Division(s): All

EX5 - page 4

ANNEX 1

Set out below are the recommendations of the Environment Scrutiny Committee in respect of the changes to policy and practice proposed by the Review Panel.  (Paragraph references are to the consultants’ Policy and Practice Review document)

Recommendation A (paragraph 1.2)

A(1)
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 subsidising bus services is now an important part of the County Council’s policy of achieving its Public Service Agreement (PSA) target for increased use (4% per annum compound growth) and while the largest proportion of this growth is intended to occur on the commercial and Premium Route Network, decisions on the support of subsidised services should take into account the PSA target.

A(2)
Shopping and other services to the more remote settlements could be served using Social Services and special Schools vehicles and drivers during the less busy parts of the day and this possibility should be vigorously pursued.  (This is the original recommendation Q but with greater emphasis).

Recommendation B (paragraph 1.3)

B
The County Council should not generally use funding for subsidised services to enhance frequencies above hourly although the case for doing so should be considered particularly where work and school journeys are concerned and where loadings would be significantly increased.

Recommendation C (paragraph 1.4)

C
There should be 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 discussions have 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.

Recommendation D (paragraph 1.5)

D(1)
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 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. 

D(2)
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.

Recommendation E (paragraph 1.6)

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, 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 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.

Recommendation F (paragraph 1.7)

F
We recommend that funding is not used for subsidised services that exclusively serve workplaces and exclusively 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.
Recommendation G (paragraph 1.8)

G
A condition of working for the  County Council should be that operators provide ticket machine data on a pro forma basis to the County and this pro-forma should be designed so that the minimum of useful information is provided when demanded.  There should be no increase in staffing in the public transport section or consultancy costs to collect more information or increase monitoring.

Recommendation H (paragraph 1.9)

H(1)
Control of ‘services worse than hourly’ should not pass to the Rural Transport Partnership. 

H(2)
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. 

H(3)
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.

Recommendation I (paragraph 1.10)

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.
Recommendation J (paragraph 1.11)

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.
Recommendation K (paragraph 1.12)

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.
Recommendation L (paragraph 1.13)

L
The County Council should publish a Preferred Bidder Scheme whereby only operators offering vehicles and drivers meeting satisfactory standards should be allowed to bid.  Low cost bids lead to unsatisfactory performance, loss of licences and short-term trouble.
Recommendation M (paragraph 1.14)

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.

Recommendation N (paragraph 1.15)

N(1)
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.

Recommendation O (paragraph 1.16)

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 1 year by the Environment Scrutiny Committee.
Recommendation P (paragraph 1.17)

P(1)
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. 

P(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). 

Recommendation Q (paragraph 1.18)

[See under Recommendation A above]
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