by RDAs has to be justified in terms of the key outputs
against which the Agencies are measured—eg jobs created, Ha of brownfield land reclaimed etc The outputs
formulae applied preclude funding support to projects that purely involve transport infrastructure and also
tend to be site-specific rather than supporting “strategic” infrastructure. It is therefore interesting to see the
Productivity line in the TIF programme where the RDAs are eVectively setting the regional agenda for this
part of TIF spending. In these cases the sub-text appears to be that the RDAs are seeking TIF support for
infrastructure essential to the delivery of their regional economic agenda. In some cases they may be
prepared to provide aligned investment into projects that are served by the infrastructure funded through
TIF.

The Treasury has recognised in the wake of the Barker Report that housing investment in both the South
and in the North and Midlands is essential to the eVective functioning of markets and thereby to
maintenance and enhancement of productivity. In the light of Barker’s conclusions the Treasury,
Department of Transport and the Department of Communities and Local Government will need to align
more closely transport investment with both economic and housing programmes for the designated HMR
and growth areas.

5. The limitations to alternative sources of funding—English Partnerships: English Partnerships has in
some parts of the country been an investor in infrastructure to support housing development—for example
in Milton Keynes where the agency owns substantial amounts of land that cannot be released for housing
development without improvements to local site access and wider transport infrastructure upgrades. Our
relationship with English Partnerships in relation to HMR work for North StaVordshire has been positive.
EP has been supportive in a number of ways. We have therefore explored the possibility of investment in
transport infrastructure with EP. We discovered that the absence of large-scale EP land ownership and any
major return in terms of outputs or capital receipts mean that EP is not likely to be a realistic source of
significant transport investment—certainly not on the scale likely to be required to underpin a housing
market and economic programme on the scale we are seeking to deliver. On the other hand, where EP is a
key partner in delivery of a substantial development initiative, access improvements required to facilitate
planning consent for individual sites might provide a basis for limited transport investment as part of gap
funding. However as matters stand EP is unlikely to fund strategic transport infrastructure through this
mechanism.

6. Planning and funding infrastructure to underpin market restructuring and growth initiatives: The
discussion paper submitted to Treasury by the Royal Town Planning Institute presents some helpful
suggestions that bear closer examination in the context of the debate on the Transport Innovation Fund.

In particular the paper highlights the need for enhanced cooperation between those planning regeneration
and understanding infrastructure requirements and both funders and infrastructure providers. It proposes
a duty of co-operation and the establishment of Local Infrastructure Groups and a Local Infrastructure
Fund to fund a Local Infrastructure Programme.

This contribution to the debate around the operational arrangements for delivery of infrastructure
supported by the Planning Gain Supplement is helpful. However as we have already mentioned the situation
in regeneration areas is such that authorities with a high proportion of brownfield land may require
additional support over and above any funding that can be raised locally and returned to the area via
Government’s levy of PGS (if introduced) or s 106 planning agreements (if it is not). There is therefore a
significant question regarding the role of the Transport Innovation Fund’s productivity element and
whether this mechanism could potentially meet the funding gaps that are likely to be identified, in particular
where the scale of transformation envisaged is unlikely to be addressed merely through PGS/s 106
funding . . .

7. The Treasury has accepted the principle underlying the Barker Report, ie that the functioning of
eYcient and robust housing markets is crucial to the performance of the economy at all levels. In this context
it seems reasonable to expect DTp to respond through development of its priorities and resource allocations.
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In particular the Transport Innovation Fund’s productivity element could take into account the
Government’s other investment in creating sustainable communities including investment in Housing
Market Renewal areas. To this juncture there is no evidence that such consideration has been given to HMR
areas in any public statements by the Department of Transport, including those on the TIF. Given the issues
now coming to the fore in the relationship between regional, city and sub-regional economies, housing
markets, the creation of sustainable communities and the provision of necessary infrastructure, RENEW is
in dialogue with other Pathfinders in order to establish the platform for appropriate discussions with the
relevant Transport Minister and senior oYcials.

Conclusion

In fulfilling their commitments to Government and to local communities the Housing Market Renewal
Pathfinders are keen to open dialogue with the key departments of state in relation to issues of aligned
investment. In North StaVordshire we would be particularly pleased to meet with DTp Ministers and senior
oYcials to discuss the issues we face in restructuring the economy and housing markets in our sub-region.
We will therefore be issuing an invitation to the Secretary of State for Transport and senior oYcials to visit
the sub-region for a “seeing is believing” event. The aim would be for the relevant Minister and his oYcials
to see for themselves the challenges we face in delivering the Government’s policy agenda, to hear how
transport infrastructure investment could be of assistance in addressing this challenge and to suggest how
the DTp might be able to provide relevant support through aligned funding and other policy initiatives. We
also invite any members of the Select Committee who wish to understand in more depth the issues facing
initiatives such as the HMR Pathfinders to visit us to see the situation for yourselves.

Any support that the Select Committee is able to provide in helping us to address these issues through
scrutiny of the TIF and the Department’s approach will be gratefully received. We believe that our
comments could be relevant to a number of areas to which Government is currently giving priority in
promoting the delivery of Sustainable Communities.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by West Midlands Friends of the Earth (TIF 17)

1. West Midlands Friends of the Earth (FOE) supports the principle of demand management as one of
the ways in which to address traYc growth, local and global pollution, community severance and social
exclusion. Here in the West Midlands we have been active in the two TIF processes taking place within the
region; the conurbation and Shrewsbury. We welcome the opportunity to share our views and experiences
with this inquiry initiated by the Select Committee.

2. West Midlands FOE agrees with the need to address traYc growth in the region. We note that ever
growing traYc will be a major hurdle in our ability to play our part in enabling the nation as a whole to meet
its commitments to reducing the eVects upon climate change from the transport sector. Road transport is
responsible for around a fifth of the UK’s carbon dioxide emissions. Emissions are rising—they are up 5%
since 1997, and are predicted by the Government to continue to rise until 2020 this is against a Government
target to cut overall carbon dioxide emissions by 20% by 2010, and 60% by 2050 cf 1990 levels. The transport
sector as a whole is at present the largest barrier to the Government meeting its overall climate targets.

3. There are two main reasons for road transport emissions continuing to rise. First, the cost of motoring
has fallen in recent years, while the cost of less polluting modes—rail and buses—have risen.

4. Second, the average eYciency of cars has only improved very slowly. This is because the industry target
for increasing new car eYciency has been voluntary, so there are no penalties for failure to comply. This is
compounded by weak financial incentives to persuade buyers to choose a less polluting car.

5. There are local issues with respect to traYc levels in that it creates local air pollution, takes up space
from other modes and causes community severance often in areas where many people do not have access
to a car, around 25% of households across the region do not have access to a car.

6. We support the goal of the Transport Innovation Fund to reduce the amount of traYc on our roads
and not displace that traYc to others areas or times. It can also develop new ways of funding the investment
needed in public transport through charges levied to manage demand for travel by car. However this
investment has to be in addition to current investments.

7. This is also not the only way to achieve those improvements. We could, for example, transfer money
from planned road schemes to fund public transport. The current anticipated cost of the M6 widening in
StaVordshire and Cheshire of £3 billion would fund a number of both region’s aspirations for more
integrated public transport networks. We also find it curious that both conurbations are being asked to bid
for TIF funds while at the same time the road between the two conurbations is proposed to be widened thus
creating confusion on urban and rural policies.

8. We would also like to see a much more ambitious range of measures being able to be brought forward
such as car parking charges on so called out of town shopping developments.
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9. We would prefer to see the Government bring forward a national charging as opposed to the real
possibility of a variety of schemes emerging in diVerent parts of the country. We see dangers here with
respect to compatibility and the use of technology. Any national scheme should be variable depending on
time of day, geographical location and public transport oVer. We also feel that the current polluter pays tax
on fuel should remain in place and that these charges should be in addition to current tax raising measures.
This would be to fund the transformation of our transport networks. Current taxes on motoring are general
taxation and should remain as such; any charges from road user charging should be a hypothecated tax and
ploughed back into transport funding both capital and revenue.

10. In terms of the West Midlands we have been involved with two TIF processes.

West Midlands Conurbation

11. We attach our submission to the Gridlock or Growth consultation held in the autumn of 2006 as our
evidence with respect to this on going process. We would like to add a number of additional observations.

12. While the issue received huge amounts of publicity across the conurbation the actual engagement by
the public was poor. We would urge partners involved especially in the light of the infamous petition on the
No 10 website to not ignore this lack of participation despite huge eVorts made to engage with the public.
This would be seen as an investment further down the line when we come closer to implementation.

13. We have real concerns as to the ability of the current administrations to hold a line on this process.
We have recently seen issues over the lack of enforcement in one West Midland local authority with respect
to Red Routes. If a policy requires the carrot and stick approach then both sides of the deal have to be held
by all partners. This also has to stand the test of time.

14. We would like to emphasise that within the West Midlands provision for walking and cycling has
been historically poor. The TIF process would be an ideal opportunity to raise the conurbations game to
these modes not only for leisure but general transport decisions. The recent panel report into the phase one
review of the RSS; Black Country made the following observation.

15. Walking and cycling:

4.18 A number of submissions argued for greater attention to be given to improving facilities for
walking and cycling. Several participants argued that more needs to be done to pursue this on the
road system and not just through the “Black Country as Urban Park” theme and improved use of
canal towpaths. We see the force of this, as cycling and especially walking are not merely for
enthusiasts and recreational purposes but also need to play a greater role in high volume
movements for work, school and other purposes, particularly for short trips within urban areas.
This would seem to be a key part of the strategic objectives for changing travel behaviour. Nor is
this necessarily a matter of major infrastructure. It was certainly noticeable to us in looking around
the sub-region that simple things like making the pedestrian realm more congenial, and a
coordinated approach between neighbouring authorities over matters such as cross boundary
routes and signs, while minor and local in scale, may make all the diVerence in attracting people
to walk or cycle rather than use the car.

4.19 Paragraph 9.93 does refer to walkways and cycling as an integral part of the transport
network, and enhanced walking and cycling access to the four centres is part of the first “key
driver” in paragraph 9.96. The Ramblers Association (RA) suggested amendments to these and
other paragraphs to give greater priority to walking and cycling. WMRA responded (in document
SD/WMRA/01) by saying the RA’s proposals would make significant changes to the priorities set
out in the text, which was of course their purpose. However, they also acknowledged the point
about diVerential approaches and would ask sub regional partners to consider what contribution
a sub-regional walking strategy would make. We think this could be a useful step. While not going
all the way with the RA’s proposals we include stronger references in our recommendation R4.1.

Recommendations

R4.1 In paragraph 9.93 “strategic imperatives”:

(i) Add a new first bullet point:

— To contribute positively to a change in travel behaviour throughout the sub-
region, with a shift away from continued growth in car use towards greater use of
public transport, walking and cycling, including assessment of the implications of
demand management;

(ii) Delete the 6th bullet point as it is now included above.

(iii) Revise the final bullet point to read as follows:

— “To encourage the development of walking and cycling as an integral part of the
transport system both on the highway network and on dedicated paths.”

16. We would welcome some investment from the TIF process to enable this approach to actually take
place not only in the Black Country but also within Birmingham, Coventry and Solihull.
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17. We wish to re-emphasise our worries over displacement if this process were to move forward in a
vacuum and not pay suYcient attention to the rural nature of land adjoining the conurbation indeed much
of which is Green Belt. This again reinforces our worries about such schemes being taken forward on a
piecemeal approach and not on as a national scheme. If we are to avoid displacement from the conurbation
where there is to be a charging regime there has to be incredibly tough planning policies which prevent
development moving away from the major urban area into the countryside.

18. We would also wish to see the guarantee of hypothecation maintained for a much longer time than
10 years. The money should never be allowed to fund further road schemes as this would create a vicious
circle of traYc growth and not create the demand management scenarios the policy is intended to foster.

Shrewsbury TIF Proposals

19. We have very diVerent concerns about the Shrewsbury proposals. Our major concern is that charging
within the town appears to have been seen by local authorities as an opportunity to build the Shrewsbury
North West Relief Road. This we see as setting the wrong precedent and also as a way of by passing other
more open means of securing consensus at various levels to bring a scheme forward.

20. This is bad enough in itself but the building of such a road could open up new land for car dependant
housing and industry in this area of the town/borough.

21. Again we have concerns as to the pilot project aspects of this proposal and the potential of taking
custom away from the town to other location at which there are no charges.

22. We would have preferred to see the money that has so far been spent on the TIF invested in supporting
walking, cycling, public transport and other soft measures across the town and wider borough.

23. As Shrewsbury Friends of the Earth is a member of the “No Way Group” West Midlands FOE
supports representation from that association.

Re Gridlock or Growth

West Midlands Friends of the Earth (FOE) welcomes the publication of the “Gridlock or Growth”
discussion paper by the West Midlands local authorities and the stimuli it has given to the debate on future
transport strategy in the West Midlands Metropolitan area.

However, the document raises a number of questions and, in our view, perpetuates the mistaken belief
that the emphasis on future transport planning should be in pursuing major schemes whilst failing to target
modest investment in smaller scale walking, cycling and public transport projects which can deliver greater
economic, social and environmental benefits.

We agree with the assertion in the paper that Scenario A, the continuation of the areas current transport
plans without significant additional funding over and above that granted by the Department for Transport
via the Regional Funding Allocations, is not an option.

However, in this scenario it is assumed in the paper that all of the current schemes proposed in the West
Midlands LTP 2006–11 would be funded, when in reality there is a possibility that the metropolitan area
will not receive enough funding to allow all of these schemes to be progressed. This is a flaw in the paper
and once this years LTP funding package is known during the course of December there needs to be a re-
calculation of the figures given in Scenario A, using the funding available for the approved packages.

We would support the argument that much more needs to be done on top of the measures proposed in
Scenario A.

A package of measures to encourage people to make lifestyle choices in favour of sustainable transport
modes should be included as part of any application for transport funding as well as TIF funding. They
should be used in conjunction with well thought through infrastructure measures, improvements to the
quality of public transport and the introduction of road user charging, as part of a sophisticated policy
matrix aimed at influencing peoples behaviour and encouraging modal shift from the car. The links must
also be made with land use planning decisions to create the conditions which reduce car dependency, reduce
the need to travel and enable people to think that walking and cycling are viable transport decisions and
that public transport is a more eYcient use of resources.

Environmental and sustainability issues are now moving up the political agenda. It is essential that public
policy delivers a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions in an attempt to try and tackle climate change. It is
also essential that policies deliver more eYcient use of finite resources including land.

The paper presents evidence on the application of lifestyle measures, both within the West Midlands area
and elsewhere in Europe. It should also be noted that information will soon be available from the
Government’s “sustainable travel towns”, Worcester, Darlington and Peterborough that have used similar
strategies as part of this project. Early indications of the success of these are encouraging, suggesting modal
shift without massive expenditure, and a changing of attitudes within the towns. This work could be of use
to the West Midlands as the TIF bid is expanded.
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However, even lifestyle measures such as personalised travel plans will not be enough unless there is
serious consideration of re-allocation of road space, and re-ordering of the transport hierarchy to put the
needs of pedestrians and cyclists above single occupancy car users, something which current West Midlands
local transport policy does not do at the moment.

It is clear that there will need to be a significant improvement in the alternatives to the private car to ensure
that the target of reducing road vehicle congestion hours compared to option A of 23% is met. In particular
there will need to be a focus on improving the quality and reliability of the bus network within the West
Midlands, with the aim of bringing it to the standard of the best in the country, and providing additional
capacity on local rail services (including longer platforms, additional rolling stock and signaling which
allows more services to be operated on the existing infrastructure). West Midlands FOE believe that
improvements to the bus network would be the core element needed to support the additional trips
generated by road user charging across the network and that, therefore, these should be prioritised before
the schemes implementation, whereas other public transport improvements may not be required
immediately or deliverable immediately due to long lead times. We believe this is such a significant potential
down side that it needs to be addressed early in the process of developing any scheme.

There also needs to be a radical change in attitude to the way in which cyclists, walkers, pedestrians and
the less able are catered for across the region. The current road network is heavily biased to provision of the
car and as such is a hostile place for so called “vulnerable” road users. However this does not need to be the
case. If these modes were treated as they are in more progressive cities they could play their role in traYc
reduction measures. They could also play their part in taking the strain oV the public transport networks
as motorists seek alternatives to the car for each journey choice. This is not NEW but requires a new way
of thinking to place these modes at the heart of transport planning. These investments would be beneficial
in other areas of public policy such as land use planning, health and sustainability in general. They can also
play an important role in reducing the need to travel.

Indeed we need to see a greater evaluation in this work as to its relationship to Land Use planning. We
would not wish to see an introduced road user charge leading to investors taking their money away from
the urban areas and developing inappropriate developments in the countryside adjacent to motorway
junctions. This could lead to traYc generating developments and increasing the need to travel to places
where there are no public transport alternatives. This would also undermine the RSS goals of repopulating
the major urban areas.

We are surprised to note in the report that the PRISM modeling work suggests that even with
improvements to the reliability of bus services (such as Red Routes) and quality of services bus patronage
is expected to remain constant to 2021. Whilst this information is given in the section dealing with the
predicted outcomes of Scenario A, one would have expected there to be a more dramatic increase in bus
ridership once road user charging was introduced, as was seen in London when the congestion charge came
in. Buses are the workhorses of the West Midlands public transport system, and if we are to move towards
shorter trip lengths (as per the Regional Spatial Strategy and PRISM) then we need to be ensuring we can
attract and accommodate significant growth onto the local bus network.

Indeed, in the tables on page 85 showing the projected modal shift suggest that bus patronage will only
rise 3.3%–3.5% over the 2001–21 period, but suggests a 223%–228% increase in patronage on Midland
Metro and a 18.9%–19.8% growth in passengers on the local rail network. In order for this growth in Metro
patronage to be seen then the current schemes for expansion will need to be developed and brought to
fruition quickly; however the experience of other areas in obtaining funding for LRT schemes suggests this
will not be forthcoming from the DfT.

The local rail network is operating at maximum capacity, there is great need for longer trains and extended
platforms on the West Midlands network, even to allow this modest growth projection to be realised. The
document does not look at what will be needed on top of the commitments for rail already detailed in the
LTP. It may be appropriate for a parallel “Gridlock or Growth” study to prepare for the local rail network
as part of the TIF work, looking at the implications of Road User Charging on the network. Failing to cater
for commuters who switch to rail as a result of charging would be a disaster.

We note that there are several options available for the method of charging to be used, and it is right that
none are set in stone at present. Assuming that the authorities agree to develop road user charging as part
of their bid for TIF money then there will need to a debate on the method to be used amongst stakeholders
and the wider public. Technology of course is developing fast a recent example is the Norwich Union pay
as you go driver insurance scheme where motorists volunteer for satellite tracking equipment to be placed
in their cars. This then monitors the use of the car and the insurance is charged relative to the nature of
journey made.

Whatever scheme is adopted should be the best to bring the maximum economic, social and
environmental benefits for the West Midlands conurbation.

There also needs to be a full appraisal as to how much TIF funding will be available. It is clear that if
developments such as an expanded Metro network are to be realised then there will need to be sustained
funding through TIF over the long-term, and the total TIF fund (which will be shared with other areas) may
not meet all of the West Midlands aspirations. There needs to be more openness and transparency regarding
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the future of Metro and while the schemes in the LTP are aspirations if they are not going to be delivered
then a serious relocation of focus into future investments into the bus network needs to take place. This also
applies to the role of capital and revenue expenditure.

In terms of the actual proposals within Gridlock or Growth West Midlands FOE does not wish to vote
for any of the proposals as such. We feel strongly that the West Midlands should be part of a national road
user charging scheme. This should be variable depending on time of day, geographical location and public
transport oVer. We also feel that the current polluter pays tax on fuel should remain in place and that these
charges should be in addition to current tax raising measures. This would be to fund the transformation of
our transport networks. Current taxes on motoring are general taxation and should remain as such; any
charges from road user charging should be a hypothecated tax and ploughed back into transport funding
both capital and revenue. We feel that this consultation has been weak in this area and should be more open
about the way in which charges will be made and where the money will be spent. A greater amount of detail
as to how and why we tax and spend in the way that we do would create a far better understanding of this
national policy and that we would have to generate this money from somewhere else if it were to be lowered
on say fuel.

We also feel that at the moment we have an eVective zonal charge on public transport networks but not
on the road network. This is shown by the huge diVerence in public transport oVer within the Centro area
and outside the old West Midlands County. This not only applies to charges and level of service BUT also
to the way in which park and ride is treated as a free service within the conurbation and a money making
charge outside the metropolitan area. The same does not apply to the road network and as such we would
wish to see the levels of service provided within the old county expanded to the notional journey to work
area or even the West Midlands region as a whole.

We would also draw your attention to two reports published by HM Treasury since the launch of this
consultation the Stern Review into the Economics of Climate Change and the Eddington report into the
Economics of Transport.

We look forward to being involved in any future deliberations on road user charging both here in the West
Midlands and across the UK as a whole

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the West Midlands Authorities (TIF 18)

1. Introduction

1.1 The West Midlands Authorities comprise the seven Metropolitan councils in Birmingham, Coventry,
Dudley, Sandwell, Solihull, Walsall and Wolverhampton and Centro-WMPTA. These Authorities are
working to tackle congestion in partnership with the DfT using the Transport Innovation Fund. The West
Midlands Authorities have a long and successful history of working together to deliver the transport
priorities essential to the economic, social and sustainable regeneration of the West Midlands. The joint
Local Transport Plan 2 (LTP2) has been assessed as excellent. The seven council Leaders have also been
working together to promote the City Region (of which Telford and Wrekin Authority is also a part).

1.2 Over recent years we have delivered or secured a range of improvements to transport services and
facilities within the West Midlands including schemes like: Midland Metro, Masshouse Circus, Cradley
Heath Town Centre, Northfield Relief Road, Network West Midlands and various improvements to the
bus network like the Outer Circle Bus Route.

1.3 We want the West Midlands to be securely established and recognised as an economic powerhouse
of the United Kingdom. Our vision is for a conurbation where jobs are interesting and plentiful, where urban
life is of a high quality, and where the transport network oVers attractive ways of accessing work, shops,
education and leisure. Investment in transport is essential to develop communities people want to live in,
and in which businesses feel it is right to locate. We need to regenerate old industrial land to accommodate
this growth.

1.4 Our challenge is to address increasingly congested road and rail networks.

1.5 There is real concern by business that congestion will continue to worsen to a point where it seriously
undermines the West Midlands economy, which will have a knock on eVect across the UK, as we are at the
heart of the nation’s road and rail networks.

2. Background

2.1 In July 2005, the West Midlands Authorities submitted the provisional West Midlands Local
Transport Plan to government. The document made clear that addressing congestion would be at the heart
of the West Midlands transport strategy and signalled the conurbation’s desire to work with the Department
for Transport on new approaches to tackling it.
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2.2 In September 2005, the Authorities submitted a bid for the Transport Innovation Fund, proposing
an in-depth feasibility study, between autumn 2005 and summer 2006, to investigate levels of traYc
congestion and examine a range of solutions, including necessary public transport improvements.

2.3 In November 2005 the West Midlands was granted £2.6 million of TIF monies and began work on
the feasibility study. The specific terms of reference for the study were: “To identify current and predicted
future level of traYc congestion within the conurbation and to examine a comprehensive range of solutions
for tackling the problem. This will include the potential for undertaking a West Midlands pilot project(s)
to examine the longer-term option of developing some form of flexible zonal pricing mechanism to assist in
the management of traYc demand across the whole of the West Midlands Metropolitan Area.”

2.4 The study culminated in a Green Paper entitled “Gridlock or Growth—Choices and Challenges for
the Future” which was published on 22 September 2006. The Green Paper was then subject to a period of
debate. The debate included a major launch event, seven area meetings, presentations, one-to-one meetings,
media briefings and publicity across the region.

3. Congestion

3.1 It is widely accepted that congestion is a serious problem in the West Midlands. Indeed the Green
Paper and associated TIF work is not the first study to identify congestion as a serious problem for the
region. The Government led Multi-Modal study in 2001 identified the need for £7.6 billion of investment
between 2001 and 2031 to arrest the under-investment in the recent past and to match the rise in congestion
and growth in demand for public transport. Congestion was identified by business and residents as a major
issue within the Local Transport Plans, and was also borne out by a range of consumer and business surveys
over the last few years.

3.2 The West Midlands TIF work has produced new evidence from a number of technical studies into
the growing levels of congestion that the region is contending with (please see “the potential role of road
pricing” section for congestion projections under the three diVerent scenarios considered in “Gridlock or
Growth”). Additionally, evidence was gathered from the public and organisations into their perception of
how congestion aVects them and their businesses. The surveys highlighted that 79% of residents consider
that congestion in the West Midlands is now either “serious” or “very serious” and 73% of businesses
responded that the current problem is “significant” or “very significant”. The CBI estimates that congestion
costs West Midlands business £2.2 billon a year, which leads to a loss in competitive advantage.

3.3 The following diagram highlights the locations where the largest levels of delay are currently
experienced on the West Midlands road network.

SolihullSolihullSolihullSolihullSolihullSolihullSolihullSolihullSolihull

CoventryCoventryCoventryCoventryCoventryCoventryCoventryCoventryCoventry

BirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirminghamBirmingham

Sutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton ColdfieldSutton Coldfield

WalsallWalsallWalsallWalsallWalsallWalsallWalsallWalsallWalsall

WestWestWestWestWestWestWestWestWest
BromwichBromwichBromwichBromwichBromwichBromwichBromwichBromwichBromwich

Brierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley HillBrierley Hill

DudleyDudleyDudleyDudleyDudleyDudleyDudleyDudleyDudley

WolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhamptonWolverhampton

(Source: PRISM Model)
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3.4 The impact of congestion is not just felt by car drivers and businesses; the public transport system
across the region is also under severe strain. The rail and metro systems are characterised by congestion and
overcrowding and, in the case of rail, a lack of capacity and decades of under-investment. Buses are aVected
by road congestion and they are overcrowded at peak times, despite the high levels of investment in the bus
fleet over the last 10 years.

3.5 Research undertaken for the West Midlands Red Route network highlighted that bus journey times
in the morning peak, on the main radial routes into city centres, can often be twice that of the inter-peak.
The rail network at peak periods experiences significant congestion, with overcrowded trains and platforms.
There are also frequency limitations on a number of main lines which have to share capacity with local,
regional and national services; leading to many suburban stations having a frequency of only 30 minutes.
The Metro system is also crowded in the peak periods and is constrained currently to one line running
between Birmingham and Wolverhampton. All of these issues, and others, mean that currently there is very
little opportunity for motorists to select realistic alternatives to their car for many journeys.

3.6 In recent years the West Midlands has undergone a huge programme of regeneration and
redevelopment with investment in housing, entertainment, arts and culture. The conurbation continues to
pursue this growth agenda. Employment in sectors such as distribution, finance and business services has
grown rapidly; resulting in a growth in employment of 80,000 jobs in the past five years.

3.7 The region has embraced the growth agenda, with Birmingham and Coventry already recognised as
growth points, and the Black Country seeking to become one.

3.8 The work undertaken as part of “Gridlock or Growth” indicated that regeneration and growth is
being threatened by the increase in congestion. The report concluded that if action is not taken on
congestion, then the West Midlands growth potential would not be achieved and 40,000 potential new jobs
up to 2021 would not be realised. This would be due to two factors:

— the impact of congestion on the region’s attractiveness to new and existing employers; and

— the fact that congestion increases business costs and reduces access to eVective labour markets,
impacting on where businesses locate and their investment decisions.

3.9 The report also found that, due to the ongoing success and growth of the West Midlands region,
future transport systems would need to handle nearly 500,000 extra trips in the peak period. Unless action
is taken this could lead to congestion levels rising a further 22%, which would cost the region over
£200 million per annum in the future.

4. Infrastructure

4.1 The West Midlands sits at the heart of the national transport network and the congestion experienced
in the region aVects both local and national journeys. The “Gridlock or Growth” report confirmed that road
pricing could not and should not be considered without a package of supporting measures designed to
promote economic competitiveness.

4.2 “Gridlock or Growth”, whilst recognising the importance of the car to life in the West Midlands, also
supported the key role of public transport. In particular, it acknowledged that significant new investment
was required in public transport capacity and quality improvements, providing real alternatives to the
private car, for example: New Street, the rail network, links to Birmingham Airport/Black Country, the
Metro and high quality bus networks. The report suggested there is a need for a £2 billion up-front
investment and a further £2 billion to be funded from road pricing revenue.

4.3 Work is currently being undertaken on the specifics of this required investment package. What is clear
is that this investment package would have to include not only investment in infrastructure, but also
measures aimed at changing travel behaviour, such as smarter choices. The package will also seek to take
advantage of any supporting measures in the Road Transport Bill proposals. The overall aim is to put
together a properly thought through Integrated Transport Package (ITP), which complements the Region’s
economic, environmental and social inclusion agendas.

The potential role of road pricing

5. “Gridlock or Growth”—Options

5.1 The study examined three potential future scenarios; the first of which investigated the worsening of
congestion related problems if the current trends were left to continue; the second and third examined
alternative solutions to the problem which included implementing “lifestyle” measures and diVerent forms
of road pricing.

5.2 Scenario A examined the issues in 2021 if the current levels of spending and transport policies are
continued. This follows the strategy and spending plan outlined in the region’s Local Transport Plan, which
amounts to approximately £100 million capital expenditure per year. The scenario paints a picture of
worsening congestion related problems; there would be an increase of 22% in the level of travel delay from
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246,000 today to 301,000 hours per day by 2021. The most serious impacts will be felt in Birmingham, routes
into the other six urban centres and the motorway network with sections of the M6 suVering the worst
delays.

5.3 The increase in journey times and delays results in significant further costs to businesses and
commuters, whilst the impacts on employers will result in a further downturn in competitiveness and are
likely to result in a fall in both the levels of output and employment.

5.4 Whilst this scenario continues with the existing package and trends in transport investment it is
predicted to result in a funding shortfall of approximately £1 billon over the next six to eight years, compared
to what would be required to tackle congestion.

5.5 Scenario B assumed that the trends and strategies in Scenario A continued but it also considered the
impact of targeted policies aimed at changing travel behaviour. These policies include more widespread
adoption of company and school travel plans, reduced parking availability, more use of flexible working
hours and home working plus a range of other measures to encourage alternatives to the car. The success
of these policies depend entirely on the willingness of people to change their personal lifestyle as a result of
increased intervention.

5.6 If this shift in travel behaviour is achieved then Scenario B is predicted to result in an overall drop in
car travel of 2.5% and up to 10% in the most congested areas. There will be 278,000 vehicle hour delays per
day across the region compared to 301,000 in Scenario A. This improvement over Scenario A masks the fact
that this result actually represents a worsening of the current situation.

5.7 This scenario is unlikely to unlock the substantial new investment that is needed for the region’s
transport network. Without new revenue streams, public transport will remain unattractive to many car
users. Behavioural changes on their own do not do enough to tackle congestion.

5.8 The additional measures over and above Scenario A will require an annual investment of £7.5 million,
but without further central government funding diYcult decisions will have to be made. Either current
expenditure streams will need to be re-allocated, or additional revenue from local taxation or parking
charges will be required.

5.9 Scenario C examined a mix of options, including those in Scenario B but also a number of road user
charging options. Broadly, three charging options were considered—distance based, zonal and a nine centre
system. In addition to the charging system, some £2 billion of investment in transport is included in Scenario
C, to oVer network improvements and realistic alternatives to the car.

5.10 All three options resulted in much improved congestion levels over both Scenarios A and B. The
greatest improvements were seen in the distance based model, which resulted in 23% less vehicle delays
compared to Scenario A.

5.11 A report on the response to the debate on “Gridlock or Growth” is to be issued shortly and this will
be covered in oral evidence to the Committee.

6. “Gridlock or Growth”—Conditions

6.1 Gridlock or Growth also set out a number of conditions that would need to be met before road pricing
could be considered for implementation in the West Midlands as part of a package to tackle congestion:

— Any schemes must improve and not detract from the region’s competitiveness.

— Appropriate transport alternatives must be significantly funded and coming on stream to
provide choice.

— There must be clarity about the use of revenues for reinvestment in transport in the West Midlands.

— The innovation and knowledge base of the West Midlands should be fully utilised in taking any
initiatives forward.

— There must be a “fit” between any local road pricing pilot and the framework for national road-
pricing.

6.2 The Government announced that a second round of TIF would take place and authorities were
invited to participate by preparing a business case for an investment package, including a road pricing
proposal. Government guidance was issued on the 8 February 2007 confirming that “TIF 2” submissions
were required by the end of July 2007. Technical work is currently underway to work up an Integrated
Transport Package for the West Midlands which would tackle congestion.

6.3 At this stage nothing is ruled out or anything ruled in, and importantly any package must be shown
to improve economic competitiveness, not damage it.

6.4 It is clear from the national debate that Government policy on tackling congestion is still developing
and that public acceptability of any schemes is vital. More work is needed both nationally and locally to
answer some of the key questions posed such as the exact detail and timing of the up front transport
investment for the West Midlands and how the motorway network should fit into any congestion solution.

6.5 We also have a number of detailed concerns about the TIF Guidance:

— over the levels of TIF funding available to the metropolitan areas;
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— the period of rotation of revenues as set by Government at 10 years—this is not long enough;

— funding should be available for schemes aiding regeneration and employment not just those that
tackle congestion; and

— detailed concerns over Treasury rules for prudential borrowing which do not allow repayment
based on project cash flows.

7. Conclusion

7.1 Tackling congestion remains a key priority for the West Midlands Authorities. However any TIF
package needs to meet the following criteria:

(a) The TIF package must enhance the region’s competitiveness and be consistent with the
conurbations and social inclusion strategies.

(b) There must be significant up front investment in transport improvement/capacity before any road
pricing scheme is introduced.

(c) Any road pricing scheme would need to take account of places and times where there is congestion
on all roads, including West Midlands motorways and should take account of any network
schemes.

(d) There must be long term hypothecation of revenue for investment in transport in the West
Midlands.

(e) Any solutions should reflect the circumstances of the West Midlands rather than those of London.

7.2 Intensive work is now taking place on the Integrated Transport Strategy to ensure that congestion
tackling mechanisms meet the criteria above and that there is clarity about the nature and phasing of
required investment.

March 2007

Supplementary memorandum submitted by West Midlands Authorities (TIF 18A)

WEST MIDLANDS AUTHORITIES—FURTHER EVIDENCE ON THE CONGESTION
TARGET DELIVERY PLAN FOR THE TRANSPORT SELECT COMMITTEE

INQUIRY INTO THE TRANSPORT INNOVATION FUND

West Midlands Local Transport Plan—Congestion Target Delivery Plan

The West Midlands Local Transport Plan Congestion Target Delivery Plan 2007 is available to download
at the West Midlands LTP website at: http://westmidlandsltp.gov.uk/file–list.php?id%3366

The West Midlands congestion target, contained in the Target Delivery Plan is: “On target routes in the
AM Peak (07.00–10.00) accommodate an expected increase in travel of 4% with a 5% increase in journey
times between 2005 and 2011”.

This target will be monitored and reviewed annually.

Main Actions to Meet this Target and their Context

The main measures are implementation of a Red Route network and Bus Showcase quality bus corridors.

These are supported by a number of area wide initiatives:

— reviews of traYc regulation orders, direction signing, car park charging, freight route;

— signing and parking, and delivery arrangements;

— TravelWise and school travel plans;

— additional rail park and ride capacity;

— improved public transport information;

— improved bus stations and interchanges; and

— partnership working with bus operators to improve local bus provision on target routes.

The plan also includes a £190 million programme of specific proposals by the West Midlands Authorities
and our partners (Highways Agency, bus operators etc) including major schemes such as the Northfield
Relief Road and the Selly Oak New Road, individual junction improvements and signal upgrades.
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These measures will be implemented against a background of rising car ownership in the West Midlands
and significant commercial development coming on-stream—two factors that will increase traYc pressures
within the West Midlands:

The measures outlined in the Congestion Target Delivery Plan will inhibit traYc delay increases on 19
target routes, so that journey times on these routes increase by 5% rather than the 8.3% forecast by 2011.

The Relationship Between the Congestion Target Delivery Plan and the TIF Research

The Congestion Target Delivery Plan and the TIF work share the recognition that increased congestion
poses a threat to the areas’ regeneration ambitions. The Plan recognises that successful regeneration will
lead to an increase in travel. The target accepts this by seeking to accommodate an expected travel increase
of 4%. This was based on earlier PRISM work.

With current trends, the TIF research predicts that congestion across the West Midlands is expected to
grow by 22% by 2021. The measures contained in the Congestion Target Delivery Plan limit this rise up to
2011 for 19 key routes in the West Midlands, but the TIF work suggests a more radical and extensive
programme of measures is needed to counter congestion up to 2021 across the West Midlands.

June 2007

Further supplementary memorandum from West Midlands Authorities (TIF 18B)

Separate note from the West Midlands Authorities on local public opinion on congestion, road pricing and
public transport investment

At the Transport Select Committee evidence session on the Transport Innovation Fund on 23 May 2007,
the Committee Chairman asked a question on the public acceptability of congestion charging (Qq 116–119,
p24 of the uncorrected transcript of oral evidence).

We would like to take this opportunity to correct a matter of fact/interpretation to ensure the accuracy
of the final record.

Following Q119 and referencing the Chairman’s earlier question (Q116) on public backing for congestion
charging, Mr GeoV Inskip (Chief Executive, Centro-WMPTA), commented:

“I would just add that in terms of the 54% in support in Manchester, it is actually 42% in the West
Midlands. If some form of road pricing is brought in, where the money was spent on public transport
the support was 42%, so we have a way to go yet.”

Clarification

Mr Inskip was in fact referring to an ICM opinion poll of 826 people conducted for the BBC in February
2007 which found that 42% of people in the West Midlands would support some sort of road pricing or
charging scheme if all the money generated was spent on public transport.

This percentage was not comparable to the 54% support cited by Greater Manchester earlier in the
evidence session—for ease of reference a table is included below which shows that the diVerence between
public opinion in the West Midlands and the North West (the area chosen by BBC/ICM for comparison)
was in fact negligible. It is also worth noting that the sample size for the poll was relatively small.

Would you support or oppose some sort of road pricing scheme or charging if all the money generated was spent
on public transport?

West Midlands North West
Support Oppose Don’t know Support Oppose Don’t Know

42% 50% 8% 45% 51% 5%

Various public opinion polling that we have undertaken has highlighted how seriously congestion is
viewed by residents and businesses within the West Midlands. Mr David Bull (Assistant Director
Development Strategy, Birmingham City Council) noted this at the evidence session stating that:

“79% of residents in the West Midlands are clear that congestion is now either serious or very serious
and 73% of businesses responded that it was a significant or very significant problem”

We would like to add that a survey of 5,000 people in the West Midlands conducted in July 2005 when
our provisional LTP was submitted to DfT found that 75% believe the West Midlands should consider all
options for reducing congestion including road pricing.

June 2007
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Memorandum submitted by local authorities in Tyne and Wear (TIF 19)

1.1 The local authorities in Tyne and Wear wish to submit this memorandum in response to the Transport
Committees call for evidence as part of its investigation into the Government’s Transport Innovation Fund.
The evidence is submitted on behalf of the signatory partners to the Tyne and Wear TIF project, namely
Gateshead Council, Newcastle City Council, North Tyneside Council, South Tyneside Council and
Sunderland City Council as well as the Tyne and Wear Passenger Transport Authority and its Executive—
Nexus. These partners formed one of the seven original successful bids for TIF “pump priming” funding.
As such they have extensive experience of the congestion TIF process, and its development since its original
introduction.

1.2 This submission contains evidence on the following matters:

— the overall TIF approach;

— relationship to national road pricing schemes;

— links to other schemes/initiatives; and

— scheme appraisal.

2. The Overall TIF Approach

2.1 Tackling congestion is an acknowledged priority for transport policy, both nationally and locally. It
is also one of the most technically and politically diYcult transport problems to address. As such the basic
TIF concept of oVering funding for local authorities to develop innovative pilot projects to test solutions is
sound and is welcomed by the authorities in Tyne and Wear.

2.2 One of the attractive elements of the original TIF concept was that it would allow the investigation
of promising but radical ideas such as road pricing in a relatively open and flexible framework. It allowed
for recognition of the need to look at potentially highly controversial ideas in some detail without any
predetermined view as to their likely eVectiveness or timescales for introduction.

2.3 Subsequent guidance has imposed a substantially more rigid framework in terms of technical
requirements and timescales. Technical issues have added to costs and raised concerns about the extent to
which existing appraisal techniques are useful to this type of complex, multi-dimensional project, some of
which are outlined in more detail in section 4 below.

2.4 While it is understandable there is a need to impose timescales for bringing forward TIF proposals
continued flexibility is needed in these. The technology for genuinely large scale road pricing in the UK is
still to a large extent unproven, while the political sensitivity of schemes means that caution is needed in
imposing rigid short term targets for the introduction of pilot projects. In considering timescales for
implementation of TIF schemes full regard needs to be had to the possibility:

(a) of technical failure of insuYciently tested equipment;

(b) that the pressure to get workable schemes will lead to use of existing technology, which may not
provide any appropriate basis or test for the requirements of any national scheme; and

(c) loss of schemes due to the inability to build political support in time.

Given the likely impact and public reaction to moves for the introduction of a national scheme of road
pricing, the risk of negative impacts arising from undue haste in developing local schemes needs to be given
appropriate weight alongside the desire for early introduction of pilot schemes.

3. Relationship to National Road Pricing Scheme

3.1 The relationship between road pricing proposals which may emerge through TIF and any eventual
national scheme remain unclear. In particular it is not obvious whether it is anticipated TIF schemes would
be absorbed into a national scheme, or remain additional to it. The former seems the only realistic approach
for anything other than very localised schemes. However, if that were the case, some kind of commitment
on revenues would need to be made. It would not be reasonable if, having committed themselves to a TIF
scheme, local authorities were left with major revenue liabilities for the complementary measures needed,
such as significant improvements in public transport provision, upon any scheme’s assimilation into a
national approach.

4. Links to Other Schemes/Initiatives

4.1 Given its scope and importance to the future transport systems of the TIF areas, it is inevitable there
will be links to other major initiatives in the area. It is important that such relationships are developed in a
constructive, complementary way, and do not delay major investment decisions.
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4.2 Within Tyne and Wear possible upgrading of the A1 trunk road is a long-standing and key issue
linked to TIF. The importance of this route and its current state of operation were confirmed by the Tyneside
Area Multi Modal Study which reported to the Secretary of State in 2003. In his repsonse, which has
subsequently been re-confirmed by the present Secretary of State, the need to “lock-in” benefits of any
infrastructure improvements to the A1 has been linked directly to the development of local demand
management strategies being developed under the auspices of TIF. It is the case that this position was a
significant factor in engaging the local authorities with TIF pump-priming bids however it must not be the
case that this becomes a condition or impediment to timely improvement of the A1 Western Bypass nor to
the content of any local demand management strategy arising from TIF. The DfT and Highways Agency
have been involved in a number of discussions on links to! TIF and they are represented on the Tyne and
Wear TIF Project Board, which provides overall direction for TIF. There are clear relationships between
the strategies arising from the Tyne and Wear TIF and those for the future management and improvement
of the A1. However given the extensive preparatory work and consequent long timescales involved in
upgrading the A1, it is important that any uncertainty about emerging TIF strategies is not deemed to be
a cause for delays to this work.

5. Scheme Appraisal

5.1 Current TIF guidance suggests the appraisal of proposed TIF packages (including the design of
specific road user charging schemes) embodies an over-emphasis on the value of economic appraisal
techniques, such as cost/benefit analysis. These techniques are based on a large number of assumptions and
approximations, while the evidence that they bear any relation to actual economic impacts is weak and
disputed. As such their use as a central element in either designing road pricing schemes or assessing the
value of money of overall TIF packages is of limited value. In recent technical guidance, novel elements of
the appraisal approach have been include which are weakly developed and theorectically debatable. It is our
experience that Departmental thinking on the application of these techniques is inadequately developed to
ensure consistent and rigorous application across all forthcoming TIF bids. Clearly the absence of these
controls negates the purpose any scheme appraisal process if it results in an approach which cannot be
consistently applied across diVerent contexts.

5.2 There is a significant risk that the extensive economic/cost-benefit appraisals currently required when
applied to the inevitably complex TIF packages will add significantly to costs, provide little useful hard
evidence of the extent to which packages meet strategic objectives, and give a spurious indication of
precision as to the package value. If they are to be used, such techniques should be seen in their proper
context, as highly simplified approximations, which may help inform assessment of proposals against a
limited number of objectives.

5.3 Further concern arisies from the technical guidance on appraisal of TIF schemes as it is the
expectation that each major element of the proposal will undergo cost-benefit appraisal in its own right and,
in principle, pass value-for-money tests. The Secretary of State reserves the right to recommend withdrawal
of those parts of any submission that do not pass such tests. In addition to substantially extending the time
and costs of the appraisal process, this approach seems to ignore the likely necessary pragmatism that will
be needed in taking forward such a contentious local policy. At the outset, it is acknowledged that local road-
user charging will have to be supported by complementary measures such as public transport improvements.
The mix and scale of complementary measures will vary by local circumstance but it must be the case that
value-for-money be assessed across the overall package not for each element in turn, thereby accepting that
some sub-optimal parts of a local package may be essential to gain local support for the demand
management strategy. At this stage, there is little evidence that the technical guidance or the approach that
might be adopted in applying said guidance will aVord such flexibility.

6. Conclusion

6.1 The Tyne and Wear local authorities have substantial experience of the congestion TIF through our
“pump-priming” work. The fund is to be welcomed as a major strategic initiative to address the worsening
problems of congestion. Our approach has been well supported throughout by oYcials from the
Department for Transport and, overall, the quality of liaison, support and guidance has been good—
markedly improved relative to support more generally experienced in pre-TIF working. Our concerns relate
to the appropriateness of the desire for rapid implementation of pilot projects given the state of technical
and political developments in this area of transport policy. Also, to the high emphasis placed on
conventional and emerging approaches to scheme appraisal which might not be best suited to the complexity
and interconnectivity of these policy measures. Lastly, we are concerned that well-understood local needs
for infrastructure improvements are! not unnecessarily delayed whilst our TIF investigations and
subsequent policy-making reach a conclusion.

March 2007
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Memorandum submitted by Transport 2000 (TIF 20)

TRANSPORT INNOVATION FUND: NEW MONEY FOR OLD ROADS?

1. Introduction

1.1 Transport 2000 is an independent campaigning and research body that represents the key transport
interests of around 40 environmental groups, transport organisations and transport unions. Transport
2000’s mission is to find sustainable solutions to transport problems, solutions that reduce the social and
environmental impact of transport. Its vision is of a country where traYc no longer dominates our lives,
where many of our journeys can be made on foot, by cycle or using public transport, and where you don’t
need a car to enjoy the countryside or city life. Transport 2000 seeks movement towards a society that relies
less on cars, lorries and planes and makes more use of rail, buses, trams, cycling and walking.

1.2 Throughout all the various Parliamentary Statements and guidance on the Congestion Transport
Innovation Fund (TIF), there has always been an emphasis on road pricing, demand management, modal
shift and improving public transport. Transport 2000 is however concerned to note that three local
authorities have received Congestion TIF pump priming for plans which include significant and
controversial road building. Transport 2000 believes that these local authorities are using TIF funding to
progress old road plans which is counter to the stated objectives of the TIF fund, and is a serious misuse of
public funds. Transport 2000 is very concerned that by linking progressive road pricing schemes to outdated
and controversial road schemes, this risks making road pricing unnecessarily unpopular and alienates the
very people who might ordinarily be supporter of road pricing.

1.3 Transport 2000 is also concerned that Productivity TIF funding has been allocated to the £6–700
million A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Improvement when cheaper and more sustainable rail freight
alternatives exist.

1.4 We also note that there is no mention of climate change and reducing carbon dioxide emissions in
any of the Department’s guidance or statements regarding TIF, despite the government’s stated priority of
tackling climate change, and the shared PSI target on climate change.

1.5 Transport 2000 is happy to give evidence to the Committee on TIF.

2. Objectives of Congestion TIF

2.1 The objectives of Congestion TIF have changed as the policy has evolved. However the dominant
themes have always been innovation (as the name implies), demand management (with an increasingly
explicit reference to road pricing), modal shift and public transport. Nowhere in either guidance or
Parliamentary Statements have there been any references.t the Congestion TIF fund being used to fund
road building.

2.2 The 2004 Future of Transport White Paper announced the introduction of TIF “to support the costs
of innovative and coherent transport measures—which will include road pricing, modal shift, and better bus
services.” 10

2.3 The July 2005 guidance for authorities bidding for pump priming funding said: The Fund will: support
the costs of smarter, innovative local ransport packages .that combine demand management measures such as
road pricing with modal shift and better bus services 11

2.4 On 28 November 2006 pump priming funding was announced by the Secretary of State for
Transport for seven authorities to “support the development of innovative schemes, combining demand
management such as road pricing with measures to improve public transport”. 12

2.5 More recently on 8 February 2007 the Secretary of State announced further guidance on Congestion
TIF, stating “On 6 November we awarded a further £7.5 million of pump priming funds to support the
development of local TIF packages that combine demand management, including road pricing, with better
public transport.13

10 Future of Transport White Paper, 2004.
http://www.dft.gov.uk/about/strategy/whitepapers/fot/

11 Transport Innovation Fund Pump Priming Criteria—Round 1
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/tif/transportinnovationfundpumpp5612?version%1

12 Speech by Transport Secretary, Alistair Darling, to the Confederation of British Industry concerning productivity, road
pricing and the Transport Innovation Fund
http://www.dft.gov.uk/press/speechesstatements/speeches/transportandcopetitiveness?version%1

13 Written Statement to Parliament by Transport Secretary Douglas Alexander on Transport Innovation Fund and Local Road
Pricing Schemes, 8 February 2007
http://www.dft.gov.uk/press/speechesstatements/statements/stattif080207?version%1
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2.6 The guidance on 26 January 200614 advised authorities to:

“combine demand management measures with other measures to encourage modal shift, such as
improved public transport. Bidders will be expected to demonstrate how these will complement the
demand management elements of the bid in tackling local congestion problems. Examples of such
complementary measures might include:

— sophisticated real time information and traYc management systems;

— re-evaluation of the design of road space to improve traYc flow;

— the development of Smarter Choices initiatives such as school and workplace travel planning;

— measures to improve the experience of cycling and walking;

— improved transport interchanges; and

— measures to improve public transport provision and (including bus, light rail and heavy rail)”.

3. Road Building in Congestion TIF Plans

3.1 In the first round of TIF pump-priming, on 28 November 2005 the Secretary of State for Transport
announced that seven local authorities would receive pump priming. Two of these, Durham County Council
and Shropshire County Council, included road building plan- in their bids for this funding.

3.2 Durham Country Council’s bid15 did not explicitly outline plans for a Northern Relief Road, but
talked of “alternative infrastructure” and “infrastructure improvemerits” and “associated infrastructure
improvements”. The bid was clear that “Pump priming funding is, therefore, being sought:

— to undertake data collection especially in relation to the reasons to travel;

— to upgrade the traYc model and complete the traYc impact and environmental assessments for the
alternative demand restraint and infrastructure strategies.

The Save the Valley coalition have submitted evidence to the Committee regarding this scheme.

3.3 It is unknown if Shropshire County Council included explicit plans for the Shrewsbury North West
Relief Road in their bid for pump-priming as it is not possible to load the bid document from the DfT
website.16 The No Way alliance have submitted evidence to she Committee regarding this scheme.

3.4 In the second round of pump priming Norfolk County Council was awarded pump-priming funding.,
Included in Norfolk County Council’s TIF plans are aspirations to build a Norwich Northern Distributor
Road (NNDR). However in the bid to DfT17 there was no explicit m-ntion of a NNDR. Norwich Green
Party have submitted evidence to the Committee that demonstrates that the TIF money is being used to
progress the NNDR, rather than investigate road pricing and demand management.

3.5 All three road schemes are extremely controversial locally and unlikely to attract funding via
conventional sources. The Durham Northern Relief Road would run through the Valley of the Wear, in the
middle of the city. It would also destroy ancient woodland an pass at height within half a mile north of the
Cathedral, aVecting the World Heritage Site. The Shrewsbury North West Relief Road could do severe
damage to valuable and unique landscapes, and would result in “significant adverse impact on biodiversity
and earth heritage” (para 9.5.38 of the Environmental Assessment). The Norwich Northern Distributor
Road would impact on open countryside, and open it up for development, increasing traYc growth.

3.6 There is evidence that all these schemes would increase car dependency and increase traYc, not
encourage modal shift.18 This would run completely counter to the aims of TIF.

3.6 It is suspected that the intention of securing the TIF funding for some authorities is not to seriously
examine road pricing, but to seize otherwise unavailable funds to progress unpopular road building plans.
If this is happening, this is a serious abuse of public funds.

3.7 There is a serious concern that the Department is so keen for local authorities trial road pricing ahead
of a national scheme, that even bids for TIF funding that do not fit with the objectives of the Congestion
TIF by including road building (as outlined above) will still receive funding simply because they will include
a road pricing component.

3.8 There have been aspirations to build the three schemes above for a number of decades, and it could
appear that this is an attempt to acquire “new money for old roads”. The longer the Department for
Transport encourages this by allocating pump priming the longer these local authorities will not be
examining cheaper and more sustainable alternatives.

14 Transport Innovation Fund guidance, 26 January 2006, para 2.8
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/tif/transportinnovationfund?version%1

15 http//www.dit.gov.uk/foi/responses/2005/nov/bidsppf/bidforpumpprimingfundingfrom2458?version%1
16 http://www.dft.gov.uk/foi/responses/2005/nov/bidsppf/bidforpumpprimingfundingfrom2476?version%1
17 www.norfolk.gov.uk/consumption/groups/public/documents/general–resources/ncc048394.pdf
18 SACTRA report, Trunk Roads and the Generation of TraYc, Departmert of Transport, 1994. No web version available.

Beyond Transport Infrastructure by Lilli Matson, Dr Ian Taylor, Lynn Sloman and John Elliott, published by CPRE and the
Countryside Agency (CA).
http://www.cpre.org.uk/filegrab/1beyond-transport-infrastructure-summary.pdf?ref%2571
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4. Road Pricing Made Unpopular by Road Building Plans

4.1 Road pricing is already unpopular, as evidenced by the recent Downing Street petition. Yet other
opinion polls show that support increases if the funds are committed to public transport improvements.

4.2 Including controversial and destructive road building plans within TIF plans, risks alienating
otherwise natural supporters of road pricing.

4.3 Road construction costs are escalating rapidly and have been scrutinised recently by the National
Audit OYce. Including new road build within TIF bids will dramatically increase costs of packages. The
Shrewsbury scheme is already estimated to cost in excess of £70 million. The Norwich scheme is in excess
of £60 million.

5. TIF Guidance Could Be Clearer About Separating Out the Various Components of Packages

5.1 The Df is guidance on TIF could be improved by being clear to local authorities that they must model
and justify each separate component of a TIF package. This way it could be established if new road build
is “essential” to the whole package or whether it was an unnecessary and expensive “bolt-on”. Scenarios
must be tested both with and without the road building.

6. Productivity TIF—A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Improvement

6.1 The Secretary of State awarded provisional approval for Productivity TIF funding for a very large
road scheme—the £6–700 million A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Improvement on 18 December 2006. It is
appreciated that this is seen as a key freight route from the port of Felixstowe.

6.2 However, Transport 2000 believes that there are feasible rail freight alternatives to increasing capacity
on the A14. One rail freight scheme already has so a Productivity TIF funding—gauge and capacity
enhancements from Peterborough to Nuneaton. However this is limited and with more investment
(estimated to be half the price of the A14 scheme) capacity could be massively increased on this rail freight
stretch, relieving a lot of the road traYc congestion on the A14.

6.3 The A14 is a very costly scheme—costs for the various routes range from £617 million to £714 million.

6.4 The A14 is locally unpopular and has already been the subject of a successful legal challenge. The
area around Brampton, near the A1, has already been made an Air Quality Management Area, and the
construction of the A14 would increase traYc and pollution in this area, which is completely unacceptable
to local residents. The scheme emerged out of the CHUMMMS study, before Brampton was made an
AQMA, before the Stern report, and before the science of climate change was understood. It belongs to
another era.

7. Climate Change at the Centre of TIF

7.1 Nowhere in the TIF guidance, nor the Parliamentary Statements, is there a mention of tackling
climate change as one of the central objectives of TIF. It is extraordinary that funding guidance is still being .
produced that does not put tackling climate change at its centre.

7.2 The DfT is failing on climate change. Emissions are going up, and it is failing to reach its targets. The
DfT has a shared PSA target with DTI and Defra for tackling climate change. It does not appear to take
this responsibility seriously.

7.3 As a matter of urgency, tackling climate change should be made one of the core objectives of TIF. It
is not good enough that tackling climate change should just be seen as one of many objectives within general
project appraisal. It should be at the front and centre of every DfT policy, and not seen as a “bolt-on” in
the normal NATA appraisal. Schemes awarded funding via TIF should— demonstrate that they contribute
towards the DfT’s is PSA target to reduce CO2 emissions.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by Kapsch TraYcCom Ltd (TIF 21)

Introduction

Kapsch TraYcCom, originating in Austria, is a supplier of advanced electronic toll collection systems in
over 20 countries world wide. We have considerable experience in the development of technical and
operational solutions for tolling and congestion charging projects, as well as in the implementation,
management and enforcement of specific schemes, at both a national level as well as for individual towns
and cities.
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We have a UK oYce in London and have been involved in a number of congestion charging projects
outside of the TIF programme, including participation in the DfT DIRECTS trials, the supply of on-board
charging units for the M6 Toll Road and are currently conducting technology trials in London to develop
the next generation of congestion charging systems.

Transport Innovation Fund

The TIF scheme has seen a large number of local authorities apply for pump priming funding during the
two phases that have recently concluded. The sizes and types of schemes proposed by the various local
authorities are diverse but there are a number of front runners emerging from the process who are most likely
to secure ongoing support through full TIF funding.

The larger urban conurbations of the West Midlands, Greater Manchester and Bristol are leading the
charge, mainly we believe because there is a consensus amongst the various local authorities and a strong
voice from the relevant Passenger Transport Executives and Passenger Transport Authorities. The role of
the PTEs and PTAs is likely to be strengthened through the Draft Road Transport Bill due later in this
Parliament, which will help improve the coordination between the introduction of congestion charging
schemes and improving public transport. Kapsch believes this partnership of improved public transport
alongside a congestion charging scheme is an essential element of a successful congestion reducing
programme.

Whilst these three areas seem to be progressing well, there are a number of concerns that Kapsch has
about the nature of congestion TIF and how it links into the wider debate on national road pricing in the
UK, a debate we have been following closely for a number of years and which we believe could benefit from
schemes implemented in other countries:

— Kapsch has engaged with a wide range of local authorities spread across the UK. Through
discussions with them, it appears that there is a lack of guidance from central government as to
the objective of the TIF programme, whether there is a timetable and how this will fit in with a
wider national road pricing scheme in the long-term. Despite progressing well with their
congestion charging schemes, some of the TIF local authorities are feeling under pressure from
central government to make even more progress and are consequently feeling rushed.

— There are serious cost and resource implications related to applying for the various stages of TIF
funding. This situation accompanied by a lack of central guidance and general uncertainty has
meant that the smaller local authorities have been put oV engaging with the TIF process, despite
the fact that they could solve their congestion problems through very simple schemes at a
reasonable price. This can be easily undertaken outside of the congestion TIF framework,
although there is some uncertainty about the exact legislative base.

— In many cases, a direct tolling or congestion charging scheme may not necessarily be the best
solution to tackling road congestion, especially outside of the larger urban areas. Alternative
intelligent transport solutions can be implemented which help monitor and manage traYc flows
in order to ease congestion. Many applications for TIF pump priming funding that focused on
schemes other than large scale congestion charging schemes were unsuccessful in securing any
support. Again, we believe that relatively simple systems can be created independently of the
congestion TIF system and government should be giving authorities the appropriate
encouragement to put in place solutions that work in the particular circumstances.

— There is still uncertainty about whether and how the UK government will progress with a national
road pricing scheme and exactly how any successful TIF congestion projects will fit into such a
scheme in the long term. Local authorities are not inclined to put significant resource into
establishing local schemes when a national scheme may be around the corner. We are concerned
that the introduction of congestion TIF alongside national technology trials and other schemes is
overcomplicated and hampering progress.

Conclusion

Kapsch understands that the UK government is nervous of the political implications of introducing
congestion charging on a national basis and have therefore decided to start on a smaller scale with trials in
local authority areas. With continuing uncertainty about the objectives of the TIF trials and concerns about
interoperability between schemes there is concern about the purpose of the regional trials from a technology
perspective. However the introduction of further trials will test the political acceptability of such schemes
outside of London. This is the reason, we believe, that congestion TIF has developed in the way it has and
why the large urban conurbation schemes have been well supported by central government, have made the
most progress and are under pressure to make even more, to the detriment of smaller local authorities who
have simple schemes that could easily reduce congestion.

Looking forward, we believe that the decisions about which level of government implements the schemes
and at a national road pricing level whether the scheme will be revenue neutral or revenue raising are all
important arguments that will shape the development of the UK schemes.
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Whatever decisions are made, it is important to note that the technology is already available to implement
road charging in the UK at either a local or a national level. Kapsch believes that in-vehicle technology
should be small, aVordable and simple to operate so as to be of minimum inconvenience to the user. It is
certainly easier to fit on-board units in phases (rather than for 33 million users at one time) but instead of
implementing stages in geographical areas through the congestion TIF scheme, it may be better to
implement a nationwide scheme for a certain sector of road users. For example, a lorry road user charge
could be the first phase on the way to a national scheme that would allow new lessons to be learned before
other phases of vehicles were introduced. The long levity of such a scheme also enables the initial
introduction of a simple charging model which can be amended over time to incorporate more variables in
order to manage specific objectives. Whatever the solution, the technology should be kept simple and meet
the government’s objectives therefore making the scheme a success.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport (DfT) (TIF 22)

Introduction

1. The Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) is a major additional stream of funding for transport in
England. It represents a new approach by the Department for Transport to the allocation of part of its
budget; directing resources to its very highest priorities. Beginning at £290 million in 2008–09 and building
to around £2,550 million in 2014–15, TIF amounts to an estimated £9.5 billion of new planned government
investment into the transport network.

2. While TIF is a very significant new funding stream, it is only one part of the already record spending
on transport; more than £140 billion of planned central Government spending on transport in the 10 years
up to 2015. The benefits of this can be seen already in safer roads, more people on trains, trains that are
more reliable.

3. However, we recognise that we need to address growing challenges to sustainable economic growth.
TIF was created in response to specific new challenges facing the economy and transport network. Just as
emerging economies such as China and India are challenging the UK for competitiveness and productivity,
economic growth within the UK is putting pressure on the transport network such that congestion risks
undermining the UK’s own productivity and international competitiveness. The case for action was
highlighted in Sir Rod Eddington’s report on the role of transport in supporting the economy and
productivity in December 2006.

4. Therefore TIF is targeted towards supporting regional, inter-regional and local schemes that are
beneficial to national productivity; and smarter, innovative local transport packages that address local
congestion problems by combining demand management, including road pricing, with better public
transport. Where appropriate, schemes could also make use of innovative funding mechanisms.

TIF Entry Points

5. TIF will operate as a single pot, but with two entry points. Up to £200 million per year has been
earmarked for local authorities developing “congestion” schemes which support the demand management
objectives; more should suitable schemes to a higher value come forward. The second entry point is for
schemes that meet the “productivity” objectives.

6. The intention to establish TIF was set out in the Future of Transport White Paper (July 2004). Further
information on TIF was published on 5 July 2005 alongside the criteria for the first round of pump-priming
for congestion schemes; guidance on the second round was published in May 2006. Further guidance on the
operation of TIF was published in January 2006, followed by more detailed guidance on bidding for TIF
Partnership (November 2006); and developing congestion TIF business cases (February 2007).

National Productivity

7. Transport has a key role in making the economy more productive and the Department has identified
this as a key priority. This has been reinforced by Sir Rod Eddington’s report on the long-term links between
transport and the UK’s economic productivity, growth and stability.

8. TIF will be available to support national, inter-regional, regional, inter-urban (and exceptionally local)
transport schemes which are expected to make a substantial and sustainable contribution to national
productivity. These might include:

— improving mobility of people and goods for business;

— facilitating the concentration of business activity;

— supporting the mobility and flexibility of the labour market;
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— increasing international competitiveness and trade;

— improving network resilience and choice for business users;

9. The emphasis on national productivity means that the Department is best placed to consider the
priorities for allocating productivity TIF funds as well as managing delivery of the schemes through our
delivery agents. We are currently considering which schemes should be funded from the first allocation
covering the years 2008–09 and 2009–10.

10. Although we have not invited bids or applications for funding we did seek the views of the Regional
Development Agencies who in turn were able to represent the views of business and economic interests
(including the Regional Assemblies) in their regions. We took account of these views along with our own
knowledge of the transport networks, and of pre-existing transport schemes to develop a short-list of
schemes. These schemes broadly followed two main themes:

— measures to improve the capacity and resilience of the strategic national freight distribution
networks (supporting international trade and competitiveness); and

— measures to make the most of capacity at key pressure points on the strategic networks (improving
mobility for business and freight users).

11. After initial scrutiny a number of these schemes showed a strong potential to provide a significant
benefit to national productivity and to demonstrate high value for money. We are now working with
Network Rail and the Highways Agency to develop the detailed case for TIF funding. We will be making
final decisions on the allocation of funding as these schemes develop and in the light of the Department’s
detailed investment appraisal and business case scrutiny process.

12. Decisions have not yet been taken on the criteria or method for allocating productivity TIF resources
in the future. These decisions will be taken alongside our consideration of Sir Rod Eddington’s report and
the Comprehensive Spending Review.

Congestion Schemes

13. However, while such interventions have the potential to improve national productivity, congestion
on the road network remains a long-term risk to its eVective operation and threatens to undermine national
productivity. It also damages the environment and quality of life. While targeted improvements to the
transport network will help manage certain congestion problems, the scale of road building needed to
support the increased demand forecast would be neither aVordable nor environmentally acceptable.
Therefore we are looking more closely at demand management. It has been shown that targeted smarter
choices measures such as travel planning and sustainable travel initiatives can make significant reductions
in traYc and congestion locally, as can the provision of high quality local transport alternatives.

14. However, we have strong evidence that suggests that this will not be enough. Without harder demand
management measures to lock in these benefits they will quickly be lost as traYc growth will continue. On
current trends congestion could get 25% worse by 2015 without further action, 80% of that increase would
be in our towns and cities. Sir Rod Eddington estimated that by 2025 congestion could cost an extra
£22 billion in wasted time per year; around half of this would be direct costs on businesses. He also
concluded that road pricing stood out in its potential to deliver economic benefits.

15. This is why in the Future of Transport White Paper in 2004 the Government undertook to lead the
debate on road pricing In 2005 the Government said that it wanted to seek political consensus in tackling
congestion, including examining the potential for moving away from the current system of motoring
taxation towards a national system of road pricing.

16. Already local congestion problems in many of our towns and cities mean they are considering whether
local road pricing could be incorporated into their local transport strategies, allowing them to achieve their
economic and social objectives in a sustainable manner. As well as tackling local congestion problems, local
road pricing schemes would allow the piloting of approaches to a national scheme. It was in this context
that the Department made clear that it was most likely to support bids which involved road pricing, although
may by exception consider bids that involved a Workplace Parking Levy.

17. No decisions have been made on national road pricing. The Government fully recognises that the
public are sceptical—indeed unconvinced—of the need for road pricing. This is why the Government is
working with local authorities who are considering bringing forward local road pricing schemes, addressing
local congestions problems. Such “pilot” schemes would allow us to see how road pricing could work in
practice before any decisions on national road pricing are made. However, we do not want an authority to
introduce a local pricing scheme against its will. We have been clear that we will only support pricing
schemes if they are the right solution to the problem, and if they form part of a coherent package of measures
to tackle congestion.

18. The process for the appraisal and awarding of TIF funds through the congestion entry point follows
similar principles to the process for conventional local transport major schemes. Bids will take the form of
a business case for Programme Entry for the package of demand management and transport investment.
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19. In particular we will be looking for packages that:

— are an eVective way of addressing a local congestion problem;

— have the potential for early implementation of the demand management scheme, so we might learn
lessons by the middle of the next decade;

— could bring benefits across a wide geographic area;

— oVer high value for money; and

— seek investment on a scale proportionate to the impacts of the demand management scheme.

20. The first business cases are expected to be submitted in July 2007; we have said that we will respond
to any business cases received by July 2007 by the end of that year. The first small scheme might be
implemented around 2010–11 and a larger scheme a couple of years later. Full details on process for
awarding TIF funds can be found in the Transport Innovation Guidance: January 2006.

Supporting Demand Management with Investment

21. Key to the success of TIF schemes will be the combination of demand management with investment
in the transport network. In allocating TIF funds we will be looking for mutually supportive packages that
address local congestion problems in a way that supports economic growth, and supports other objectives
for environmental protection, safety and social inclusion.

22. Although demand management will be integral to any successful TIF bid, we will be looking for
packages of measures across the full range of interventions. This could include support for bus services and
potentially light and heavy rail schemes or additional highway capacity, but also complementary parking
controls, the use of “smarter choices” measures, measures to improve the environment for walking and
cycling and intelligent transport systems.

Pump Priming

23. The Department has made available up to £18 million of “pump-priming” funding to support
authorities as they develop their understanding of the congestion problems and the role that demand
management and supporting investment could play in tackling them. The award of pump-priming funding,
however, is not a precondition of TIF funding, nor is it a guarantee that TIF funding for the proposals will
be forthcoming.

24. Two rounds of pump priming bidding have been held, with 10 areas awarded funding. All bids were
assessed objectively against published criteria. The overall standard of bids was high, but we were always
clear that we were only likely to be able to award pump priming to a limited number authorities. No
decisions have been taken on whether to run a further round of pump-priming.

Working with Local Authorities

25. As the understanding of road pricing develops the Department is keen to share its knowledge with
local authorities developing schemes. Through the Road Pricing Local Liaison Group we are maintaining
a formal channel of communication between the Department and the oYcers of those local transport
authorities and areas who the Department considers to be at the forefront of developing the road pricing
agenda. As well as those English local authorities awarded pump-priming, Transport for London, the Welsh
Assembly, CardiV Council and the Scottish Executive are invited to the group.

26. In parallel to this we are having intensive bilateral discussions with individual authorities and areas
as they develop their understanding of their congestion problems and the measures they could take to tackle
them. This includes entering into a “TIF Partnership” to prove a more formal mechanism for providing
additional assistance and guidance. This “TIF Partnership” is open to all authorities developing TIF
proposals regardless of whether they are in receipt of pump-priming funding and we would be happy to work
with any area developing realistic proposals through Partnership. Further details are available in the
Guidance for Local Authorities on Congestion TIF Partnership (November 2006).

The Wider Picture

27. The financial support provided through TIF is only one element of the support the Department can
give to local authorities in delivering their transport strategies. The Government intends to publish a draft
Road Transport Bill for consultation and pre-legislative scrutiny later in the spring. It is anticipated that
the provisions of this draft Bill would:

— Enhance the range of options available to local authorities to improve the quality of local bus
services. As set out in the Department’s bus policy document—Putting Passengers First published
in December 2006, this could include a reform of the existing legislation governing covering quality
contracts schemes to make them a more realistic option, together with other measures enhance the
existing arrangements for partnership working between local authorities and bus operators. These
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provisions will apply across the country (outside London), but may be especially important in
areas that choose to implement local road pricing schemes. The intention is to ensure that local
authorities have a range of measures available to them, so that they can select those most
appropriate for the needs of their area.

— Update the existing powers that allow the development of local road pricing schemes. This will
include replacing the requirement for schemes to be approved by the Secretary of State with an
alternative system of checks and balances, and to ensure that schemes are consistent and
interoperable. This is consistent with the wider principle of giving greater freedom and flexibility,
where appropriate, to local authorities.

— Facilitate reform of local transport governance arrangements in the major conurbations outside
London. This would enable these areas to take a more coherent, coordinated approach to local
transport.

28. TIF schemes have the potential to deliver a step change in transport provision in our towns and cities.
With impacts being felt across a wider geographic area, local authorities developing TIF proposals will need
to work closely with neighbouring authorities and other transport delivery bodies as they take forward their
own transport plans and proposals.

29. TIF is additional to other transport investment. It demonstrates the Department’s commitment to
the delivery of transformational local transport provision. Many of our cities identified congestion as the
biggest transport issue they faced in their Local Transport Plans. TIF oVers local authorities the resources
to make hard demand management a realistic intervention within their local transport strategies, supporting
the costs of frequent, reliable alternatives to the private car, supporting all of the shared priorities for
transport.

30. Outside of the TIF funding, we are continuing to invest record sums in local transport for all Local
Authorities in England. Local transport funding has doubled since 1997. Over the lifetime of TIF we expect
to be investing more than £5.5 billion in the English regions outside of London through the Regional
Funding Allocation process. This process engages RDAs in identifying priority local transport and
Highways Agency schemes.

Annexes19

Annex 1 “The Transport Innovation Fund”, published 5 July 2005.

Annex 2 “Transport Innovation Fund Pump Priming Criteria—Round 1”, published 5 July 2005.

Annex 3 “Transport Innovation Fund”, published 26 January 2006.

Annex 4 “Transport Innovation Fund Pump Priming Criteria—Round 2”, published 23 May 2006.

Annex 5 “Guidance for Local Authorities on congestion TIF partnership”, published 30 November 2006.

Annex 6 “TIF: Guidance on Business Case Requirements for Programme Entry”, published 8 February
2007.

Annex 7 Parliamentary Written Statement announcing successful bidders from Pump Priming Round 1,
28 November 2005.

Annex 8 Parliamentary Written Statement announcing successful bidders from Pump Priming Round 2,
6 November 2006.

Annex 9 Parliamentary Written Statement announcing productivity schemes to be taken forward to
business case, 27 June 2006.

Annex 10 Parliamentary Written Statement providing an update on the consideration of the suitability of
productivity schemes for TIF funding.

March 2007

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Transport (TIF 22A)

At the House of Commons Transport Committee evidence session on the Transport Innovation Fund
(TIF) on 23 May you asked for examples of local authority public transport schemes that are being taken
forward outside the congestion TIF process.

I am pleased to provide you with some examples of schemes, within the congestion TIF partner areas and
elsewhere. The attached list is not exhaustive, but I hope you would agree that it provides enough examples

19 These item have not been re-printed.
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to make the necessary point. All these schemes are being progressed through the Regional Funding
Allocations process, as stand-alone public transport schemes, and are at various stages in their development.
Full approval indicates that funding has been released and construction has commenced. Full approval
status will only be granted once full business cases have been submitted, statutory procedures have been
completed, tenders have been received with firm prices, and we can establish that schemes continue to oVer
value for money.

Schemes in Areas in Receipt of TIF Pump Priming

Promoting Authority Scheme Name Cost Description

Cambridgeshire County Cambridgeshire £116.2m (£92.5m A Guided busway on largely segregated
Council Guided Busway of DfT funding) track along the A14 corridor between

Cambridge and Huntington. The route will
provide a public transport solution for the
47,500 new houses planned for the area. It
is scheduled to open in 2009.

Nottingham City Nottingham Express Up to £437m in PFI Credits Extensions to Clifton and Chilwell/Beeston,
Council Transit Extensions linking directly into existing Line One at

Nottingham Station.

Durham County Transit 15 Bus £6m—prioritised within RFA High standard, frequent bus network with
Council Corridors Scheme but Business Case not yet DDA compliant buses

received.

Tyne & Wear PTA Orpheus Bus c£30m—prioritised within High standard improvements to various
Corridors Scheme RFA but Business Case not bus corridors in T&W.

yet received.

Greater Bristol Greater Bristol Bus The total cost is £68m of Scheme will develop a network of 10
Authorities Network which Government will showcase bus routes to serve the area.

contribute £42m. £26m to be Redesigned junctions, bus lanes and
provided by the bus operator improved shelters with “real time”
and developers. information will be combined with a

dedicated fleet of low-floor, modern clean
vehicles.

Greater Manchester Metrolink Renewals £502m Renewal and capacity enhancements of
PTA & Extensions existing system, plus extensions to Oldham,

Rochdale and Chorlton.

Coventry City Council Coventry Primelines £35.17m Bus priority, junction improvements, bus
Bus Network stop improvements etc, on routes serving 6

key travel corridors in Coventry.

Birmingham City Outer Circle/Radial £21.735m Bus priority, junction improvements, bus
Council/West Midlands Routes stop improvements etc, along the 43km
PTA “orbital” route of service number 11

around Birmingham

Wolverhampton City Wolverhampton £17.5m New access to main rail station and
Council Centre Access improved linkage with bus station and city

Interchange centre.

Solihull Metropolitan Birmingham £10.3m Improvement to public transport access,
Borough Council International particularly in the East Birmingham, North

Airport/NEC Public Solihull Regeneration Zone, including new
Transport Access bus lanes, transport interchange and real

time information.

Schemes in Areas Not in Receipt of TIF Pump-priming

Promoting Authority Scheme Name Cost Description

West Yorkshire PTA A65 Quality Bus £21m Major bus corridor improvements
Corridor including dedicated bus lanes along a

stretch of the A65 (Kirkstall Road) to the
North West of Leeds.

West Yorkshire PTA Castleford £14m Integrated rail and bus interchange under
Integrated one roof on existing station site.
Transport Scheme

South Yorkshire PTA Barnsley £18m DfT contribution Replacement of three existing bus stations
Interchange by a new transport interchange to be

connected to the existing rail station by a
new bridge, plus a new 350m link road to
be constructed to the east of the
interchange.

South Yorkshire PTA Doncaster A638 £15m Segregated bus lanes on main north and
Quality Bus south routes into Doncaster with Park and
Corridor Ride at both ends. Granted Full Approval
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in 2006; expected completion March 2008.

Luton Borough Council Luton Translink £78m Kerb-guided bus system running from
Dunstable to Luton Town Centre and
Luton Airport.

Kent County Council Kent Fastrack £27.8 DfT contribution Guided bus scheme linking Dartford and
Gravesend in North Kent opened in March
2006. Two further phases are planned with
funding be provided entirely by developer
contributions.

Dr Stephen Ladyman MP

June 2007

Memorandum submitted by Sustrans (TIF 23)

Introduction

1. This is a submission to the above inquiry by Sustrans. We welcome this timely intervention by the
Committee. We raise issues about the overall cost and eVectiveness of TIF, and suggest that a much greater
emphasis on innovation is required.

2. Sustrans is the charity behind practical and innovative solutions to some of the UK’s biggest transport
challenges. Our work includes the National Cycle Network, Safe Routes to School, Low Carbon Travel,
Liveable Neighbourhoods, Active Travel (for health) and TravelSmart individualised marketing.

3. Our aim is to change the UK’s transport system and culture so that:

— transport emissions which cause climate change are significantly reduced;

— people choose to travel in ways that benefit their health and the environment;

— everyone has good access to local facilities; and

— local streets and public spaces become places for people to enjoy.

We believe these to contribute well to the Department of Transport’s own Strategic Objectives. Indeed,
the Secretary of State has urged local government to:

“Work with Sustrans and Government to make these traYc-free walking and cycling routes a
reality in all communities, because they will help free up streets, reduce pollution and CO2

emissions, increase access for all, make the school journey safer and improve health” (DfT/Cycling
England/ Sustrans. “Links to Schools”, January 2007).

4. We contend that this is part of the step-change in thinking and funding that is essential if we are to
transform our streets for sustainable travel in the future. Sustrans has one fundamental question—will TIF
make this happen?

Key Issues for Consideration

Climate change/carbon emissions

5. The latest report from the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change (2 February) confirms that
the overall situation is becoming increasingly critical. We have only a short window of opportunity to take
action before the possibility of uncontrolled climate change, with its many adverse consequences especially
within the context of the draft Climate Change Bill.

6. Constructing a low-carbon transport infrastructure must therefore be the top priority for the
Department for Transport. We believe there should be an over-arching framework to reduce carbon
emissions from Transport, by 60% by 2050 at the very least, but preferably by 2030. That is why we need
heavy investment in low-carbon travel from now on. But the query remains—will TIF help deliver this on
the scale required?

Peak oil/energy security

7. In 2001 the UK ran a balance of payments surplus on oil of £5,000 million. By 2005 we had become
a net importer.

8. Cheap oil in recent years has underpinned greater traYc volumes, longer journey lengths and a
dispersed settlement and development pattern. This era is over. It is imperative to create the right conditions
for less travel, less motorised transport, and better land use/transport integration. TIF should oVer just such
a platform for such new thinking.
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Health

9. Changes to the way we live have led to increasingly sedentary and inactive lifestyles, with a
corresponding rise in obesity and cardiovascular disease. The Chief Medical OYcer for England
recommends that adults should take 30 minutes of moderate physical activity five days a week, and
specifically notes that walking and cycling fit this very well as part of an active lifestyle (CMO, 2004). But
currently only 24% of women in the UK and 37% of men meet this minimum level.

10. The resulting unfit population imposes huge financial costs on the economy, in the case of England
over £8 billion annually (CMO, 2004). Of further concern is obesity in children, currently at one in four of
11–15 year-olds. Measures to invest in active travel such as walking and cycling create a “win all-round”
situation of reduced congestion, improved accessibility, less carbon emissions and improved health. This is
the reason they score so well under Cost Benefit Ratios, and why Sustrans urges they be made top priority
within the Innovation Fund.

Working with TIF

11. Sustrans’ direct involvement in TIF has centred around our expertise in travel behaviour change, in
particular our TravelSmart programme. We firmly believe this kind of work, alongside other cost-eVective
“Smarter Choices” measures, should form a key component of all Congestion TIF programmes supported
by the DfT.

12. TravelSmart works with households oVering tailor-made information and support which allows
people to walk, cycle and use public transport more often. It delivers measurable and sustained reductions
in car use by enabling people to switch just a few day-to-day trips to other means of travel when and where
it suits them best.

13. Together with partners Socialdata, Sustrans is currently working on TravelSmart-type programmes
in two of the three Sustainable Travel Demonstration Towns (Peterborough and Worcester) and in
Lancashire, oVering personalised travel information and support to a total population of more than 100,000
households over three years.

14. Our background research in these and other places has provided a wealth of detail about behavioural
shift which we would like to build on, preferably in partnership with the Department, and in particular
linked to the Transport Innovation Fund.

15. The results are often surprising for conventional transport planners. For example, typically in
urban areas:

— About half of all local car trips could be replaced—even by using existing facilities—by bus, cycling
or walking journeys

— A 10% reduction in car trips would on average involve switching less than one car driver trip per
person per week

16. We recently published detailed evaluation of the first stage of our TravelSmart work in Peterborough.
This showed:

— Car driver trips reduced 13%.

— Walking trips up 21%.

— Public transport journeys increased 13%.

— Cycling up 25%.

These are very similar to results already obtained in Worcester.

17. Such work has been found elsewhere to have a permanent eVect. It is quick, eVective and usually free
of local public or media opposition. On the basis of this track record, and some initial scoping work for one
of the current round of TIF bidding authorities, we are convinced TravelSmart should be the positive part
of any road pricing scheme within a TIF package.

18. It also oVers exceptional value for money. This is in part because it only targets households with a
real propensity to change. Sustrans estimates we could cover all 400,000 households in Birmingham for
£8 million.

Problems with TIF

19. There are a number of problems with TIF as it stands. In our view they are:

(a) An inherent conflict between Congestion TIF, which seeks to reduce or reallocate traYc, and
Productivity TIF, which—particularly in the case of ports and air-ports—has the potential for
considerable traYc growth.
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(b) It is absorbing too much Government money. The fund is forecast by the DfT to grow from £290
million in 2008–09 to £1,300 million in 2011–12 and £2,550 million by 2014–15. This is whilst
projected funding for Local Transport Plans—which are universally required—is being held
constant.

(c) There is insuYcient emphasis in the Guidance on the role of soft measures/smarter choices/demand
management. Although these are mentioned their role in producing quick, easy and eVective
reductions in traYc and congestion is barely stated, and there needs to be closer synergy with
road-pricing.

(d) It is becoming too entangled in the arguments about Road User Charging. The public regard
charging with much suspicion, partly because Ministers have failed to be clear enough where the
funds raised will be used. More “innovation” and less concern about complex and/or unpopular
schemes would produce quicker and cheaper results.

(e) It is making very slow progress. Local Transport Today of 1 March 2007 reports that only three
out of the 10 areas granted pump-priming plan to submit a bid in the first round of TIF proper.
Also, none of these has yet been out for public consultation.

(f) It is not helping to solve the acute shortage of revenue funding in Local Transport. Indeed the “TIF
Business Case Guidance” issued by the DfT in February this year says “The TIF can provide
revenue resources as well as capital, but only very small amounts are likely to be available.” Given
the size of the TIF pot, we find this most disappointing.

(g) It is not properly addressing some of the key issues. We refer in our opening remarks to the
desperately urgent issue of Climate Change and the need to make significant and rapid reductions
in carbon emissions from Transport. But there are the other crucial issues: Peak Oil/Energy
security, promoting inclusion, better road safety, real accessibility planning, and creating liveable
neighbourhoods. It is for this reason that we recommend a better and more equitable distribution
of TIF funds.

Changes to TIF

20. When it was started the Transport Innovation Fund promised much in the way of encouraging
innovative ideas. It has since developed primarily to encourage road pricing (Congestion TIF) and new
access to ports and air-ports (Productivity TIF).

21. Clearly both these areas are important, but we urge a return to the earlier spirit of TIF, to encourage
and reward genuine innovation. We suggest that a significant portion of TIF, £100 million a year, should
be moved to a separate Environmental Initiatives Fund, to incentivise new thinking.

Community Innovation Fund

22. We would also like to suggest a further reallocation of TIF funding, into a Community Innovation
Fund. Sustrans is one of the short-listed participants in the Big Lottery Fund’s “Living Landmarks”
programme. The overall aim of this is to revitalise, regenerate and re-connect communities.

23. Our own work, “Connect 2”, aims to develop walking and pedestrian routes which help overcome
obstacles such as rivers, roads and railways. In this way community accessibility is greatly improved. We
have undertaken to work up 75 proposals across the UK, two-thirds of these being in England.

24. To date we have been overwhelmed by five times the number of proposals we can accept. Councils and
neighbourhoods have submitted hundreds of schemes, all of which indicate an urgent need for improving
connectivity by sustainable modes. We feel we cannot simply abandon the unsuccessful applicants, and wish
to explore with DfT (possibly in conjunction with CLG) whether a separate fund could be established for
this work.

25. Sustrans is also the lead organisation in an “Active Travel Consortium” (ATC) bid to the Big Lottery
Well-being funding stream. The ATC includes all of the major national walking and cycling groups and has
been working together on this strategic bid for over two years. We have been invited to submit a bid to Stage
2 of the selection process, but the value of the grant has been capped.

26. The Consortium members have identified community projects well in excess of the grant available,
which clearly indicates a significant level of latent unmet demand for projects which will benefit physical and
mental well-being through increased levels of physical activity. We suggest this could be a second important
strand in any innovative new Fund with DfT.
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Conclusion

27. We conclude that TIF needs reform and reallocation. It particularly needs to focus on carbon
reduction, not least to assist the Government’s new measures here.

28. The Comprehensive Spending Review is the obvious place where discussions about an improved TIF
could take place. We are part of the Transport Roundtable of NGOs who have suggested that half of TIF
could be hived oV and moved into a Carbon Reduction Fund. Such a change could incorporate the reforms
Sustrans has suggested above, and we commend this idea to the Committee.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport in the UK—CILT(UK)
(TIF 24)

1. The Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport in the UK—CILT(UK)—is the UK’s premier
institute for professionals working in transport planning, operation and administration. Its 20,000 members
include consultants, plus central and local government oYcers working in transport policy, planning and
on highways management. The Institute is, therefore, in a position to oVer an objective view on the merits
and demerits of introducing road charging in the UK and on its practical implications.

2. This memorandum concentrates mainly on the Congestion TIF. It draws in part on discussions the
Institute has had with local authorities bidding for TIF funds, in particular the West Midlands, with whom
we held a seminar in November last year; and on two seminars held in 2005 which led to a report
“Frustratingly Slow”, published by the Institute in April 2006. (Copies of the West Midlands seminar report
and of “Frustratingly Slow” have been sent to the Clerk to the Select Committee).

3. The Institute broadly welcomes the TIF initiative for the following reasons:

(a) Local pilot schemes are a sensible way to develop the broad principles of congestion charging—
and the associated investment strategy—in more detail. They can try out various approaches
suited to local conditions with full local public consultation to identify legitimate concerns and
ways of addressing them. The best way of getting wider public acceptance for the use of congestion
charging is to demonstrate its benefits in actual applications. Central London helps but is not
typical of urban areas generally.

(b) Charging needs to be accompanied by up-front investment in alternatives to car travel. So a
funding mechanism is needed. In due course it should be possible for each local area to fund
investment on the back of the stream of net revenues from charging. But for the first schemes,
where the uncertainties are large, the risks involved in this approach make it too expensive.

(c) TIF oVers a way forward. It also provides an incentive for local authorities who might otherwise
be unwilling to contemplate road pricing to do so.

However, we have a number of reservations, which are set out below.

4. First, it is vital that the pilots should be used to develop a national system of standards and protocols
and fully inter-operable charging mechanisms. We understand that this is the Department’s intention and
that it is working closely with local authorities chosen to develop the first projects. However:

(a) If reasonable progress is to be made, the overall shape of congestion charging schemes needs to be
clarified as soon as possible, otherwise local authorities will be uncertain whether their scheme will
fit into a later more general scheme of things and the public will be kept in the dark.

(b) The DfT’s recent guidance on Congestion Management TIF projects (Guidance on Business Case
Requirements for Programme entry; and Business Case Guidance for the road pricing element of
the TIF package) begins to clarify a number of issues, including, crucially, the ability of local
authorities to keep the net revenues. But we understand that local authorities would welcome
further guidance from the centre; and as the initial proposals are developed, published for local
consultation and then agreed in detail, the opportunity must be taken for a wider national debate
on the key elements of road pricing so that firm decisions can be taken.

(c) This process must include decisions on the overall system architecture, the available means of
delivery and the contractual arrangements for service provision. It is crucial that the Secretary of
State for Transport and his oYcials should give a strong central lead on this. While we understand
the wish to allow for appropriate local variations and to permit a variety of approaches to be tried
out, there are some key issues on which it seems to us to be wasteful for each local authority to do
its own work on developing systems and where it would be more eYcient and cost-eVective for
the department to take the lead in collaboration with all the local authorities concerned. A model
framework set of procurement and contract documentation for the implementation and operation
of charging systems is a possible example.

(d) There is a particular issue on technology. The DfT’s advice to local authorities is that early schemes
should be based on tag and beacon. In the light of the current development of the various
technologies we agree with this. But distance based charging, which would require GPS or a similar
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technology, has many advantages. The West Midlands Green Paper on their proposals shows that
it is more eVective and many think that it will be perceived as much fairer. It would help to get
acceptance of schemes if it could be shown that they were likely to migrate to distance-based
charging in due course. Local authorities may be able to oVer some drivers the option of GPS if
they prefer it (this might be attractive to drivers with shorter journeys or those adversely aVected
by living close to a charging cordon and therefore more likely to have to cross it for local journeys).
But the cost of fitting all cars likely to enter a local charging area with GPS on-board units is
unlikely to be aVordable for a local scheme: it will require a decision on the use of this technology
for the roll-out of charging more generally. We therefore welcome the Department’s proposals for
a demonstration project on distance-based charging to establish clearly whether it is technically
feasible, accurate and reliable and can be introduced in a way that is user-friendly, reasonably
tamper-proof and protects individual privacy.

5. Secondly, we are concerned about the overall level of funding available through TIF:

(a) The congestion TIF fund of up to £200 million a year seems scarcely suYcient to fund the pump-
priming investment needed as part of one or two initial pricing packages. It is far too small for the
roll-out of charging in congested urban areas generally. If the Government wants to see road
pricing adopted within the next 10 years, considerably more funding will have to be found, either
by allowing local authorities to borrow against net pricing revenues or from elsewhere;

(b) The division of the TIF fund into a (much larger) productivity fund and a (smaller) congestion
fund ought not to be too rigid. For many local authorities, congestion charging is seen as a way of
removing constraints to growth and greater eYciency. The Eddington report supported this view.
Packages including both eYcient pricing and investment in transport capacity and quality will
reduce costs for business and help urban areas to develop successfully. Local authorities could in
principle seek contributions from both funds, but the processes for seeking funding from the two
parts of the TIF are quite diVerent and it seems likely that most of the productivity TIF will go to
national or regional projects.

(c) The agreement between Central Government and a local authority that decides to introduce
charging must ensure both that the agreed Central Government funding is delivered in full and
that charging is introduced. Agreements will need to provide for what should happen if a charging
scheme has to be radically modified or abandoned. Local authorities are unlikely to be prepared
to take the risk of introducing pilot schemes unless the Government indemnifies them against
financial loss (for example if capital sums have been borrowed against the security of net revenues
that do not materialise). Since the Government is using local authorities to help develop a road
pricing strategy, this would be a reasonable and fair arrangement for the early schemes.

6. Thirdly, public transport improvements will be a vital part of local strategies including pricing. Local
authorities must be able to guarantee that improved public transport will be provided as part of a pricing
package and that it will not be eroded subsequently. The London Mayor is able to do this. The proposed
Road Transport Bill must strengthen local authorities’ ability to enter into agreements with bus operators.

7. Fourthly, if schemes are to be devised and delivered eVectively there must be changes to the present
local government structure:

(a) Ideally, each area needs a single organisation with responsibility for roads, traYc and public
transport that can devise an appropriate plan, seek agreement to it and put it into practice. The
present fragmented structure of local government outside London makes this very diYcult: even
if joint teams are set up, the process of consultation, decision-making, financial control and
managing contracts is far greater than if they were a single body reporting to a single political
authority.

(b) This problem is magnified at the political level because as things stand at present, agreement to a
plan may involve several councils of diVerent political complexion and with no individual political
leader clearly in charge.

(c) If, in the short term, major changes in local authority responsibilities are not practicable, more
eVective central-local government partnerships might help.

8. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, nothing will happen without strong political leadership.
London shows the diVerence this makes. This requires leading politicians at both national and local level
to champion schemes and persuade the public of their benefits. Those who are opposed to road pricing, for
a variety of reasons, have recently obtained much media attention and although the Government has
responded at the highest political level, we do not think the Government has done as much as it could to
provide convincing answers to the criticisms raised.

9. We are concerned that the benefits of TIF funding for local congestion charging schemes may prove
inadequate to oVset the political risks associated with charging, without a much stronger and more eVective
Government lead.

March 2007
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Memorandum submitted by the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA) and Greater
Manchester Passenger Transport Authority (GMPTA) (TIF 26)

Introduction

The following evidence is submitted on behalf of the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities
(AGMA) and Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority (GMPTA). AGMA and GMPTA are
overseeing work towards a potential Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) submission for the city region.

The following paragraphs set out the approach being taken by AGMA and GMPTA to investigate the
potential which a TIF package of measures may oVer in delivering a transport strategy for Greater
Manchester which will most eVectively support the city region’s economic growth objectives by mitigating
the potential for transport to act as a constraint on this growth.

To date the Greater Manchester authorities have submitted bids to the DfT for funding under the TIF
Pump Priming programme and have been awarded a total of £3.2 million in the financial years 2005–06,
2006–07 and 2007–08. No final decision has been taken on whether or not a bid will definitely be submitted.
This will depend ultimately on the views of AGMA Executive and GMPTA based on the advice of the
Independent Panel. More information is given on these matters later in this submission.

The starting point for the work being undertaken on TIF is Greater Manchester’s aspirations for the
growth of the City Region’s economy.

Greater Manchester’s Growth Strategy—The Manchester City Region Development
Programme (CRDP)

The Government’s “Northern Way” growth strategy highlighted a £30 billion gap in productivity (GVA)
rates between the North of England and the UK average and has subsequently identified the vital role of
the key northern city regions as the North’s foremost economic assets in addressing this gap. The
Manchester City Region is seen as being of prime importance due to its unique combination of assets which
have helped the city region to grow at a greater rate than anywhere else in the UK outside London—with
45,000 new jobs having been created here in the last five years alone. The Northern Way’s Manchester City
Region Development Programme (CRDP) sets out a range of high level, public policy, service and
investment interventions to support the continuation of recent years’ strong economic growth and to deliver
the City Region’s potential to create up to 210,000 new jobs over the period 2006–21. To achieve this, the
CRDP sets out a comprehensive blend of measures to exploit the asset base locally and also address barriers
to development in order to generate increasing levels of growth across the entire area whilst ensuring the
regeneration and sustainability of deprived communities. A series of action plans are proposed across seven
sectors of the City Region economy as a means of delivering this targeted growth. Access to a large, high
quality labour market is an increasingly important determinant of business location decisions within the
financial and knowledge economy sectors targeted by the CRDP. This makes labour connectivity one of the
key drivers of sustained high levels of growth. Access to/from areas of worklessness, deprivation and poor
performance is also highlighted as being fundamental to raising GVA levels across the entire city region.
Therefore, transport is given a high priority in the CRDP with Metrolink Phase 3 and further investment
being regarded as essential in ensuring that transport does not act as a constraint on the delivery of the city
region’s growth potential.

Transport Constraints to Economic Growth in Greater Manchester: the “Tipping Point”

In April 2005, AGMA and GMPTA published the Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Strategy
(GMITS) to address the transport challenges behind the CRDP growth agenda. GMITS set out a strategy
for delivering a step change in the quality and capacity of public transport alternatives to the private car so
as to promote modal shift and provide greater access to areas of employment. In particular, GMITS
identified that the longer-term economic growth needs of the Manchester City Region would require
substantial investment ot be made in the transport network as well as strategy for managing demand across
the network. At that stage it was proposed to investigate the impact which diVerent methods of managing
demand would have on levels of congestion within Greater Manchester with a view to developing a “tool
kit” of measures including both soft and hard measures which could be applied in diVerent congestion
scenarios. The intention was that the “tool kit” would build on the range of demand management measures
already in use in Greater Manchester.

To further develop understanding of the constraints that congestion might impose on future economic
growth, the Greater Manchester authorities began in autumn, 2005 to work closely with the DfT and
commissioned a study which sought to identify the point at which congestion could significantly harm the
City Region’s economic growth aspirations. The “tipping point” exercise sought in detail to establish
whether (and, if so, at what point) congestion could become a serious constraint on future Greater
Manchester employment and GVA growth given anticipated public transport funding. It also aimed to
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identify in broad terms the supporting investment that would be required if a “tipping point” was reached
so as to ensure that hard edged demand management would promote rather than constrain growth within
and across all parts of Greater Manchester.

The study showed that:

— even with investment in Metrolink Phase 3(a), road and public transport, congestion is likely to
become a major constraint on the delivery of the City Region’s growth potential early in the next
decade to the extent that growth projections could undershoot by as many as 30,000 jobs;

— congestion charging alone would be likely to add to rather than ease these constraints;

— a combined package including congestion charging and significant investment in public transport
has the potential to produce improved growth outcomes compared to a no charging and no
investment beyond Phase 3(a) scenario; and

— a combined package could potentially avoid transport becoming a constraint on the delivery of
CRDP growth.

Partly as a result of these findings, AGMA and GMPTA decided that an in principle case had been made
for congestion charging to become a critical part of the work to be undertaken to underpin a Greater
Manchester bid for “congestion TIF” (“C-TIF”) funding having regard to Government policy, the need to
actively promote the City Region’s economic objectives and the very real need to secure the earliest access
to significant further investment to develop Greater Manchester’s transport infrastructure. AGMA and
GMPTA agreed that further work on the TIF bid should include a detailed evaluation of congestion
charging in the context of a substantial transport investment programme. They also required that the work
programme which was put in hand as a result of their decision should be undertaken in complete compliance
with the four tests which had been agreed several years earlier as a pre-condition for any form of hard-edged
demand management.

The Four AGMA Tests

In autumn 2006, AGMA Executive endorsed a programme of work designed to identify a combined
package of congestion charging and complementary transport investment to help deliver the growth
objectives of Greater Manchester. This work is still underway and, if such a package can be identified, it will
form the basis of a bid to DfT for C-TIF resources.In order to provide an objective basis for assessing
whether a combined package including congestion charging is the right way forward for Greater
Manchester, AGMA has established four tests. Any package will have to pass all four of these tests before
it can be taken forward as a bid. The four AGMA tests are:

— there must be significant investment in public transport improvements including Metrolink and
enhanced capacity must be in place prior to introducing a charging scheme;

— measures must complement the competitiveness and inclusion priorities of the sub-region and, not
undermine the competitiveness of the regional centre or the town centres in the area;

— measures must be accepted, not only by the public but by the business community; and

— measures must be relevant to where congestion exists or where it may emerge in the future
notwithstanding the advent of public transport improvements.

In making their decisions, AGMA and GMPTA are advised by an External Review Group which consists
of representatives of key stakeholders from across Greater Manchester. The group has an independent
chair, a range of senior business leaders and transport academics with relevant skills and experience. Their
role is to review and appraise the outputs of the work programme at a series of key stages in the process and
then to provide advice to AGMA Executive and GMPTA. Their specific remit is to come to a view about and
advise on whether or not the process and outcomes are consistent or not with the four tests discussed above.

The work programme agreed by AGMA is designed to determine whether or not a package can be
developed to meet these tests and at the same time meet the DfT’s NATA criteria. A project team of oYcers
and consultants has been established to progress the work programme. This work has been funded with the
assistance of £3.2 million from the DfT’s TIF Pump Priming programme, awarded in two tranches from the
two bidding rounds in 2005 and 2006.

The work programme is ongoing and consists of a number of linked work packages including:

— The development of integrated corridor plans as the key mechanism for ensuring the integration
of Greater Manchester’s economic, social and environmental objectives.

— The development of a transport investment package.

— A detailed study of the pattern of congestion and congestion levels across Greater Manchester and
the design of a congestion charging scheme appropriate to the findings of the study.

— A programme of social and economic research and analysis designed to provide a detailed
understanding of the impact of the combined package on diVerent groups of residents and workers
and on the Greater Manchester economy.
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— The development of a behavioural change strategy.

— Substantial modelling activity to support all other workstreams.

The Greater Manchester “Smart Charging” Concept

Based on the outcomes of the work programme and the advice of the External Review Group to date, it
is clear that a flat rate London style all day area charging approach would not be appropriate for Greater
Manchester. Such a scheme would be far too inflexible to eVectively target the complex pattern of congestion
which exists in the City Region. In particular it would not enable those peak hour journeys which contribute
most to congestion to be specifically targetted.

AGMA Executive and GMPTA earlier this year endorsed a series of principles for a new “smart
charging” concept which will form the basis of any emerging C-TIF bid proposal. The “smart charging”
principles require that a potential Greater Manchester congestion charging scheme must:

1. Promote competitiveness from Day One and so cannot simply seek to address the “crowding out”
impact of congestion in the long term if this is at the expense of lower growth in the short term.

2. Promote social exclusion. The AGMA tests methodology enables us to focus on the accessibility
impacts of the overall package on priority areas within the conurbation, supported by household
based case studies of potentially vulnerable groups designed to ensure that the needs of sensitive
groups are identified and reflected in the design and pricing of the overall package.

3. Benefit the environment by promoting modal switch to less carbon intensive transport and improve
the fuel eYciency of road use generally, so as to allow carbon, air quality and safety targets to be
set from day one.

4. Send the right “price signals”—ie it must match and not exceed the costs imposed by road users
and their specific journey patterns on the city region’s economy.

5. Target all journeys that impose significant costs on the City Region’s economy consistent with the
other principles of smart design—this is necessary if we are to minimise the “crowding out” ratio
for all parts of the City Region.

6. Be cost eVective so as to ensure that the potential of net revenues is maximised.

7. Be easy to use and oVer road users a choice in terms of the way they interact with the system.

The above principles reinforce the key message that the Greater Manchester “smart charging” approach
is not about enforcing change in behaviour. We recognise that road-based transport and travel will always
present the most appropriate solution for many journeys both from the perspective of the individual and
the Greater Manchester economy. The essential point behind this approach is that road transport and travel
imposes costs on others and that these costs both need to be reflected in the decisions people and businesses
take. Hence, the costs should be recovered from road users where this is appropriate and feasible to help us
address the harm that would otherwise be done to the local economy and the environment, whilst being
sensitive both to the needs of business and the availability of public transport.

TIF Supporting Package of Investment

The key driver behind the work being undertaken on the development of the transport investment
programme is that the package as a whole seeks to deliver to CRDP growth rates and, in so doing, complies
with the AGMA tests, including in particular the requirement for it to promote competitiveness and social
inclusion from Day One.

Our analysis to date suggests that any charging scheme will have to be broadly drawn if it is to be
consistent with the “Smart” design principles AGMA has established. The key principles here are those that
reflect the need to capture all the journeys that impose significant costs on the City Region economy and
the importance of sending road users the right price signals in terms of the costs they impose on others.

This, in turn, means that the programme of supporting investment and other measures will also have to
be substantial in terms of both its coverage and the impact it has on the quality of the alternatives to the car
being provided. Otherwise the package as a whole will not be consistent with the other smart design
principles or the AGMA tests, in particular those that reflect the need to promote both competitiveness and
social inclusion from day one.

Although circumstances will diVer between places, it seems likely that similar conclusions apply to other
conurbations contemplating the role congestion TIF strategies could have in meeting their future transport
needs. Unless the DfT envisages a substantial increase in the scale of funding made available under the C-
TIF initiative, currently scaled at £1.4 billon in total, the aVordability of such packages is likely to depend
upon the local retention and use of charging revenues to fund a substantial proportion of the supporting
public transport programme. The challenge placed by any funding limitations would, of course, be
intensified if C-TIF is required to satisfy demands across a number of metropolitan areas.

The following paragraphs set out our proposed approach in this regard.
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Use of Future Charging Revenues

Our analysis suggests that the ability of TIF authorities to borrow against future charging revenues to
finance a significant proportion of the overall costs of combined packages will be critical to the success of
the whole initiative.

The current rules on retaining revenues locally, which do not guarantee that they will be available beyond
the first 10 years, and provisions of the current local government finance regime, which require authorities
to set aside annually resource funding equivalent to 4% of total borrowings to repay principle from the year
after borrowing is taken out (the Minimum Revenue Provision, or MRP, rule) both substantially undermine
the ability of TIF authorities to use charging revenues to contribute towards the costs of supporting
packages. We believe both of these rules need to be changed if the DfT is to have a realistic prospect of
achieving its objectives for C-TIF within anything like the current budget it has announced for the scheme.

Since the current charging legislation only stipulates 10 years as the minimum period over which revenues
can be retained, this issue should be relatively straightforward to address, for example through revised
guidance for potential applicants for C-TIF funding.

The ability to retain and borrow against revenues over a longer period than is currently available in order
to finance improvements in public transport will be an important factor in persuading the public that
charging is not simply another tax.

This alone however will not be suYcient and revisions will also be required to the secondary local
government finance legislation that sets out the MRP rule. In essence what is required is a regime that allows
authorities to use prudential borrowing for project finance. This means providing the flexibility to repay
principle in line with the earnings power of the projects and programmes being financed rather than against
an arbitrary timetable. In the absence of this kind of reform, lengthening the period over which charging
authorities can retain revenues will have only a limited impact on their ability to contribute towards the costs
of investment expenditure delivered in advance of charging.

Use of TIF as a Long-Term Resource

In addition, we believe more consideration should be given to the development of a long term approach
to the leverage of TIF funding. We also believe that we should be exploring longer term funding deals with
DfT to PTA’s rather than the annual process which does not promote stability. The DfT has entered into
a long-term funding deal with Transport for London and consistently takes on long-term liabilities in respect
of investment in the railways. Replicating this approach in the context of C-TIF would allow the DfT to
spread the cost of its share for supporting packages over a longer timeframe.

The upfront finance would be provided by the participating authorities through prudential borrowing,
much as TfL is already able to do as a result of its long-term funding arrangement. This would mean that
the DfT would be able to deploy resource as well as capital funding towards the upfront costs securing C-
TIF packages and, thereby, make significant progress with its national policy initiatives that sit at the heart
of the TIF process.

Institutional Reforms

Finally, our work has also identified the need for reform of local transport delivery mechanisms to ensure
that the roles and responsibilities of the institutions involved, and the working relationships between the
institutions, are fit for purpose. The Government has published proposals in its Putting Passengers First
paper, which it intends to incorporate into a Bill to provide additional powers for designated local
authorities to exercise more control over bus services within their areas. These proposals are currently being
studied in detail but, in general terms, AGMA and GMPTA consider them to represent a welcome step
forward in addressing what is now widely seen as a fundamental weakness in securing maximum value from
the existing system.

We have also identified the need to continue to press for powers, which address similar weaknesses in local
control/influence over the strategic highway network and local rail services that, in Greater Manchester’s
case, have significant influence on the resilience and capacity of the overall transport network. Our objective
is to develop arrangements, which will enable the management of the City Region transport network in an
integrated way and oYcers are developing detailed proposals for the necessary reforms, which will form the
basis of ongoing discussions with DfT OYcials and Ministers.

Our approach seeks to ensure that economic, land use planning and transport strategies are eVectively
aligned at the sub-regional level. Our innovative corridor partnership approach seeks to bring together all
the key public sector agencies with transport operators and major private sector employers to agree a set of
targets covering key economic, social and transport outcomes. Through this process we intend to ensure
that delivery is improved and all agencies are working to a common set of objectives.
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Conclusion

The Greater Manchester authorities recognise the future demands that our city region’s economic growth
will place upon its local transport network. If not addressed, these demands are likely to increasingly
constrain Greater Manchester’s growth potential over the coming years.

We believe that the TIF process holds the potential to enable us to plan and invest in local transport
capacity and quality to meet the challenges associated with growth. It is on the basis that we have sought
to engage with TIF in a constructive and robust manner. However, as this evidence demonstrates, TIF
presents a number of challenges, which must be resolved if the TIF initiative is to achieve its local and
national policy objectives.

March 2007

Memorandum submitted by ITS20 UK (TIF 27)

— ITS UK oVers a well-established forum, representative of government, industry and academia and
can oVer opportunities for government to engage in further debate and consultation, as policies
and priorities continue to evolve. The UK’s ITS industry has responded readily to previous
Government road pricing initiatives, and is keen to support current and future needs. ITS UK
wishes to help policy-makers to ensure that current and future eVorts will be best directed to
achieve progress.

To reinforce this ITS UK has arranged a Road User Charging seminar on 4 June, organised jointly
by the Public Sector Liaison Group and the Road User Charging Interest Group, at the Welsh
Assembly, Cathays Park, and would welcome an opportunity for two-way discussion and
feedback with Transport Committee representatives at this event.

— ITS UK membership includes a diverse base of expertise engaged in worldwide congestion and
demand management projects. ITS UK itself has strong links with similar organisations globally.
This network represents the major source of domain knowledge and best-practice experience for
planning future infrastructure improvements. We suggest that ITS UK should be included as a
primary source of information, and as a bridge to encourage contact with the implementers and
integrators of successful projects.

— The TIF schemes will encourage innovation and customised solutions for a number of traYc
authorities. The DfT seeks to ensure the creation of a national interoperable outcome via this
route. ITS UK can call upon its membership to support these objectives. Our contacts in the
transport systems community include DfT, Highways Agency and Local Authorities, enabling
appreciation of the issues and constraints involved. We suggest that the ITS UK Head of
Professional Services should be invited to take part in the quarterly meetings, or subcommittee
discussions, of the TIF National Liaison Group.

— Public acceptance of road pricing initiatives will be improved by appreciation both of the societal
and individual benefits to be gained by deployment of ITS technologies. In parallel with congestion
measures and demand management schemes, ITS UK can advise on the further benefits that ITS
technologies can create, in providing personalised services, safety and security, and environmental
improvements. ITS UK will be pleased to support any positive initiatives enabling the promotion
of such benefits to user groups and stakeholders.

— Road charging is the often subjected to misinformation and media speculation, which can impede
decision-making and delay potentially beneficial advances. ITS UK can facilitate more accurate
and informed reporting to improve the quality of debate, undermine the myths that have arisen
from ill-informed sources and help to ensure that policy decisions are aided by complete and up-
to-date information.

— ITS UK members have created a White Paper to assist LTAs in understanding the application of
RUC technologies for local schemes. This document is to be finalised for the “Smart Moving”
Conference in April, and will be freely issued.

— ITS UK, as a “not for profit” organisation, can readily act as an independent reviewer on
innovative public schemes and also encourage dialogue with governmental agencies at all levels.

March 2007

20 The Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom.
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Memorandum submitted by London Thames Gateway Forum (TIF 29)

The London Thames Gateway Forum is an “umbrella” group of 500 community and voluntary
organisations; a voice to promote social and environmental issues in the Thames Gateway area—eVectively
the riparian boroughs from the City and Southwark eastwards to Thurrock and Dartford.

The Government’s TIF Initiative Poses Some Basic Questions:

(i) Why has the scope of schemes or projects so far been limited in scope, primarily to promote urban
road pricing schemes and enhancements to rail routes for freight?

(ii) Why have Transport Innovation Fund initiatives not covered a much broader spectrum of transport
projects, particularly where the development of better passenger services or facilities may complement some
of the existing schemes but also have suYcient merit to stand alone?

(iii) Since many public transport schemes have merit in their own right, and these schemes can show
eYciency and productivity gains, why have such schemes not been considered for TIF?

A. Overview

1. This so called “fund” introduced by the Department for Transport (DfT) appears to be another way
to ration funds for either local authorities or transport providers, by requiring them to demonstrate
productivity gains. However it is unclear from the DfT’s guidance as to how exactly these may be quantified.

B. Congestion Charge versus Public Transport investment

2. Many of the schemes under consideration seem to focus on the trade-oV between urban congestion in
major regional centres, and how the reduction of traYc congestion, or the revenue that flows from a road
pricing scheme may benefit a particular centre or region.

3. So far there appears to have been little discussion as to how such ’productivity’ might be translated
into expenditure on capital investment or revenue support for urban rail, light-rail and tram, or bus priority
schemes. Could schemes also embrace bus regulation to ensure city centre streets are kept free of “duplicate”
buses and match supply more closely to demand?

4. Guidance so far is somewhat vague on how, say, a scheme for Manchester and Salford might boost
Metrolink. Might such a scheme yield even greater benefits through some level of regulation of the local bus
network, eliminating not only irrelevant competition but also improving operating and vehicle standards?
This should reduce or eliminate low standard marginal operators who cherry-pick a few services to maximise
revenue for minimum outlay.

C. Rail Passenger or Freight Projects

5. Surprisingly, analysis undertaken so far reveals no evaluation of schemes for urban public transport
systems that may improve utilisation of existing infrastructure, simply by providing better access to an
established local railway network.

6. Much has been said and done about improving access to London’s Docklands, with the Jubilee “Tube”
line extension, an entire local light rail network, the Docklands Light Railway, longer term plans for
Crossrail and many new or improved bus routes and interchanges. Do such changes boost the productivity
of the network (in part or as a whole) or is this greater public transport use not seen as “innovation” or
“productivity”?

D. Liverpool Docklands Access

7. Liverpool’s Riverside and Docklands area oVers a useful compare-and-contrast situation. The failure
to save the Liverpool Overhead Railway 50 years ago, and refurbish it as a modern local access network
with light-rail vehicles, (or even trains similar to London Underground surface style rolling stock) could
have developed the productivity and usefulness of the line.

8. Even now however, Merseytravel is still having to jump inordinate hurdles to promote new stations
on the Merseyrail Electric Network, let alone its Merseytram. On the Northern Line, why could TIF funding
not be used for two new inner-city stations at Vauxhall and St James (Parliament Street)? Why can this fund
not be used to provide both stations and minor track and signalling alterations to deliver these services
within the existing network?

9. Why is improved access to inner-city districts, with attendant social and economic benefits, not
measured in a similar way to the proposal to improve the route into Liverpool’s Docklands for freight? This
scheme is to accommodate the larger High-Cube 9* 6+ containers and reinstate the Olive Mount Chord near
Wavertree, to improve eYciency of rail-freight transits.
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10. Several rail freight schemes are being similarly assessed to increase the loading gauge to W10
standards to accommodate the High-Cube containers. These are all extremely worthwhile and can deliver
significant benefits for not only dock operators and hauliers, but also railway operation. Bulk movement by
rail oVers significant economies of scale, environmental benefits and helps to reduce road congestion.

11. These schemes range from major rail-freight route corridors such as Felixstowe to Peterborough and
Nuneaton, and also Southampton to Reading and Birmingham. With the former scheme, significant
funding, £80 million is coming from Hutchison Ports, owner of the main facilities at Felixstowe. The TIF
funding is apparently to cover the costs of the route upgrade between Peterborough and Nuneaton. Both
may benefit London by removing freight traYc from congested rail routes currently used for these
containers which converge on London.

E. Port access and freight route upgrades in SuVolk, Essex and the Thames Gateway

12. Observers must inquire as to why the approval to Hutchison Ports at Felixstowe has been tied to very
substantial rail investment strategies? A view expressed by a senior representative of Port of Felixstowe felt
that the TIF fund was to ensure rail routes were improved where the planning process had not fully
addressed the issue. Was this identifying a shortcoming in the planning process that had failed to address
fully the need for enhanced rail links?

13. Meanwhile the planned P&O (now Dubai Ports World) development at Shellhaven, between Tilbury
and Canvey Island, is primarily required to contribute to upgrading the road network, linking the new
facility with local roads and the M25 at Junction. 30, notwithstanding the impact of the additional road
traYc on the A13, A1014 to Stanford le Hope, and the A1306. This contribution to road infrastructure is
believed to be about £50 million.

14. Rail costs here relate only to the local facility, not the strategic network. Why were the promoters not
asked to contribute to improving the rail route from Stanford le Hope through Tilbury and Barking, across
London to Willesden Junction? Was it the case that the Strategic Rail Authority had not undertaken any
detailed planning for this project? Has the DfT only caught up with it after initial approval was given to the
Port plan, so only the road works were included? It seems the ramifications of the additional rail traYc was
not fully evaluated.

F. Cross London Links—North London, Gospel Oak to Barking and Thames-side Routes

15. Thus another TIF scheme, designed to benefit freight movements across and around London is the
smaller, Willesden to Gospel Oak and Barking route. This is part of a further upgrade to the North London
Line over the Hampstead Loop, and Gospel Oak to Barking (GO-B) Lines, urgently needed for both
increased passenger and freight movements.

16. This upgrade is intended to take existing freight traYc from North Thames ports, including Tilbury,
and additional rail borne container traYc from the new Shellhaven container port, away from Stratford.
This is fundamental to delivering the Olympic Transport Strategy, but has ramifications for TfL’s London
Overground Network rail passenger strategy.

17. Without the W10 loading-gauge upgrade, and some other infrastructure strengthening works, the
GO-B Line will not be able to carry the anticipated volume of freight trains, as well as planned frequency
of the new London Overground passenger service. These infrastructure works may take some while to plan
and complete, due to tight clearances under bridges in the Walthamstow area and long-standing problems
with the tunnel under Hampstead.

18. Network Rail’s recent Business Plan, and its Cross London Route Utilisation Strategy are both vague
about the extent of work that needs to done and what timetable might apply to completing their works.
Apart from the target of delivering the Olympic Transport Strategy by 2012, many aspects of delivering this
route upgrade project remains unclear.

19. It seems the problem with this upgrade, as a TIF project, is that various diVerent bodies are involved.
These range from the DfT, a Government Department with a specific pot of money, Regional Government
bodies, the Mayor and TfL, a quasi private company, largely dependent on government investment funding,
Network Rail, and a quango, the ODA. With four parties involved, is it surprising that progress is heavy-
going and somewhat flagging?

20. The matter at issue for users of this particular route is what works will deliver improved utilisation
for all, both the freight operators and passengers? And how soon? TfL wants its new Overground concession
to operate electric trains every 15 minutes across outer London from Barking to Clapham Junction; this new
service will release considerable latent passenger demand. Freight operators want the maximum flexibility
for their services whether electric or diesel hauled, with the 2012 events a likely constraint on their
operations.
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21. The problem seems to be a lack of co-ordination between the players to establish exactly what is
needed for this route, thus ensuring one comprehensive upgrade package is put forward to deliver the
enhanced W10 loading gauge and electrification, completing an essential missing link in the 25kv electric
rail network throughout London. The benefits of this co-ordination could then deliver both a much
improved local passenger service and a freight route that can accommodate more (electrically powered)
trains, with the High-Cube containers.

22. Observers, whether commuters suVering the existing sometimes erratic but marginally improved
service, members of the line’s rail user group, freight operators and their lobby group, are simply frustrated
by the lack of a coherent strategy to upgrade this short railway line. Who should give the leadership, so the
TIF finding is assured, to pay for an essential route upgrade with modern signalling and electrification,
Network rail, TfL or the DfT?

23. It seems the Department (and the Minister approving the scheme) had, perhaps, not fully identified
other aspects of the scheme that could deliver rail “productivity gains”. These benefits have not been
quantified in the context of the wider network. The eVective functioning of the transport network in the area
depends on coherent planning of all networks, and the planning of a major port facility failed to fully
evaluate the transport impacts.

G. Conclusions

24. Does this indicate a serious shortcoming in Government guidance for this type of project, or a
deficiency at the DfT? This raises the fundamental issue as to why, so far, TIF is only geared up to evaluating
just two types of schemes?

25. Has the Department considered other projects where productivity could be measured in other ways,
increased passenger carryings or achieving modal switch, so reducing congestion through using the carrot
of better public transport rather that the stick of congestion charging?

26. LTGF felt it was important to highlight certain issues relating to the Thames Gateway zone. We
would like to thank colleagues from the Barking—Gospel Oak Line Users, North Orbital Rail Partnership,
Thurrock Council, the relevant port development groups, Railfuture, the Rail Freight Group and Transport
for London for various comments that have assisted me as LTGF Chair to draft this short memo.

June 2007

Memorandum submitted by Cambridgeshire County Council (TIF 30)

1. Background

1.1 As part of the TraYc Management Act the council is required to secure the expeditious movement
of all traYc on the authority’s road network, including pedestrians and cyclists; and facilitate the expeditious
movement of traYc on road networks for which another authority is the traYc authority.

1.2 In addition, the council has a duty to identify current and future causes of congestion and disruption
and to plan and take action accordingly. Managing demand is an important part of this.

2. Cambridgeshire’s TIF Study

2.1 Initial work carried out as part of the TIF study has identified areas where congestion will be the most
severe in the future. This work has formed the basis of the TIF study and will also be used to inform measures
that are needed to secure the expeditious movement of all traYc on the authority’s road network as required
by the TraYc Management Act.

2.2 The main objective of the TIF study is to reduce congestion. A package of measures is now being
developed to help meet this objective. The package of measures will include improvements to walking,
cycling, public transport and highways and will also include additional demand management measures.

2.3 The package of measures is being drawn up in liaison with the council’s TraYc Manager to ensure
that any proposals help to keep all traYc flowing freely, including pedestrians and cyclists.

2.4 In addition to this, the council has worked closely with the Highways Agency to ensure that the
outcomes of the study do not have a detrimental impact on the trunk road network, as the Act requires
authorities to facilitate the expeditious movement of traYc on road networks for which another authority
is the traYc authority.
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2.5 As the study moves forward the TIF project manager and the council’s TraYc Manager will ensure
that the outcomes of the TIF study support the requirements of the TraYc Management Act. The
implementation of any measures recommended by the study will need careful planning in co-ordination with
the TraYc Manager in order to minimise delays to road users.

3. Conclusion

3.1 The objectives of the TIF study clearly complement the TraYc Management Act. Any measures
introduced as a result of the study will help to ensure the expeditious movement of all traYc on the
authority’s road network and therefore assist the council in meeting the requirements of the Act.
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