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1 Recommendations on Changes to Policy and Practice

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 This chapter contains our recommendations for the future policies and practices of Oxfordshire County Council in providing subsidised bus services. These recommendations cover almost all of the many areas that have been examined as part of this Study. Those that are accepted by the County Council will be taken forward to form part of the Bus Strategy that is to be consulted on early in 2003. Once this Strategy has been finalised, then the revised subsidised bus network will be produced in Stage 3 of this Study.

1.1.2 For each of the recommendations made we have listed out the ‘consequences’ of each. There will be explanatory text under the following headings:

· Description of recommendation;

· Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· Legislative issues;

· Cost implications;

· Staffing implications;

· Other risks;

· Linkages with other recommendations; and

· Priority.

1.1.3 We feel it is important to list out the above characteristics in order to give the maximum weight of information possible to allow decisions to be made by the County Council. It must be noted, however, that this section contains a brief summary of the main issues. The text contained in the main part of the report explores the issues in much more detail and should therefore be read in conjunction with these recommendations.

1.1.4 The recommendations are contained in sections 8.2 – 8.18 below:

1.2 Recommendation A:

The primary aim of subsidising bus services under current legislation should be to address the ‘Transport Needs’ part of the Study Objective. This is the policy that has been followed by the County Council since deregulation in 1986. The modal shift benefits of subsidised services should not be disregarded, but the achievement of this shift should be a secondary purpose. Growth in usage of subsidised services will be important to help the County Council achieve its Public Service Agreement (PSA) target for increased bus use but it is anticipated that the largest proportion of growth will occur on the Premium Route network.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· The 1985 Transport Act, which still forms the ‘core’ of legislation in this area, obliges Local Authorities to provide services where they are not commercially provided as they see fit. The services provided would not run or would run at a reduced frequency/coverage otherwise. Therefore, we feel it is important for the County Council to maximise the coverage of such services within the available finances. At the same time it is important that the quality of these services is maximised in order to increase their attractiveness and hence their usage. This will help them to fulfil the modal shift part of the Study Objective. Our recommendations on service quality are described in Recommendation L.

· Subsidised bus services provide vital transport links to everyday services such as shops, post offices, doctors, dentists, leisure facilities etc. This is particularly important for those people living in rural areas for those without access to a car. Therefore these services help to reduce social exclusion which accords well with both national and County Council policies.

· County Council funding on subsidised services has been increased significantly in recent years and this has been supplemented by Rural Bus Subsidy Grant and funding secured through Rural Bus Challenge. All of this funding is being spent on services primarily aimed at ‘transport needs’. Other funding sources, such as LTP funding and investment by commercial bus operators, are primarily being used to improve facilities and services on the Premium Route network where services are much more targeted at modal shift. This balance is one we view as being appropriate given existing legislation.

Legislative issues

· This accords well with legislation, primarily the 1985 Transport Act, which created a deregulated bus service network.

Cost implications

· No direct implications, could be secondary impacts from other recommendations as to how this network should best be provided. 

Staffing implications

· None.

Other risks

· Possible criticism for a lack of emphasis on boosting existing commercial services which would have a greater modal shift benefit. It is still the case however, that if a high quality hourly service runs with high quality vehicles and it is reliable and benefits from good facilities such as real time information, can still have a modal shift impact, albeit less than with enhancing commercial services.

Linkages with other recommendations

Links with Recommendation B - subsidising services beyond hourly.

Priority

High - should maintain current policy of providing subsidy for bus services to maximise network coverage within the funding available.

1.3 Recommendation B:

The County Council should not consider using funding currently allocated for subsidised services to enhance frequencies above hourly. The few existing services that are subsidised above an hourly frequency should not be supported (unless support is required in order to maintain an hourly frequency). This does not apply to the ‘pump-priming’ of existing commercial services running at a better than hourly frequency which is required in order to help them achieve the Premium Route standard. This was recommended in the Premium Routes and Interchanges Study.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· The examples shown in this report show that the cost of enhancing any bus service that is running at an hourly frequency to a higher frequency of, say half-hourly, is large. Any funding allocated for such a purpose would (assuming no additional funding was provided) have to be taken from existing services elsewhere in the network. These services would, as a consequence, see their service provision worsen significantly.

· Such service enhancements, if introduced on an hourly commercial service, could run into significant legislative difficulties. This is particularly the case if an incumbent operator objects to this journey as it will take passengers away from its service. Also, the overall effect of such a service enhancement is likely to be to replace a commercial hourly service with a subsidised half-hourly one.

· In our opinion the County Council policy of attempting to boost subsidised service frequencies to hourly is a sound one and should be continued. This is a both a realistic minimum frequency where any significant levels of modal shift can be expected (assuming services are of a higher quality than many are currently, especially in terms or reliability and vehicle quality). Also, as described above we do not think the County Council should redirect existing subsidy funds to subsidise services running above an hourly frequency.

· Such service enhancement can only realistically be provided using additional funding provided by central Government. We recommend that enquiries are made with Stagecoach to establish whether any Oxfordshire services are seen as suitable for inclusion in their proposed ‘Kick Start’ initiative. In conjunction with this Oxfordshire should lobby to have services included in any trial of the scheme should the Government give it the go ahead.

Legislative issues

· In a deregulated bus industry (largely governed by the 1985 Transport Act) it is difficult for the County Council to provide revenue support to enhance services already running commercially. This is because the extra journeys will take passengers away from the existing journeys and could well turn them from profit making to loss making, this is illegal under the 1985 Act. In addition, strict financial limits (known as de–minimis) are applied to any direct financial support that a local authority can give to an incumbent operator without the need to tender. This can lead to more than one operator running services on a route which can lead to difficulties with the Competition Act in terms of setting fares and service headways, and in terms of inter-operator ticket availability.

Cost implications

· None – existing policy to be maintained.

Staffing implications;

· None – existing policy to be maintained.

Other risks

· Similar to Recommendation A regarding the modal shift part of the Study Objective. 

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation A – Subsidised services and the Study Objective.

Priority

· High – maintaining existing policy largely.

1.4 Recommendation C:

To carry out a further study into the feasibility and the likely passenger demand and reaction to using Thornhill park and ride for interchange between buses, particularly for local rural services. The case for using the other park and ride sites in the same way is less clear-cut. Therefore, this would act as a pilot study for possible interchange elsewhere at sites on the Premium Route network not used for park and ride. Thornhill would be a good site on which to carry out such a study, as it is not a corridor where GTE is to be introduced, and also discussions have already been held between the Rural Transport Partnership and Countryside Agency who are already planning to investigate this. This would possibly also allow for any study to be jointly funded.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· This would have the effect of reducing mileage of subsidised bus services because they would not need to travel into Oxford. It would allow a greater range of destinations within Oxford to be accessed more quickly avoiding the need to travel all the way into the city centre, and changing buses there, and travelling out to their final destination. This would increase the attractiveness of such services leading to greater usage.

· For off peak services, passengers interchanging would boost numbers on park and ride buses that are lower during this period and would therefore increase their utilisation.

· In our view this option should only be used where an interchange to the Premium Route network is not possible to be made further away from Oxford. Once the Premium Route network is complete then the numbers of rural services running into Oxford would be likely to decrease anyway, particularly with the availability of network ticketing. However, as this is not going to happen for some time yet there will, in our view be potential for this recommendation to be implemented.

· The Premium Routes and Interchanges Study examined potential improvements to interchange points between existing bus services. The pilot study would be different in that it would examine how existing bus routes might be altered in order to ensure that interchange is achieved at a designated point (in this case Thornhill park and ride).

· The Rural Transport Partnership have carried out surveys in Parishes to the east of Thornhill park and ride where local people have responded favourably to the possibility of using the park and ride site as a location to change from rural bus services to urban bus services or the park and ride service.

Legislative issues

· The introduction of network ticketing, most likely achieved using the powers given to the County Council under the Transport Act 2000, would be essential if this is to work. This is discussed in more detail under recommendation D.

Cost implications

· Some reduction in cost of subsidised services as their mileage would be reduced, difficult to quantify but is unlikely to be more than a relatively small amount.

· Cost of the study required to examine the case for implementation.

Staffing implications

· No direct implications (see recommendation D).

Other risks

· None.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation D – Network Ticketing.

Priority

· Medium

1.5 Recommendation D:

The County Council should maximise the availability of network ticketing for all bus services across the county. In the short term, discussions should be held with operators in order to improve the Plus+Pass scheme already in operation in Oxford and some surrounding areas such as by the introduction of zones. Depending on the success or otherwise of these negotiations it may have to subsequently use the powers given to it by the Transport Act 2000 to form a ticketing company, to administer network ticketing across the County. This company, if required, should be formed with all bus operators in the County. The primary aim would be to set up a county-wide scheme, though opportunities to include destinations whose bus network significantly interacts with Oxfordshire’s should be explored. Examples of this could include Aylesbury, Reading and Swindon. Investigations should be carried out to establish whether any adjoining authorities are considering equivalent schemes to minimise costs. As part of this scheme, we think that consideration should be given to encouraging operators to offer discounted tickets to the 16-25 age group, regardless of whether they are students or not (such a discount could only be offered if the operators agree to introduce it on a ‘commercial’ basis, the County Council is not allowed under existing legislation, to fund it). This discount should be offered on a commercial basis by operators, with a case made that people in this age group (who are extremely flexible and open to ‘new ideas’ much more than older age groups) should be encouraged to use buses as much as possible to hopefully encourage them to use cars less.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· We are very much supportive of the proposed network hierarchy of bus services proposed by the County Council. In order for this to work the availability of high quality interchange that is as ‘seamless’ as possible is essential. One of the most important features needed to achieve this level of interchanging between bus (and other public transport) services is the availability of through ticketing that prevents passengers having to pay two fares and increases the attractiveness of the public transport network. This increasing usage accords with both parts of the Study Objective.

· The availability of network ticketing will reduce boarding time on bus services and the aim of any scheme should be to maximise off-bus sales of tickets which will reduce it further. This will decrease bus journey times increasing their attractiveness.

· Network ticketing in Oxfordshire is currently limited. The only scheme is the Plus+Pass scheme operating in Oxford, which charges a substantial premium (£5.00 versus £2.60 or £2.70 per day), to allow passengers to use buses operated by different companies. This is a major disincentive to passengers who need to use two buses for their journey. It is recognised that the increase in off bus sales (and commission taken by outlets) and the desire of bus companies to maximise revenue is likely to mean some premium will be payable on top of single operator passes. But it will be far less than the almost 100% premium described above.

· Network tickets will allow additional journeys during the evening or at weekends to be undertaken for free by those holding period tickets. These could well be journeys that would otherwise be undertaken by car, therefore there will be modal shift benefits. Depending on whether photographs are required, tickets could even be transferred between family members to permit travel by them.

· In our view, such a scheme will be popular with passengers. The questionnaire survey carried out (reported in chapter 5) asked about the attitude of key stakeholders to network ticketing and 91% were in favour of it.

Legislative issues

· The Transport Act 2000 introduced powers for local authorities to form companies to administer such schemes. There is little experience of schemes being introduced to date in England and Wales (there is a scheme in South East Scotland – SESTRAN), but the legislation in Scotland is slightly different. As a result of this, this measure (and hence the legislation) is relatively untried which could add a little uncertainty to the process, but should not hinder implementation unduly.

· The Competition Act 1998 ‘Public Transport Ticketing Schemes Block Exemption’ will apply here. This exemption allows the introduction of ticketing schemes that might otherwise be deemed to be anti-competitive.

Cost implications;

· Halcrow has undertaken consultancy work on the South East Scotland network ticketing scheme (SESTRAN). This scheme benefited from a £320,000 grant from the Scottish Office Public Transport Fund. We understand that a substantial proportion of this was spent on marketing and the setting up of the company. Legal fees and consultancy work accounted for around £50,000 to £60,000 of the cost. The bus operators in the area each contributed £2,000 towards the cost. Naturally, should the County Council decide to proceed with this option, then more detailed cost estimates would be required.

Staffing implications

· The setting up of the company and system (zoning, fares, negotiations with operators etc) will require considerable staff time and effort. As it will be a large one off task it may well be more suitable to get specialist assistance from outside the County Council. This would limit the impact on the Public Transport Team but it would still increase the workload for a limited time period. If the set up work was carried out by consultants, then 0.1FTE would be required to ‘client’ the work and if the work was to be carried out by the County Council then a dedicated team would need to be set up, perhaps with two or three members.

· Liaison with bus operators on the possible future changes to the Plus+Pass system will have an impact on the workload of the Public Transport Team.

Other risks

· Lack of co-operation from operators (all who we have spoken to are in favour).

· Difficulties in negotiating attractive zone structures and premiums on ticket prices.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Linkages with many of the other Recommendations.

Priority

·  High

1.6 Recommendation E:

The introduction of flexibly routed/demand responsive bus services should be pursued in order to maximise the attractiveness of Feeder services. We are of the opinion that in areas that are very rural, that such services are often attractive to passengers and increase passenger numbers. There are many examples of this that have been implemented in rural areas with the InterConnect system in Lincolnshire perhaps being the most successful.     It is recognised that such services are expensive to provide. Hence we do not think it is realistic for the County Council to be able to devote their own revenue resources to such services. Therefore, we recommend that a bid is submitted to the Department for Transport (DfT) in the 2003 Rural Bus Challenge (RBC) which has been specifically set up to provide funding for such innovative services.






 Such services, in our view, are best suited to areas with low population density. Though Oxfordshire is a rural county it is not rural to the same degree as a county such as Lincolnshire. Therefore, we do not think that such services are necessarily suited for all rural parts of the County. However, one area that we do think is well suited is the area covered by the Chipping Norton / Woodstock Area Review. This is amongst the most rural areas of the County and many areas lack basic amenities and hence have to travel often considerable distances to access them. This area is due to be reviewed in 2003 with any service changes taking effect in October 2003. We think that it should be possible to put together a strong RBC bid for this area with flexible services perhaps feeding into an interchange at Woodstock (where the Premium Route network can be accessed). Care would need to be taken in drawing up the areas covered and the possibility of linking with stations on the Cotswold Line should be examined. The existing Charlbury Taxibus would need to be reviewed.


 The timescale of the implementation of this recommendation is an important issue. Bids for the 2003 RBC are likely to be due by October 2003 and a decision is normally made by the following January (2004). There would then need to be a lengthy implementation process involving tendering / vehicle acquisition / setting up of call centres, software, etc. The chief constraint in this case is that the existing subsidy contracts in this area run out in October 2003. However, as they are four-year contracts, they could be extended up to the maximum of five years, running until October 2004. This timescale to fundamentally change the bus network in this area is tight, but is, in our view achievable, providing the highest priority is given to it. 








    If, however, it is not thought to be achievable, then a possible alternative would be to introduce such services in a suitable area covered by a subsequent review. The next area planned is Henley, Wallingford, Didcot, and Woodcote area, which we do not consider to be well suited for such services. The next suitable area is Cumnor, Wantage and Faringdon which is due in October 2004. Although this area is suitable, it is not as rural as the Chipping Norton/Woodstock area. Furthermore, interchange with the Premium Route Network will only be possible at Grove/Wantage, which is not well positioned for the rest of the review area to facilitate such interchange. For such a system to work, we would recommend that real time passenger information is introduced for the area covered by the new service pattern. 






          Finally, we would recommend that the potential for flexibly routed/demand responsive services in other areas of the County is investigated as part of Stage 3 of this Study.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· The provision of such services in sparsely populated areas would significantly increase social inclusion, particularly for those without access to a car for all or some of their journeys, which is, even in high car ownership areas such as this a significant percentage of people.

· These services will greatly enhance accessibility in the areas covered and will allow a much greater range of facilities to be accessed. Therefore these services provide well for ‘transport needs’.

· If these services are introduced to a high standard they can have a modal shift benefit. They should be run with accessible vehicles, benefit from real time information, and ‘seamless’ guaranteed interchange. Lincolnshire report 4% modal shift from the introduction of InterConnect.

· The significant improvement to such Feeder services can have a positive knock-on effect on the ‘core’ network of services. In this case, the introduction of an interchange at Woodstock should help to increase the patronage on the Woodstock-Oxford Premium Route and help to achieve the increased frequency required on this route to meet the Premium Route standard.

Legislative issues

· Registration of flexibly routed services is a problematic area under current legislation. It is hoped that following the recent DfT consultation ‘The Flexible Future’ that legislation governing such services becomes much more straightforward. Early indications are that this consultation has shown strong support for such legislative change, the Government is due to report its findings early in 2003.

Cost implications

· The main cost would be in putting together the bid to the DfT for funding. The cost would depend on who carried out the work, whether the County Council carried out the work itself or not. Based on our experience of putting together many such bids across the country typical fees for carrying out this work would be in the order of £5,000 to £6,000 for a new bid, with this cost possibly rising if additional routes were to be included in the bid and the final cost also being dependent on the amount and quality of data available for the area to be covered. If the County Council carried out the work there would be staffing implications as described below.

Staffing implications

· If the work was carried out by the Public Transport Team it would have to be carried out by an existing team member who would then have to be taken away from their everyday work. There is a possibility that this could be covered on overtime, or temporary staff could be brought in to cover the work.

· If the work was not done by the County Council, there would still be a requirement for some time to guide the consultants carrying out the work. We would not anticipate this having a direct staffing impact.

Other risks

· The RBC bid is turned down by the DfT. In the case of this happening a contingency plan must be in place. If this recommendation is accepted by the County Council, then we would recommend that two versions of the revised network of subsidised services are drawn up for the Chipping Norton / Woodstock area in stage 3 of this Study in order to cover both scenarios.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation A, Recommendation Q – use of special needs school transport and social services vehicles on off peak feeder type services.

Priority

· High

1.7 Recommendation F:

We recommend that funding is not used for subsidised services that just serve workplaces and just run at start and finish times. This would necessitate the removal of Works Services from the list of service types supported in the revised bus procurement policy. Opportunities for employer funding of bus services should be maximised whether it is through the planning process or through the County Council’s Better Ways to Work policy. Opportunities to develop services funded jointly with employers should be maximised where this will lead to benefits to the bus service network.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· We think that such services would be better provided through Workplace Travel Plans developed in line with the County Council’s Better Ways to Work policy. This applies to both new developments as well as existing employers. It is recognised that existing employers will be harder to persuade to support such services (the County Council already has a TravelWise team set up to promote this issue). In the case of new developments close liaison must take place between Development Control Officers, TravelWise team and Public Transport Team Officers to ensure appropriate financial support is gained for bus services.

· We do not feel that it would be a good use of existing funding for subsidised services to be redirected to this type of service. This funding would be taken away from the existing network of services and would result in a lower level of coverage reducing the travel options of those in other areas.

· Unless the vehicles could be used at other times, then utilisation would be low, therefore, the costs of such services would be high as there would be very few passengers to provide revenue to offset service costs.

· This recommendation accords well with the ‘transport needs’ part of the Study Objective.

Legislative issues

· None.

Cost implications

· None.

Staffing implications

· None.

Other risks

· Lack of relationship with the modal shift part of the Study Objective.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation A.

Priority:

· High.

1.8 Recommendation G:

The monitoring programme for subsidised bus services should increase in a number of areas: Firstly, the number of covert monitoring staff should be increased from one to two. Secondly, on bus surveys should be increased from two to four per subsidised journey in order that at least an annual monitoring of services is assured. In addition the information required to be collected on the surveys will be increased. Thirdly, consistency across County Council sections should be secured with the issuing of standard pro-forma for the regular supply of passenger data from ticket machines and a system of financial penalties introduced to give operators an incentive to comply. Fourthly, a ‘mystery customer’ scheme for covert monitoring should be introduced, this will particularly check on driver behaviour and to aid monitoring of this future subsidy contracts should include a clause requiring courteous behaviour from drivers at all times with transgressions incurring financial penalties. It is recommended that staff are used from specialist ‘mystery customer’ organisations so their identity does not become known.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· The increased monitoring of bus services (and the realisation by operators that they are to be monitored more often – particularly when they do not know about it) is likely to have a positive impact on the quality of the service offered, particularly in terms of reliability, punctuality, driver attitude etc. This increase in service quality will increase usage hence meeting the Study Objective.

· In our opinion, one member of staff dedicated to covert monitoring is insufficient for a county the size of Oxfordshire with its extensive subsidised bus network. Current monitoring is largely ‘complaints based’ making the setting of a formal programme difficult and the frequency of service monitoring low.

· The information collected by on-bus surveys should be increased. A ‘seat matrix’ should be used by surveyors in order that the precise origins and destinations can be recorded which can help with the review process to identify sparsely used parts of routes. Surveyors should also, when possible, check on the requirements of the Information Strategy both on the bus, at stops (where possible), and at route termini and reporting transgressions to the Public Transport Information Team. They should also check on the timekeeping of the bus and driver behaviour, though this is likely to be good given the overt nature of the monitoring (perhaps consideration could be given to starting the survey at the first stop to check departure time). Finally they should continue to check other contract conditions such as driver smoking or display of Oxfordshire sticker.

· This on-bus monitoring should continue with Public Transport Team staff as it is important they experience first hand the operation of subsidised services. Any additional monitoring that is required to increase the number of surveys per subsidised journey to four should be carried out by casual staff.

· The increased availability of ticket machine data in a standard format will mean reviewing services can be carried out with a much greater level of knowledge than at present which will allow limited resources to be used most efficiently.

Legislative issues

· None.

Cost implications

· Additional covert monitoring staff = £16,000-£21,000;

· Cost of processing ticket machine data = £11,000-£16,000

· Mystery Customer = £6,000;

· Additional on-bus monitoring = £15,000. (for the assumptions used please see section 3.10.)

Staffing implications

· 1.00 FTE additional covert monitoring;

· 0.7 FTE to deal with ticket machine data;

· 0.25 FTE additional on-bus monitoring

Other risks

· Level of financial penalties to be given careful consideration, too low and operators will ignore it and too high then operators may withdraw services.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation L.

Priority:

· High

1.9 Recommendation H:

Control of ‘services worse than hourly’ should not pass to the Rural Transport Partnership. Also, regular monthly meetings should be held with the Rural Transport Community Worker (RCTW) and Rural Transport Partnership Officer (RTPO) and they should be added to the list of those consulted during the area review process and should be encouraged to obtain views of local people on what bus services they wish to see in their area. In addition, consideration should be given to writing a community transport strategy as part of the bus strategy for inclusion in the Local Transport Plan.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· This will increase the likelihood of providing services that are genuinely wanted/needed by the local communities they serve.

· The Rural Transport Partnership is an important interface between the County Council and local community groups and community transport providers. Maximum use should be made of this resource. This is in accordance with meeting ‘transport needs’.

Legislative issues

· None.

Cost implications

· None

Staffing implications

· None.

Other risks

· None.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation P.

Priority

· High

1.10 Recommendation I:

Provision of bus transport to schools should remain largely separate from general public transport. The exception to this is where small groups of children can be identified to be placed on general bus services. The joint review process should continue, and closer workings between the Public Transport Team and the Education Transport Team should continue to be sought. Consideration should be given to commissioning a full study of home to school transport provision in order that it can be assessed fully and the merits of increased joint working (and even full merger) can be examined.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· Utilisation of buses used for home to school transport is high, with few spare places and those that exist often taken up by concessionary places. Therefore, the scope for using these vehicles on general bus services is limited and during school holidays there would be large vehicles running around almost empty. Also, vehicles used on school bus services are very different to those used on public bus services with much higher capacities and limited accessibility.

· The mixture of large numbers of school children on public bus services has a significant detrimental effect on the quality and comfort of the journey experienced by the general public. This will have a negative impact on patronage and hence the Study Objective.

· As this Study has not involved a full review of Home to School Transport it is not possible to identify opportunities for joint working and contracts. It is recommended that a separate study is carried out.

Legislative issues

· None.

Cost implications

· Cost of full home to school transport study if required.

Staffing implications

· None.

Other risks

· None

Linkages with other recommendations

· Links with Recommendation Q on the possible use of vehicles used on special needs schools transport during off peak periods.

Priority:

· Medium

1.11 Recommendation J:

Consideration should be given to discussing with District Councils the lifting of the restriction for the use of concessions before 0900 hours on weekdays. In addition the County Council should encourage the District Councils to maximise the Countywide coverage of schemes and increase ‘cross-border’ travel opportunities.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective

· Increasing numbers of the groups covered by concessions are in work (particularly with the extension of concessions about to be introduced for 60-64 year old men). Opportunities for travel to work should not be restricted in order to encourage greater bus use.

· Most people benefiting from the concessions do not want to travel before 0900 hours anyway, particularly as buses are often crowded. We do not think that capacity problems would result.

· If County Council network ticketing is introduced, this will allow greater distances to be covered using concessionary tickets and passes (if operators can be persuaded to provide them commercially).

Legislative issues

· None.

Cost implications

· Minor cost implications for District Councils with small increases in scheme usage.

Staffing implications

· None.

Other risks

· District Councils control their own schemes so may not agree to implement any suggested changes, or only do so on the condition that the County Council meets the additional costs.

Linkages with other recommendations

· Recommendation D.

Priority

· Low.

1.12 Recommendation K:

The current standard subsidy contract length should remain at the current four years. If primary legislation is introduced allowing contracts longer than five years then the County Council should consider awarding lengthier contracts on subsidised services, but only if significant improvements in quality, particularly the provision of new, fully accessible vehicles, are secured.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· In our view, increasing contract length to the maximum permitted length of five years removes flexibility to deal with unforeseen circumstances that may occur at the end of contracts. This flexibility can be important to allow short term extensions to contracts and a good example of this is our proposal contained on Recommendation E.

Legislative issues;

· None.

Cost implications;

· None.

Staffing implications;

· None.

Other risks;

· None.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· Recommendation L.

Priority:

· High – continue existing policy.

1.13 Recommendation L:

A ‘step change’ in vehicle quality is required for many of the vehicles used on subsidised services currently. Therefore, it is recommended that Local Transport Plan capital funding is used to purchase new buses for use on subsidy contracts. This could be achieved either by reallocating existing funding or by submitting a Supplementary Bid. Realistically, any reallocation of funding could probably only be for one year so we recommend a Supplementary Bid is submitted with the 2003 Annual Progress Report and that representations are made to the Government Office of the South East to ascertain their views. The system used should be based on that used by Stoke-on-Trent City Council where the County Council would retain ownership of the vehicles. The existing Vehicle Grant scheme run using the provisions of Section 106 of the 1985 Transport Act should be continued and every effort made to find additional funding for it. The Price Preference Scheme is ineffectual, largely because of the low numbers of tenderers, and if the LTP bid is successful it should be abandoned. In addition to this, contributions secured from developers towards bus services, should, where possible include the provision of new vehicles. Also, other possible finance methods such as Private Finance Initiative (PFI) should be investigated for the possible leasing of high quality vehicles and possible alternative sources of funding such as the Countryside Agency should be examined.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· We do not think it is realistic to fund improvements in vehicle quality that are required using revenue resources as the cost would be far too large. New vehicles typically cost anything from £60,000 to £110,000 depending on size and quality and a considerable number are going to be required to improve the current subsidised fleet over a short, say three to five years, timescale.

· Such significant improvements in vehicle quality and accessibility will definitely lead to greater bus use and accord with the Study Objective.

Legislative issues;

· Care must be taken to consult both the Government Office of the South East and the Office of Fair Trading to secure a favourable ruling. If the scheme is based on the Stoke scheme this should be relatively straightforward. The provisions of the 1985 and 2000 Transport Acts, Local Transport Plan guidance and 1998 Competition Act must be carefully considered therefore.

Cost implications;

· Minor increase, putting together of LTP bid for funding.

· Minor cost savings possible because of an expected increase in the number of tenderers for contracts which could lead to some price reductions due to increased competition.

Staffing implications;

· None.

Other risks;

· The LTP Supplementary Bid failing.

· Money is unable to be diverted from other areas funded by the LTP.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· No strong links with any in particular, links with many of them.

Priority:

· High.

1.14 Recommendation M:

Given the lengthy notice period required to introduce Quality Contracts and the clear purpose of the existing legislation to see them as a ‘last resort’, they should not be considered for introduction in Oxfordshire at present and Quality Partnerships should be tried first. We do think they could be applicable in parts of the County, particularly given the low numbers of tenderers for many contracts, and therefore, consideration should be given to continuing to lobby for a reduction in the notice periods required to enable them to be introduced quickly if required.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· Quality Contracts could be a solution in areas with low interest in running bus services and could increase competition, service quality and value for money in such circumstances. This would accord with the Study Objective.

Legislative issues;

· The sections of the Transport Act 2000 relating to Quality Contracts would need to be changed if they are to be considered.

Cost implications;

· None.

Staffing implications;

· None.

Other risks;

· None.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· No specific ones.

Priority:

· Low.

1.15 Recommendation N:

The requirement for Customer Care Training for drivers of subsidised bus services should be included in all contracts for such services. The requirement for Disability Awareness Training should also be considered. Financial penalties should apply if these conditions are not fulfilled.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· Relates well to both parts of in terms of increasing the attractiveness of subsidised bus services by ensuring that drivers are much more likely to be friendly and helpful to passengers.

Legislative issues;

· None.

Cost implications;

· No direct ones (increased monitoring recommended in Recommendation G to help enforce these measures).

Staffing implications;

· None..

Other risks;

· Operators ignore penalties if not carefully set or fail to agree introduction of measures as they see them as too onerous (as has happened with Disability Awareness training in the past).

· Given the low numbers of tenderers for services measures that are too onerous may dissuade some from bidding for services.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· Recommendation L – Vehicle Quality.

Priority:

· Medium.

1.16 Recommendation O:

The impact of the moving of decisions on Area Reviews to be decided by just two Members of the Transport Implementation Committee should be carefully monitored by local Members and reviewed in 6 months by the Environment Scrutiny Committee.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· Considerable responsibility is to be placed on just two members whose workloads are already high. They are likely to be lobbied by local Members in the areas affected. The possibility of call-ins of decisions may be increased and this could cause disruption to the review process.

Legislative issues;

· None.

Cost implications;

· None.

Staffing implications;

· None.

Other risks;

· None.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· None.

Priority:

· Low unless problems arise.

1.17 Recommendation P:

In order to maximise the value for money of subsidised services, it is felt that the existing criteria (subsidy costs, patronage, the views of consultees and the alternatives available), should be extended to include a ‘simple’ assessment of transport needs. Such an assessment would seek to ensure that limited resources are best targeted towards needs that are currently unmet and will allow the current value for money of existing subsidised services to be assessed. It is acknowledged that in order to maximise the use of such criteria by the County Council that they should be applied as a broad assessment tool which will not generate significant additional work. It is therefore not recommended that the County Council incorporate ‘value’ or ‘opportunity’ measures (which require a detailed level of analysis) to assess accessibility and transport needs.  

Recommendation in detail

1.17.1 The procedure for assessing the value for money of subsidised service be amended as follows:

Assessment Procedure 

1. Undertake ‘Accessibility Assessment’ based on the following four criteria:

· Population 

· Facility Provision

· Car ownership 

· Current commercial and subsidised services

2. Continue to assess patronage levels and look at journey patterns to check on utilisation of services and undertake consultation. Assess Cost per Passenger Kilometre (CPPK) instead of Cost per Passenger Journey (CPPJ). 

· It is recommended that the current consultation on bus services be extended to include consultation with the RTPO and the RCTW to ensure that the County Council is aware of local needs. Although the County Council currently has discussions with the RCTW, it is recommended that this process is made a structured and formalised part of the area reviews.  

Assessment Considerations

· These accessibility criteria represent a very broad approach to assessing transport needs. It is considered that simple modifications to these criteria, such as expanding the range of facilities considered or applying weightings to prioritise individual criteria would enhance the value of the assessment. The development of such weightings should be subject to detailed discussions with the County Council.  

Key Justifications / Relationships with the Study Objective 

· It is considered that the expansion of the assessment criteria for subsidised services is entirely consistent with the Study Objective, in particular, ‘ensuring provision to meet significant transport needs’. Transport needs are considered to be ‘the needs for those without access to a private car, to get to places of work, shopping, doctors and other needs which are not available within walking distance of their homes’. In order to ensure that subsidised services represent the best value for money, it is essential that needs which are currently un-met throughout the county are identified. It is also important to be able to prioritise subsidies on the basis of different levels of need.

· In addition, the promotion of ‘accessibility’, particularly in relation to public transport is one of the Governments five priorities outlined in the Ten-Year Plan for transport (DETR: 2000). The inclusion of additional criteria for assessing needs is also interlinked with National and County Council policies on social inclusion which seek to identify socially excluded groups and to address their transport needs.   
Legislative Issues

· None 

Cost Implications

· 162 hours per year – 0.1 FTE (cost £18,500/annum) = £1850

Staffing Implications 

· The use of additional criteria for assessing subsidised services would have some minor staffing implications for the County Council. The completion of an Accessibility Assessment could form the initial stage of each area review and would take approximately 15 hours to complete, depending on the scale of settlement to be considered. 

· It is important that the GIS system and mapping database are kept up to date as a result of changes which take place to bus services. Table 8.1 illustrates the number of service changes which have taken place since August 2002. 

Table 8.1 – Number of service changes in the last four months

Month 
Number of service changes 
Comments 

August 
8


September 
12


October 
46
Witney review 

November 
12


AVERAGE
11
Excludes October 

· It is anticipated that it would take one hour to update the mapping to include an individual service variation and therefore the total staffing implications would be an average of 11 hours per month, with more input required in months where there are extensive changes, for example after an area review.  

· It is not anticipated that the inclusion of consultation with the RTPO and the RCTW would result in any staffing implications for the County Council. 

· The use of CPPK instead of CPPJ would not have any staffing implications for the County Council. 

· Table 8.2 illustrates the total staffing implications which would result from this recommendation. 

Table 8.2 - Total Staffing Implications:

Process 
Staff time 

Updating mapping 
11 hours/month

Consultation with RTPO and RCTW
None 

Use of CPPK
None 

Accessibility assessment 
15 hrs per review

Other Risks

· This recommendation does not correspond to the views of the RCTW and RTPO. They do not believe that the establishment of criteria enables an accurate assessment of need to be determined or provides a sound basis on which to allocate funding to meet the objective of reducing social exclusion. However, this recommendation does involve the RCTW and RTPO both more prominently and at an earlier stage in the review process. 

· The assessment criteria are designed to assess ‘transport needs’ and not to assess the potential for modal shift. It would however be possible to ‘reverse’ the criteria to enable areas with potential for modal shift, for example high car ownership to be identified if desired. 

· If the mapping of services carried out for this Study is not updated, perhaps due to reasons of incompatibility with the existing timetable database, then ‘simple’ criteria would be much more difficult to derive because the mapping would have to be carried out manually.

Linkages with other Recommendations 

· Strong links with all of them.

Priority

· High  

1.18 Recommendation Q:

The potential for vehicles currently used on special needs schools transport and Social Services transport to be used during weekday off peak periods for subsidised bus services should be examined.

Key justifications / Relationship with Study Objective;

· Benefit may be provided to feeder type services during the weekday off peak periods. They might be used for shopping or market day services for example. This measure would therefore fit well with the Transport Needs part of the Study Objective.

· These vehicles are generally of a good quality minibus type, and are often fully accessible which would be important for this type of service that is often used predominantly be older people.

· Agreement would need to be reached with the Education and Social Services Departments as appropriate, particularly if their drivers may be required to operate the services.

Legislative issues;

· The situation is complex regarding the registration of such services, currently the Government is consulting on possible relaxation to these rules, more details are given in the Legislative Issues section of Recommendation E.

Cost implications;

· Some reduction in overall costs should result from a reduction in need for other operators to provide their own vehicles (and possibly drivers) for weekday off peak subsidised services.

Staffing implications;

· None.

Other risks;

· Agreement cannot be reached with Education and Social Services for the use of their drivers and/or vehicles.

· Legislative constraints prove difficult to overcome.

Linkages with other recommendations:

· Recommendation I - Home to School Transport and Recommendation E – Introduction of flexibly routed/demand responsive bus services.

Priority:

· Medium
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