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Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee
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School Travel Plans Scrutiny Working Party
Summary
At its meeting on the 12 June 2007 the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee agreed to set up three Scrutiny Working Parties to consider school travel plans, the County Council’s green travel plan and business and residential travel plans. The intention of setting up the Working Parties was to allow the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee to investigate the three areas more fully.
The School Travel Plans Scrutiny Working Party was set up in December 2007 and completed its investigation in October 2008.
Objective of the Scrutiny 
The terms of reference of the Scrutiny Working Party are as follows:
a) Whether school travel plans are achieving the intended results and, 

b) To provide the Roads & Transport Scrutiny Committee with answers to questions set out in its paper, Agenda Item 5 at the 12 June 2007 Committee meeting. [see paragraph 4 of this report]
School travel plans address two of the Council’s corporate priorities for 2008-09; “the greenest County” and “maximising well-being and choice”. The development of school travel plans in Suffolk contributes to the reduction in carbon emissions in the medium to long-term through the promotion of sustainable means of travel for children and young people travelling to school. Suffolk County Council has a modal shift target within its Local Transport Plan 2006-2011 to achieve 65% of school journeys by cycle, bus or foot by 2010/2011 in Suffolk. Overall, school travel plans assist in maintaining Suffolk as a safe place to live and work by working with schools and the communities.
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Introduction from Councillor Graham Manuel Chairman of the Scrutiny Working Party
1. The Scrutiny Working Party agreed that there were some specific areas for further consideration which would form the basis of the working party’s investigation. These were
a) The differences between rural and urban, and primary and secondary schools with regard to school travel problems

b) The complete process involved in developing and agreeing a school travel plan through the involvement of the working party with a school developing a travel plan and receiving examples of completed school travel plans

c) The incentives or recognition offered to schools that develop school travel plans

d) The cost of school bus journeys

e) The scope for the production of a travel plan leaflet for distribution to schools, nurseries, pre-schools, playgroups, children’s centres, parish councils
2. During consideration of this topic, we felt that there were some specific areas where further information would be beneficial to the Working Party. These included how the Dutch and Canadian authorities tackle school travel, the work of Children and Young People Directorate in respect of school travel plans, the impact of the School Organisation Review on school travel plans, an update on the Policy Development Panel report on school transport review, what Sustrans do to promote school travel plans, and an indication of how sustainable transport is considered during the planning of any new school development.
3. I would like, on behalf of the Working Party Members, to thank teachers and staff at Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School, Framlingham, Dale Hall Community Primary School, Ipswich, and the officers of Environment and Transport Directorate, for their assistance and time spent with the School Travel Plans Working Party.
Scrutiny Focus

4. When the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee agreed to set up a Working Party it identified a number of queries that it considered the Working Party might want to address. These queries were set out in the 12 June 2007 Scrutiny Committee Agenda Item 5 and were as follows:
a) What are the objectives and performance targets?

b) What arrangements are in place to monitor them?

c) What benefits have there been for Suffolk residents and businesses including Suffolk County Council following the implementation of green travel plans?

d) What problems, if any, have been encountered in implementing Green Travel Plans?

e) How are any problems being addressed?

f) What action is currently being taken to increase awareness of these plans?

g) What resources are used to promote Green Travel in Suffolk and how does this compare with other authorities?

h) What can be learnt from other organisations nationally and internationally?

Recommendations
5. The Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee is invited to receive and note the summary of findings of the Working Party as set out in paragraph 41 of this report.
6. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that there should be a review of the 20’s plenty schemes and school safety zones to ensure that,

a) Schools that have requested a 20’s plenty /school safety zone should  be kept advised and regularly updated of their position in the scheme priority list. 

b) That the priority setting mechanism would be clear and transparent

c) That the assessment criteria and selection process, and a list of schools assessed, awaiting installation of a scheme and those where schemes have been completed should be available on the County Council’s website.

d) That a review of the impact of existing schemes is undertaken urgently

e) That the work of other Counties is compared to the effect of the Suffolk initiative to establish best practice.

7. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that the Sustainable School Travel Group investigates the feasibility of schools providing travel guide maps as part of the development of their school travel plans.

8. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that further reports are received on the development and implementation of the Sustainable Travel to School Strategy.

9. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that further information is received on the progress of the review of home to school transport arrangements.
Main Body of Evidence

Summary of Scrutiny Evidence considered 

10. At its meeting on 4 December 2007 Members of the Scrutiny Working Party discussed and agreed the terms of reference for the working party. Points for further investigation were agreed. These included;
a) Difference between rural and urban school travel problems
b) Difference between primary and secondary school travel problems

c) The process of producing a school travel plan

d) The impact of an established school travel plan

e) The incentives and recognition for schools preparing a school travel plan
f) The production of a leaflet for schools and other education or children care centres

g) The cost of school bus journeys.

11. Members received information and assistance on items from officers Mike Motteram, County Road Safety Officer, Sharon Payne, Regional and Suffolk School Travel Plan Advisor, Nicola Fowler and Mike Wood, School Travel Plan Advisors, Mary Jarrett, Senior Road Safety Officer, and Rod Sore Safety Engineering Team Manager all from Highways Service Delivery Agency, Environment and Transport Directorate.

12. Members also met school head teachers and staff at Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School, Framlingham and Dale Hall Community Primary School Ipswich. A summary of the information received is set out in paragraphs 13 – 40 of this report.
Differences between rural and urban school travel problems, and primary and secondary school travel plans
13. The Working Party had considered the differences of a rural and urban school by visiting Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School, Framlingham and Dale Hall  Community Primary School, Ipswich. The most significant difference was in the average distance travelled by a pupil at each school. At Framlingham, where the school has a 320 pupil intake, pupils travel from surrounding villages and as far away as Fressingfield and Snape. Around a third of pupils travel by car, with 40-45% walking to school. At Dale Hall Primary School, where the school has a 393 pupil intake, the majority of pupils live up to 1 kilometre from the school and initial analysis of travel suggests 57% walk or cycle to school.
14. At both schools the main concerns or factors affecting a parents’ decision of mode of travel to school are, safety of child, road safety, distance travelled and available time/convenience.

15. The Working Party found that in rural areas highway improvement rather than education about sustainable travel was a key factor. Whilst it would be difficult to justify significant highway improvements where the number of pupils affected is small, the working party felt that where a parent perceived a route to be safe to walk or cycle, sustainable travel options were more likely to be taken up.
16. The Working Party received and considered a paper setting out the County Council’s work to date on providing 20’s plenty schemes and school safety zones, and a report setting out the current policy to provide school crossing patrols in Suffolk. Both measures were identified by the staff at Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School to be beneficial in providing safer routes to schools. 
17. The Working Party found that the introduction of 20’s plenty schemes and school safety zones have not been as successful as anticipated in actually slowing traffic in the immediate proximity of school entrances. Unless the measures are mandatory, as at urban school sites rather than advisory, their effectiveness in speed reduction is seriously diminished. These measures are however clearly popular with schools and parents with a number of schemes already in place and further schools included in a waiting list for the rural 20’s plenty 2006-2010 initiative. 
18. The Working Party felt a review of the effectiveness of the initiative, with the establishment of a priority setting mechanism should be undertaken urgently to ensure;

a) Schools that have requested a 20’s plenty /school safety zone should be kept advised and regularly updated of their position in the scheme priority list. 
b) That the priority setting mechanism would be clear and transparent

c) That the assessment criteria and selection process, and a list of schools assessed, awaiting installation of a scheme and those where schemes have been completed should be available on the County Council’s website.
d) That a review of the impact of existing schemes is undertaken urgently

e) That the work of other Counties is compared to the effect of the Suffolk initiative to establish best practise.

19. The role of school crossing patrol officers and their part in persuading parents to allow their children to walk to school was noted as valuable. The Working Party acknowledged the difficulties in recruiting school crossing patrols and also the issues around the current criteria for assessing new patrol sites using accompanied as well as unaccompanied children. It recognised that any review of the school crossing policy in Suffolk would need to include a review of pay levels and recruitment arrangements for school crossing patrol officers and that there were significant staffing and funding issues around any review of current policy. 
20. In urban area schools, the infrastructure around a school and social-economic factors were also found to have an impact on the use of the car for school journeys. Though the distance travelled was, on average, much less than at rural schools, factors such as child safety, availability of suitable pubic transport, time available and convenience was found at Dale Hall Community Primary School to be significant factors to parents.
21. As with rural schools, if walking or cycling was perceived at urban schools to be safe by a parent then sustainable transport was more likely to be adopted. Pupils, asked at Dale Hall Community Primary School how they would like to travel to school, replied that 84% would like to travel by sustainable means. Though highway road safety issues were found to be less frequently stated as a factor, measures such as better storage for bikes at school, consideration of a walking bus scheme, extended road safety training, and the inclusion of initiatives within the school curriculum were felt to be important in encouraging sustainable modes of travel.
22. In considering the differences between primary and secondary schools, the Working Party was unsuccessful in its efforts to visit a secondary school, but through the involvement of Cllr Beer in high school issues in his locality and the discussions with Sharon Payne, School Travel Plan Advisor, the Working Party was able to discuss some issues. It established that encouraging greater links between primary and secondary school travel plans could help to develop sustainable journeys for families with pupils attending both schools. 

23. In general, the Working Party noted that the current schools admissions policies encouraged parents to choose both primary and secondary schools that required pupils to travel further than would be normally expected within a school catchment area. At secondary schools, a key factor to encourage pupils to find an alternative mode of travel than by car was in providing adequate travel information to new pupils, covering the areas from which pupils would be travelling from.
The process of producing a school travel plan and the impact of an established school travel plan
24. The Working Party received details of the guidance provided to schools to develop and complete a school travel plan available on the joint www.suffolkroadsafe.net website, explanation from School Travel Plan Advisors of their role, and attended a school travel plan meeting at Dale Hall Community Primary school to experience the process of developing a school travel plan.

25. The Working Party received copies of a number of established and completed school travel plans to consider, and by visiting Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School, at Framlingham was able to discuss with school staff how the travel plan had been of benefit to the school.
26. The Working Party found that in each example the successful development and introduction of the school travel plan was dependent on both school and families taking an enthusiastic approach, and where efforts were made to tackle the key issues whether these were about highway infrastructure or parent perceptions.
27. At Sir Robert Hitcham CEVAP Primary School, where the school travel plan was finalised earlier this year, it has enabled the school to use the plan to emphasise with parents and pupils the need to consider more sustainable journeys to school through road safety training, trial walk to school initiatives, Year 5 cyclist training and a Framlingham travel trail. The school is currently working with an Environment and Transport Directorate Road Safety Officer to produce a DVD on general road safety in and around the town for pupils.
The incentives and recognition for schools preparing a school travel plan
28. Government incentives for schools to successfully complete a school travel plan include a capital grant from the Department for Children, Schools and Families. This provides a one off payment of £3750 + £5 per pupil for primary schools and £5000 + £5 per pupil for secondary schools, special schools and pupil referral units. Since 2006, schools with a school travel plan can also apply for National Healthy Schools Status, and apply for inclusion in the Eco Schools programme using their travel plan to assess the schools impact on the environment.
29. There are also national planning conditions applied by Suffolk’s planning authorities which require a school building project to meet Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 13. This recognises a school to be a major traffic generator and “should be located so as to maximise their accessibility by public transport, walking and cycling. Similarly, proposals to develop, expand or redevelop existing sites should improve access by public transport, walking and cycling.” In respect of school travel plans, PPG 13 specifically states “new and expanded school facilities should be accompanied by a school travel plan which promotes safe cycle and walking routes, restricts parking and car access at and around schools, and includes on-site changing and cycle storage facilities.” The Working Party has been advised that planning authorities work with Environment and Transport, and Children and Young People Directorates during the development of new or expanded schools to ensure that the requirements of PPG13 are met.
30. Other organisations such as Sustrans, through its national school travel information service, provides a variety of training and information aimed at schools and where a school is located on a national cycle route, applications can be made to Sustrans for a small grant for cycling facilities at the school.
31. Suffolk County Council has a local target within its Local Transport Plan 2006-2011 to have a travel plan in place for 100% of schools by March 2010 and funding is in place for the Environment and Transport Directorate to work with Suffolk schools to develop school travel plans up to March 2010. Having a school travel plan adds weight to a local request for traffic engineering measures in a town and village where the plan identifies traffic engineering measures as being a significant road safety concern. This includes consideration of a 20’s Plenty school entrance treatment. Schools are required to have a travel plan in place in order to qualify for consideration for a 20’s plenty/ school safety zone.
32. In recognition of successful school travel plans, the Working Party was advised that there is a national accreditation scheme being developed, based on an existing scheme developed by Transport for London which offers schools the opportunity to be recognised for the impact of their travel plan, and the opportunity to work with School Travel Advisors to review their plans. Environment and Transport Directorate is currently investigating the feasibility of launching this in Suffolk.
33. A further local recognition, as part of Suffolk’s Greenest County Initiative, includes a “school of the year” competition which considers a schools’ overall environmental policy and within this its school travel plan.
34. Though the motivation for a school to produce a school travel plan was found by the Working Party to include national and local incentives, examples of completed school travel plans demonstrated that the schools were also motivated by a wish to reduce congestion outside the school entrance, to reduce the impact of the school presence on the surrounding residential area, promote safety, environmental and health messages to pupils and parents, and to develop a wider school community.
The production of a leaflet for schools and other education or children care centres

35. The Working Party felt that the production of a leaflet setting out transport options for pupils attending schools would be a useful means of encouraging more sustainable journeys to school. The working party was advised of the joint working of the Children and Young People, and Environment and Transport Directorates through the Sustainable School Travel Group to develop a Sustainable Travel to School Strategy for Suffolk to meet the duties of the Education and Inspections Act 2006. These duties include the promotion of the use of sustainable travel for transport to school.
36. In accordance with this duty, and the Local Transport Plan 2006-2011, Suffolk County Council has developed its Sustainable Travel to School Strategy objectives to include,
a) Every child who attends school in Suffolk will have access to a sustainable travel choice

b) Journeys to and from school will be made safer for all road users

c) To align the Schools Organisational Review and Building Schools for the Future with sustainable schools agenda, to consider sustainable transport implications from the outset

d) To actively promote sustainable travel options to schools, parents and pupils

37. The Working Party Members noted that as the funding in place for the Environment and Transport Directorate to work with Suffolk schools to develop school travel plans will come to an end in March 2010, there will be little opportunity to work with schools to review and refresh school travel plans in Suffolk beyond this date.
38. The Working Party Members were also aware of the TravelSmart pilot residential travel plan scheme underway in Lowestoft, and the personalised travel information provided to families as part of this initiative. The Working Party concluded that, as part of the Sustainable Travel to School Strategy, the feasibility of providing school based travel guide maps as part of the development of school travel plans should be undertaken.
The cost of school bus journeys.

39. The Working Party was advised that bus travel to school is only free where children meet the eligibility criteria as set out by current legislation of more than three miles from the catchment or nearest school, and two miles for under 8 year olds. There is provision for free transport for special circumstances in the Council’s home to school transport policies. A child or student can apply for school transport under the Council’s discretionary scheme and this is for September 2008 £126 per term or £184 per term for travel outside of catchment schools or longer distances. Students with Explore cards can travel on any local bus for a 50% discount on the adult fare.
40. In June 2008 the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee was informed that the Home to School Policy Development Panel had stood down following the commissioning of a review of all passenger transport arrangements, including children and young people. The Working Party noted this review and that Suffolk appeared to have relatively high student contribution rates to the school transport discretionary scheme.
Summary of Findings 
41. The following provides a summary of the findings of the Scrutiny Working Party; 
a) Every school in the state sector is required to have a travel plan. Not all school travel plans are likely to be successful. The Working Party has found that successful school travel plans require an enthusiastic approach on the part of all concerned with sustainable travel advocates involved in developing and implementing the plan.
b) The main concerns or factors affecting parents’ decision of mode of travel to school at both urban and rural schools are safety of child, road safety, distance travelled and available time/convenience.

c) A significant and real barrier to change was parents’ perception of road safety concerns when walking to school. These concerns were often not as great in reality as they were perceived to be.
d) At rural schools highway improvement rather than education about sustainable travel was a key factor. Providing 20’s Plenty schemes or school safety zones, and school crossing patrols were both cited by school staff as being considered beneficial. At urban schools measures such as better bicycle storage, road safety training, and the inclusion of initiatives within the school curriculum were felt to be important in encouraging sustainable modes of travel.

e) The Working Party felt a review of the effectiveness of the 20’s Plenty Scheme, including the establishment of a priority setting mechanism, a means of keeping schools advised by providing details on the County Council website, an assessment of the impact of schemes already in place, and an establishment of best practice should be undertaken urgently.
f) The Working Party acknowledged the value of the presence of school crossing patrols in encouraging parents and pupils to walk to primary schools. It noted the difficulty in recruiting new school crossing patrol officers as demonstrated by the current number of vacancies.
g) The Working Party noted that the current schools admissions policies encouraged parents to choose both primary and secondary schools that required pupils to travel further than would be normally expected within a school catchment area. This had an impact on both congestion outside schools and the success of some school travel plans.

h) The Working Party welcomed the work undertaken recently to improve liaison and establish joint working between Environment and Transport and Children and Young People Directorates with the development of a Sustainable Travel to School Strategy and a Sustainable School Travel Group, though it felt this joint working would have been more beneficial had it taken place sooner, as it felt the development of school travel plans have previously taken place in isolation of other projects.   
i) The Working Party noted the importance of the joint working between Environment and Transport, and Children and Young People Directorates  with respect to Building Schools for the Future, School Organisational Review and Primary Capital Programme where significant future changes to school education in Suffolk will directly impact on school travel plans. The Working Party felt that this group was best placed to investigate the feasibility of schools providing travel guide maps as part of the development of their school travel plans.
j) The Working Party felt recognition and incentives for schools developing successful school travel plans such as the Council’s progress towards a national accreditation scheme for schools, the Greenest County “school of the year” competition and others should be noted.
k) The Working Party noted the review of home to school transport arrangements as part of a larger review of passenger transport for Suffolk, and felt this was an area on which it would like to receive further information.

Recommendations
42. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that the information set out in this report is received and noted.
43. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that there should be a review of 20’s Plenty schemes and school safety zones to ensure that,

a) Schools that have requested a 20’s plenty /school safety zone should be kept advised and regularly updated of their position in the scheme priority list. 

b) That the priority setting mechanism would be clear and transparent

c) That the assessment criteria and selection process, and a list of schools assessed, awaiting installation of a scheme and those where schemes have been completed should be available on the County Council’s website.

d) That a review of the impact of existing schemes is undertaken urgently

e) That the work of other Counties is compared to the effect of the Suffolk initiative to establish best practise.

44. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that the Sustainable School Travel Group investigates the feasibility of schools providing travel guide maps as part of the development of their school travel plans.

45. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that further reports are received on the development and implementation of the Sustainable Travel to School Strategy.

46. The Working Party agreed to recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that further information is received on the progress of the review of home to school transport arrangements.
Glossary

CEVAP School – Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary School
PPG13 – Planning Policy Guidance Note 13

Supporting Information 

Department for Communities and Local Government, Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport, Published March 2001 http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/rtf/156039.rtf
Sustrans School Travel, published in May 2007 www.sustrans.org.uk
Interim Sustainable Travel to School Strategy, Suffolk County Council published August 2007

Suffolk County Council and Suffolk Police website, setting out school travel plan guidance for schools on http://www.suffolkroadsafe.net/
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