ANNEX 2
Review of External Transport Posts

Consultation Responses

1. Consultation responses were received from 72 persons or organisations, comprising 46 parish councils, five parish transport representatives, nine community transport providers, seven organisations representing disabled and mobility-impaired people, two Oxfordshire County Councillors, one West Oxfordshire District Councillor, one District Council (West Oxfordshire) and one other response.

2. The responses included 46 from parish councils.

3. Seven parish councils reported a directly positive view of the importance of all three current posts, albeit that one of these felt that the opportunity should be taken to significantly re-structure their split of functions.   Other parishes tended to identify the RCTA and RTPO for specific support.   This is not surprising given the focus of these two posts (the RCTA in particular) on working with parish councils.  No less than 16 parish councils specifically referred to support for the work of the RCTA, with nine singling-out the RTPO for specific support.

4. Eight parishes suggested that an amalgamation of two or more posts would be appropriate, expressing the view that there was duplication of work and functions.  However, there was little feedback on which job functions were felt to be duplicated, which job functions were felt to be most valuable, or how such an amalgamation of posts might work in practice.

5. Parish councils in general made little specific reference to the work of the OTC, except in cases where they had expressed support for all three posts.  One parish felt that the OTC post was unnecessary, two others that it was “probably” so.   However, since the main focus of the OTC is in working with community transport providers and with groups representing disabled people, it might be expected that the role’s profile would be less prominent amongst parishes.

6. Eleven parish councils did not feel that they had sufficient grounds for comment as (in most cases) they could recall no previous experience of working with any of the posts; three others had had no previous experience of the posts but suggested that resources could be saved by amalgamating the three current full-time posts into a smaller number; one parish suggested that all three posts should simply be scrapped altogether.

7. The five responses from Parish Transport Representatives expressed quite diverse views.  One felt that consideration should be given to moving the posts ‘in-house’ and incorporating them in the County Council’s Public Transport Team.   This respondent felt that all three posts had too strategic a role and should be perhaps compressed into two posts, each concentrating on direct service delivery to the voluntary sector community transport schemes.  Another PTR felt that all three posts should be retained, all vested in ORCC.  Yet another felt that the OTC was the crucial role of the three and that the RCTA and RTPO fulfilled functions that were largely “subservient”.   A fourth PTR took the opposite view, giving priority to the RTPO and RCTA, and the fifth PTR felt that the posts should be amalgamated into one full-time post with a rural remit, and a second, part-time post to cover urban transport issues.

8. Responses were received from nine community transport providers.  Eight of them specifically singled-out the RCTA as important and praiseworthy.   Four expressed positive support for the value of the RTPO to them, and two positive support for the OTC (with one other offering more hesitant support for the OTC role).   Only one community transport provider had a wholly negative view, expressing the belief that “the three posts are a waste of time”.

9. Responses were received from seven organisations representing or working with disabled and mobility-impaired people specifically.   Of these three expressed support for the OTC role, two others would “not give a view” or had “no concrete suggestions” to make, another felt that three posts should be condensed into a smaller number with specific focus on improving vehicle brokerage arrangements and co-operation between community transport providers or between CT providers and the County Council’s Special Transport Service.  The final respondent suggested that the three posts should be expanded to four, all based at ORCC.

10. Members of Transport For All (TFA) (formerly the Committee on Inclusive Transport), the independent but County-funded consultative body on transport matters as they relate to disabled and mobility-impaired people, were also consulted at a recent TFA meeting.   Given the present remit of the OTC in supporting transport for disabled and mobility-impaired people, members of TFA were specifically asked to give a weighting or value to the various aspects of the OTC role, to try to establish a ‘ranking’.   TFA members were also asked if there were any functions not presently covered by the OTC that ought to be added to the job outputs and specification.

11. The generality of consultation responses seems to lead to the view that the work currently undertaken by the RCTA is felt to be most valuable by the greatest number of respondents.  However, this may reflect the fact that the RCTA is the longest-established post, and the one undertaking the greatest amount of face-to-face work with rural communities.   The fact that the RCTA has more contact with parishes may explain why the RCTA post received the most comments.  This may not reflect importance, therefore, so much as awareness.

Consultee Ranking of Work Activities & Outcomes

1. The following work streams are ranked in order of importance, based upon the frequency of positive mention in consultation responses, amended with inputs from funders.  Against each is shown the current post which has responsibility for that function, and an assessment (where shown) of whether the post might be considered of primary value to the County Council or district councils.

2. The validity of ranking in this way could be questioned, however.  As has been mentioned in the body of the report, the generality of consultation responses seems to lead to the view that the work currently undertaken by the RCTA is felt to be most valuable by the greatest number of respondents.  However, this may reflect the fact that the RCTA is the longest-established post, and the one undertaking the greatest amount of face-to-face work with rural communities.   The fact that the RCTA has more contact with parishes may explain why the RCTA post received the most comments.  This may not reflect importance, therefore, so much as awareness

3. It is suggested that it would be for ORCC to determine the precise apportioning of tasks between posts – this is the preferred approach of ORCC.    In the event that funding sufficient for three full-time equivalent posts were agreed by all funding partners then it could be expected that the entire list of tasks would be covered. If funding were restricted or reduced, however, then the outcome would very likely be that less than 3 FTE posts would emerge, and that certain work-streams would have to be reduced in scope or dropped altogether.  In this event, the precise details would have to be the subject of further discussion and negotiation between ORCC and funding partners.

1. Identify communities with unmet transport needs and work to ensure that transport is arranged to meet their needs subject to the financial resources available.  This will include assisting communities to carry out transport needs surveys and providing advice on suitable cost effective options and sources of funding. [RCTA] [County Council]
2. Employ community development techniques to help communities to identify local needs and address social exclusion and to encourage and support joint action and volunteering. [RCTA / RTPO]
3. Provide on-going assistance and support for local transport schemes including advice and training and helping them to access financial support where necessary. [RCTA]
4. Increase awareness among local communities of the self-help, community transport and other public transport options available. [RCTA] [County Council][District Councils]
5. Build up a detailed knowledge of legislation and good practice governing community transport, self-help schemes, and issues affecting people with disabilities and mobility impairments, in order to promote effective high-quality transport solutions. [RCTA / OTC] 
6. Make links with others to identify unsatisfied demand for transport for mobility-impaired people, and work in partnership with others to develop and support new services (including supporting the development of community minibus schemes and Shop-mobility schemes). [OTC]
7. Work with Oxfordshire County Council Public Transport Team during bus reviews to look at alternative transport solutions. [RTPO/RCTA] [County]
8. Keep under review the public transport needs of parishes throughout Oxfordshire. [RCTA] [County Council]
9. Represent local rural transport needs and problems to appropriate agencies and contribute to rural community transport policy development, including into the County Local Transport Plan, Accessibility Planning, and County and District Community Strategies. [RCTA]
10. Assist the development of new community transport schemes and aid existing schemes as appropriate. [RTPO / RCTA]
11. Make representations to NHS Trusts on behalf of car schemes to improve efficiency in bookings and reimbursement.  [RTPO / RCTA]
12. To identify and support those providing transport for mobility-impaired people on issues such as vehicle purchase or conversion, recruitment of volunteers and their training, legislation, funding, etc., including maintaining a library of vehicle makes and equipment.  [OTC]
13. To initiate, design, support and promote specific transport projects, seek external funding sources, and manage their introduction. [RTPO]. 
14. To arrange or provide training courses for volunteer drivers of minibuses (including giving one-to-one advice and support), including MIDAS and PATS, Fire Training and Vehicle Evacuation, Disability Awareness Training, First Aid, and Vehicle Maintenance and Safety Checks. [OTC]
15. Provide support and strategic advice to the Octabus Partnership. [OTC][County]
16. Advise the Oxfordshire County Council and other authorities and organisations as appropriate on the views and needs of disabled people in relation to transport and accessibility. [OTC]
17. Assist districts in developing local transport solutions (e.g. South Oxfordshire’s flagship Partnership Review of rural transport in South Oxfordshire). [RTPO] [Districts]
18. Assist districts with Concessionary Fares changes including discussions with consultants and operators as appropriate. The Officer would also continue to inform Oxfordshire County Council of relevant developments. [RTPO] [Districts]
19. Maintain a list of transport-related projects with potential to be taken forward, including costed proposals, and seek funding sources in support of the achievement of such projects [RTPO]
20. Seek ways to reduce costs and administration for car schemes (e.g. looking to purchase insurance under a single policy). [RTPO]
21. Provide officer and administrative support to Transport For All. [new function – OTC] [County]
22. To co-ordinate voluntary organisations involved in the provision of transport for mobility-impaired people; including the provision of a vehicle brokerage scheme involving maintaining and updating a database of accessible vehicles in Oxfordshire, liaising with vehicle owners to encourage them to make their vehicles available for hire to other groups, and putting intending users in touch with vehicle owners.  [OTC]
23. Lead on continuing representations to SEEDA and central government to include transport-related solutions to access to services in the RASP programme. [RTPO]
24. Be available for consultations, such as the Access and Travel Rural Evidence Workshop, feeding into the County Rural Framework which is part of the Local Area Agreement. [RTPO]
25. To seek to influence policy makers on the need to consider rural issues in their strategic planning and other processes [RTPO]
26. Work with Oxfordshire County Council to promote and advise the pilot project on community mini buses for schools. [new function – RTPO] [County]
27. To respond to appropriate requests to facilitate co-operative work by partners and other agencies which fall outside the scope of the Action Plan but within the aims of the Rural Transport Partnership [RTPO]
28. Make recommendations to the Partnership on the allocation of RTP funds and to be responsible for managing and monitoring the budgets of the partners and individual projects.  [RTPO]
29. Develop and maintain the Rural Transport Partnership and keep members informed; Organise, attend and record meetings of the Partnership Steering Group; promote co-operation between Rural Transport Partnerships (out of county) on cross-boundary activity. [RTPO]
30. Prepare Oxfordshire's bid for funding under the RASP; include consultation with all interested parties including JobCentre Plus, Connexions, NHS Trusts and others, along with current funding partners. [RTPO]
Proposed Additional Work-Streams

1. Transport For All (formerly the Committee on Inclusive Transport) is a County Council funded but independent body which acts as a forum for, and a champion of, the needs of disabled and mobility-impaired people in relation to public transport and the built environment.   The present Chairman of TFA is the present OTC.

2. After some years in the doldrums, TFA is becoming more active and more representative of people with different disabilities.

3. With the increase in activity levels, TFA has suffered to some degree by the absence of dedicated officer and administrative support.   Whilst Oxfordshire County Council officers such as the Assistant Public Transport Officer (Neil Timberlake) and a Disability Equality Advisor (Deborah Whelan) generally attend TFA meetings in order to advise members of developments in County Council policy and activities, and to hear feedback from TFA members, these officers do not have any specific role in supporting TFA administratively.  Neither does the Chairman of TFA, the OTC, currently have any specific remit or funding to provide such support.  Indeed, whilst the roles of TFA and OTC have a degree of synergy, the OTC is strictly acting beyond the scope of the Service Level Agreement against which his post is funded when undertaking work on behalf of TFA.    The OTC’s current employer, OCVA, is similarly unfunded for any administrative support it offers to TFA.

4. It is accordingly proposed that the job description of the OTC be amended to include the provision of officer support for TFA from 1 April 2008.    It does not follow that the OTC will continue to be Chairman of TFA – that is a matter for TFA members to determine for themselves – indeed it is possible that it will be thought more appropriate for the OTC to cease being Chairman of the group if it is agreed that he will in future provide officer support for it.

5. The second proposal, on the schools’ minibus pilot project, arises from work being undertaken in support of the policy on “Better Ways to Schools”.   Currently there are no specific offerings on the Better Ways to School menu to promote bus usage.  However, there are proposals to pilot the provision of a minibus to two or three selected primary schools for them to operate over 12 months, with a requirement that places on the bus would only be offered to existing car users. This would result in a defined reduction in car use on the school run, at a defined cost to OCC. There may be offsetting savings if the school can use the vehicle instead of existing bus/coach hire for trips during the school day. The vehicle would also be made available for the local community to use outside school hours. 

6. It is proposed that an external transport post-holder would work with officers of the “Better Ways to Schools” project team, ensuring community awareness and establishing booking protocols to maximise use in the wider community, and otherwise advise on the development of the project.

7. Using financial information derived from the pilots, a range of options will be assessed for further rollout. Pilot costs will be met from the Better Ways to School capital budget.

It is suggested that support for this project should be added to the area of work covered by the RTPO.
