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Annex A
Roads and Transport Policy Development Panel
Public Transport and Accessibility Task & Finish Group:
Report on Public Transport and Accessibility


Introduction
Background and Context to the Task & Finish Group
Suffolk County Council currently spends more than £30m a year on transport. Of this, in 2013/14, £4.66m was spent on public transport. This includes support for bus services, support for community transport, and the provision of associated information, such as timetables, and infrastructure, such as bus stops. This compares to £4.62m in 2012/13, £4.56m in 2011/12, and £6.56m in 2010/11. Of the remainder, around £19m is spent on home-to-school transport, and around £8m on concessionary travel. 
Discussions on medium term budget strategy identified the public transport budget as an area of discretionary spending and therefore an area for potential savings. However, it is recognised that people reliant on public transport often face difficulties in undertaking even routine journeys, because provision does not meet their needs, and there are acknowledged social and economic costs for those who may be isolated because of their inability to access public transport. For young people, the lack of transport can make it difficult to get to work, training or college and can restrict opportunities to socialise, meet friends, and take part in sporting and cultural activities. For elderly people, the ability to get out to activities and events,  see family and friends, shop, and attend medical appointments is an important factor in their health and wellbeing and thus their ability to live independently. 
In light of the above, it was agreed in July 2013 that the Roads and Transport Policy Development Panel (PDP) should be asked to develop recommendations as to how the County Council could best support people’s travel needs in the future and how it could best use the available resources to do this. Because of the scale and complexity of the subject, the PDP established a subsidiary Task & Finish Group (TFG), of councillors with a particular interest in public transport. This consisted of a combination of members of the PDP and other co-opted councillors, in order to maintain cross-party representation and ensure a mixture of councillors from urban and rural areas. 
The TFG met from November 2013 to May 2014 and took evidence from a wide range of sources from both within and outside the County Council.  Although its Terms of Reference was couched in terms of the needs of the elderly and young people, the TFG recognised that public transport was of relevance to all communities in Suffolk and undertook its work with this in mind.
Similarly, although the Terms of Reference was set in the context of finding ways in which the County Council’s public transport budget may be better spent, as opposed to finding savings, the TFG remained mindful of the current financial climate and that public service budgets are likely to remain under pressure for the foreseeable future. A copy of the TFG’s full Terms of Reference is attached as Appendix A.
This report presents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the TFG.
Methodology
In gathering its evidence, the TFG adopted the following approaches:
Passenger Transport Unit:
Staff from Suffolk County Council’s Passenger Transport Unit (PTU), provided extensive written evidence and attended two meetings of the TFG, at the beginning and end of its investigations. This served, first, to give an overview of the current situation of public transport in Suffolk from the County Council’s perspective, indicating issues that the TFG could explore further; and secondly to allow the PTU to use its own expertise to support or fill gaps in evidence from other sources.
Evidence Gathering Days: 
These were held at Endeavour House on three days across January, February and May 2014, with witnesses invited from a wide range of interested parties. Responses to the invitations were very positive and in total 31 different individuals were interviewed. To help them prepare, witnesses were sent questions in advance, set by the TFG, and designed to help guide debate and discussion on the day. 
Each day consisted of a number of sessions with witnesses, with four on the first two days and one on the third. Most sessions lasted for at least an hour and in order to encourage openness the TFG operated under Chatham House rules, meaning evidence could not be attributed to any individual. Material gathered then served either as the basis for conclusions in their own right or to point towards further investigation.
Those invited to attend included:
County Council Officers, with an emphasis on service areas supporting young people, the vulnerable and the elderly;
Representatives of the Voluntary and Community Sector, again, with an emphasis on those working with young people and the elderly;
Community Transport Providers;
Commercial Bus Operators;
NHS Hospital Transport Services;
Those representing or working with military families;
Further Education Colleges;
Suffolk Association of Local Councils, and;
Community representatives from Ipswich & Lowestoft.
Members of the TFG also attended the SALC (Suffolk Association of Local Councils) Public Transport Seminar, held at Elmswell in February 2014, and subsequently met with SALC to compare findings and receive a copy of the seminar’s final report[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  SALC (2014) Public Transport Seminar – Bus Services, 24 February 2014] 

The timetable for the evidence-gathering days, details of attendees and guidance questions are attached as Appendix B.
Written Evidence:
The TFG also accepted written material from those invited to attend the evidence-gathering days.  This generated seven responses; some from those unable to attend in person, some in addition to oral evidence. Again, respondents were guaranteed anonymity, to encourage openness and honesty. Written evidence was also supplied by members of the TFG, who were encouraged to undertake their own research.
Desk Based Research:
Supporting officers undertook extensive desk-based research, with a view to adding to the TFG’s overall evidence base and ensuring that evidence received from witnesses could be supported by other sources.
Relationship with the Transport Transformation Programme: 
Throughout its work, the TFG paid regard to the work of the Transport Transformation Programme, noting the relationship it shared with this project.

Executive Summary
Conclusions and Supporting Findings
Conclusion: Suffolk County Council cannot be confident that all transport needs, particularly in rural areas, are met by the available transport options.  
In reaching this conclusion, the TFG found that:
Although at face value the network of scheduled bus services appears to be relatively extensive, when routes and frequency are considered together, there is a concentration of provision in and around the major towns, with far fewer services available in many rural areas. 
Increasingly, provision of public transport in rural areas is falling to community transport operators, who now make a very valuable contribution to public transport services in Suffolk. However, the network of these has grown organically over the years, with the result that Suffolk has a patchwork of different provision. 
The public transport needs of many younger and older people are not being met, which is exacerbated by information on public transport that is often difficult to find and difficult to understand, and infrastructure, such as bus stops and shelters, that is often not user friendly, or not widely available, such as Real Time Passenger Information.
Conclusion: A review of current public transport strategy is needed to ensure the network is better placed to meet any future growth in demand for public transport.
In reaching this conclusion, the TFG found that:
Suffolk County Council’s vision for the future of public transport is not well understood by partners, stakeholders and the wider public.  It is not clear that the current Public Transport Strategy is robust enough to allow all partners to work to a coherent plan in the delivery of public transport.
According to many witnesses, demand for public transport is likely to increase in the future, due to a combination of an increasing and ageing population, the prohibitive cost of driving for younger people, and ongoing reforms to the welfare system.
In the county, there is a clear enough understanding of levels of public transport need and unmet need, to support the development of public transport policies and better-targeted transport options.
It is not clear that current public transport planning takes full account of the value of public transport beyond that of a means of transporting people from A to B, and its impact on the health and wellbeing of many of the people who use it. 
Conclusion: Delivery of the Council’s public transport strategy will require a much more collaborative approach. 
In reaching this conclusion, the TFG found that:
Ongoing financial constraints mean that Suffolk County Council will not have the capacity on its own to support new services or extend existing ones.
At present, engagement and consultation with local communities is often regarded as insufficient, although there is a willingness at least on the part of some town and parish councils to take more of a lead on identifying their own local transport needs and developing solutions.
Public transport services, particularly those offered by community transport operators are not well promoted. In addition, information such as timetables, is often difficult to find and to understand, and opportunities for co-design are often not fully realised.
Arrangements such as Quality Bus Partnerships or Voluntary Partnership Agreements offer valuable opportunities for partners and stakeholders to collaborate on the development and delivery of shared public transport aims and objectives. They can also serve as the means to implement other collaborative schemes, such as multi-ticketing across operators, use of smartcards, and Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI).
At present, the capacity of community transport operators to expand is hindered by a number of factors, notably difficulties in attracting and retaining suitably skilled volunteers, and the fragmented nature of community transport as whole, which prevents operators working together to achieve economies of scale.
Conclusion: It will be very difficult for the County Council to generate further savings from the discretionary public transport budget. 
The TFG recognised the ongoing work of the Travel Transformation Programme in looking at ways of meeting transport needs in Suffolk more efficiently and concluded that any savings generated should be reinvested in order to deliver the public transport strategy and support new ways of working.
Conclusion: Although the legislative issues surrounding public transport and reductions in funding from central government are not within the County Council’s power to address, there is a role for Suffolk County Council and partners to lobby the government for:
More equitable public transport funding for rural areas such as Suffolk;
Increased discretion and or funding for the English National Concessionary Travel Scheme;
More support for young people’s travel needs post-16, and;
Support for community transport operators by making it easier and cheaper for them to train new drivers.
Conclusion: The importance of public transport as more than a means of getting people from A to B and its role in supporting people’s health and well-being is not fully reflected in the Council’s priorities and supporting policies. 
Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Suffolk County Council should develop a clear vision for the future of public transport and support this with a more transparent and stand-alone strategy for meeting the travel needs of the county, working in collaboration with commercial and community transport operators, users and other interested parties. This should incorporate the key principles of:
Co-design;
Innovation, and;
Integration, with a view to developing a coherent countywide network.
The strategy should facilitate:
The creation of countywide transport partnerships and community-led transport schemes that integrate with scheduled provision, and;
Investment in technology that in turn will deliver multi-ticketing, wider use of smartcards and wider availability of RTPI.
Recommendation 2: Suffolk County Council must invest time and effort in collaborative working and lead on the creation of a Public Transport Forum to develop public transport policy in line with strategy, and where appropriate, oversee its implementation. The Forum should include commercial and community transport operators, as well as user and community groups, all of whom should engage in the Forum as equal partners. Policy areas should include:
Development of one or more Quality Bus Partnerships or Voluntary Partnership Agreements with commercial operators, to include development of multi-ticketing, cashless payments, extension of RTPI and harmonisation of age-related fares/discounts.
Consideration of similar partnerships for community transport operators, whereby the Council guarantees funding and support conditional on providers meeting certain standards. 
Designing and implementing the development of local transport hubs with local communities.
Building an evidence base of need and unmet need, with a view to:
Identifying what prevents people from using public transport;
Improving understanding of the role public transport in tackling isolation, particularly amongst the elderly, and young people in rural areas, and;
Devising transport options that better meet people’s needs, including expanding the capacity of community transport to operate more at peak times and during evenings and at weekends.
Designing mechanisms to identify demand for new and extended community transport services and the best means to meet this demand.
Challenging hospitals to work with the Forum on encouraging greater use of public transport by staff, outpatients and visitors. This should include devising systems for discussing transport needs with patients when booking appointments, and investigating introduction of new hospital shuttle-bus services.
Developing means by which the community transport sector may achieve greater economies of scale, including a single database to support demand management and to allow additional sources of funding to be identified.
Designing a protocol by which planning authorities ensure proposed new developments take full account of public transport needs at an early stage and encourage public transport as people’s first choice.
Sharing and learning from best practice on innovative commercial and community public transport services.
Identifying ways by which scheduled bus and community transport services serving Suffolk’s military bases may be improved, and investigate possibilities for supporting such initiatives through the Ministry of Defence’s Community Covenant Grant Scheme. 
Recommendation 3: The Council should ensure that no further savings are sought from its discretionary budget for public transport without first fully understanding the impact on users and the possible cost implications for other public services.
Recommendation 4: Suffolk County Council should develop a programme of communication,  based on the collaborative principles  of the public transport strategy (see Recommendation 1) delivered with the aid of technology wherever possible,  and which includes:
The co-design of timetables and other information that is easy to find and easy to understand.
The use of technology in making public transport information more readily available, including RTPI,  the commissioning or recommendation of a number of smart phone apps, as well as hardware at bus stops and interchanges.
Promotion of local and national discount/concessionary schemes.
Working with local communities (including town and parish councils where appropriate) to establish a network of Community Transport Champions to be responsible for sharing information locally and channelling feedback to the proposed Public Transport Forum.
Promotion of the role of community transport volunteer drivers, managers and trustees.
Promotion of community transport schemes, particularly those that meet the needs of young people.
Working with community transport operators to promote a single community transport brand.
Recommendation 5: Suffolk County Council should lead a countywide campaign to lobby the government and the county’s MPs for a more equitable distribution of national funding to support public transport in rural areas, urging the government to: 
Recognise the importance of public transport in supporting people’s health and wellbeing and in raising educational achievement, to acknowledge the particular problems faced by councils such as Suffolk County Council in providing public transport in rural areas, and to allocate funding accordingly.
Make a greater contribution to the English National Concessionary Travel Scheme, or give local transport authorities greater powers to vary the scheme, including a low level maximum charge for every journey. 
Increase support for young people’s travel needs through the 16-19 Bursary Fund.
Reinstate automatic addition of category D1 (minibus) for drivers passing their driving test to make it easier for community transport operators to recruit younger drivers and to significantly reduce fees for re-testing of  community transport drivers.
Recommendation 6: Suffolk County Council should work with bus operators to extend take up of the Endeavour Card and extend eligibility to all members of the public as a cashless smartcard to promote the use of public transport.
Recommendation 7: Local communities should take a lead in identifying their local transport needs and devising their own solutions. Where they exist, town and parish councils should be the main drivers for this, working with other voluntary and community groups where appropriate. Elsewhere, the Council should encourage and support existing or new community groups to work together.
Recommendation 8: Suffolk County Council and local communities should work together on improving provision of local bus infrastructure, particularly bus stops and shelters, ensuring they are provided in the places that best meet local need and are of suitable quality. This may require:
Helping local communities find additional sources of funding;
Working with local businesses etc. to explore opportunities for waiting on their premises, and;
Staging a design competition for a durable modular bus shelter with seating that can be easily dissembled and relocated if routes change.
Recommendation 9: Suffolk County Council should work with community transport operators to assess redesigning services to ensure young people trying to get to education, training or employment can book regular trips. 
Recommendation 10: Suffolk County Council should investigate options for an integrated health, care and wellbeing transport service similar to the Transport Plus service operating in Norfolk.
Recommendation 11: Suffolk County Council should ensure that the importance of public transport is reflected in its priorities and that its wider role in supporting people’s health and wellbeing is acknowledged across all policy areas. 
Recommendation 12: The Director for Economy, Skills and Environment should present a progress report on implementation of these recommendations within 12 months.
Findings and Conclusions
Policy Approaches to Public Transport
The TFG set its findings on the approach to public transport in Suffolk in the context of the County Council’s statutory obligations and the current Suffolk Transport Strategy, as set out in the County Council’s Local Transport Plan 2011-2031[footnoteRef:2]. It also took into account evidence submitted in support of the Council’s Scrutiny Committee Report on Demand Responsive Transport published in May 2012[footnoteRef:3] and felt too that the importance of recent and ongoing financial constraints must be highlighted. The TFG took the view that between them, these provided a solid foundation of the Council’s aims, objectives and activities in respect of public transport, onto which a wider evidence base could be built. [2:  See: www.suffolk.gov.uk/transport-planning/local-transport-plan ]  [3:  Suffolk County Council, Scrutiny Committee (2012) Demand Responsive Transport (DRT) in Suffolk, Agenda Item 6, 1 May 2012] 

Statutory Obligations
Under the terms of the Transport Act 1985, Suffolk County Council, as the local transport authority, is obliged to
“Secure the provision of such public passenger transport services [it] consider[s] it appropriate to secure to meet any public transport requirements within the county which would not in their view be met apart from any action taken by them for that purpose.”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Transport Act 1985, Section 63(1)(a)] 

In practice this means:
Acting as a broker in shaping the local bus market;
Offering financial support for bus services;
Providing home-to-school transport;
Supporting community transport;
Providing publicity;
Providing an RTPI system;
Providing a concessionary travel scheme;
Providing the Endeavour Card and other smart cards, and;
Monitoring planning applications in order to secure funding.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  As reported to the SALC Public Transport Seminar – Bus Services, 24 February 2014] 

Suffolk Transport Strategy
The broad aim of the current Suffolk Transport Strategy, “…is to support the sustainable economic development that is required to lift Suffolk out of the recession and provide sustainable future growth.”[footnoteRef:6] Although this strategy argues that different interventions will be appropriate for different places, it still identifies a range of common themes for urban and rural areas.  [6:  Suffolk Local Transport Plan 2011-2031, Part 1 p27] 

In urban areas, the current strategy aims for the development and promotion of sustainable transport networks including “…the provision of strong commercial bus operations, where a town can support this, along with good stops, shelters and information and with good connections to other forms of transport.”[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  ibid, Part 1 p29] 

In rural areas, the current strategy aims to work with public transport operators and community and voluntary groups to improve accessibility to key centres, including through the development of demand responsive bus services, and designing timetables that provide better interchanges and improve journey times. It also includes:
Incorporating the above with better information to make it easier for people to plan their journeys, and; 
Ongoing work to build greater capacity in communities to take more responsibility for local transport.
The TFG also noted the current strategy’s aspiration to improve transport infrastructure when resources allow, though the priority would be to maintain assets and make their use as efficient as possible, recognising that as the Council added to its infrastructure so it added to its future maintenance liability[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  ibid, Part 1 p28] 



Suffolk County Council Scrutiny Committee Report on Demand Responsive Transport
In May 2012, by way of evidence to the Scrutiny Committee[footnoteRef:9], it was reported: [9:  See Suffolk County Council, Scrutiny Committee (2012) Demand Responsive Transport (DRT) in Suffolk, Agenda Item 6, 1 May 2012] 

That Suffolk County Council monitored the commercial bus network to identify gaps where social need was not being met, and sponsored or subsidised services were provided to fill these gaps, but;
Pressure on budgets meant more services were being reduced or withdrawn.
That commercial bus operators were increasingly concerned about the risk of reducing levels of income from reimbursements under the English National Concessionary Travel Scheme, the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG) and schools related business, and;
That the extent or frequency of commercial bus services may therefore be reduced, with operators concentrating activities on core routes and principal centres of population, and;
That Suffolk County Council would not be in a position to replace services that were withdrawn. 
It was also reported that the County Council worked closely with operators to plan for and mitigate the effect of changes, but that pressure on funds had led to a change in approach, with priority given to bus services in urban areas and on strategic routes. To offset the loss of rural services, the Council was focusing on the introduction of Demand Responsive Transport (DRT), although at the time of the Scrutiny Committee’s investigation, it was pointed out that Suffolk had the largest town in the UK – Bury St. Edmunds – without any evening, Sunday or Bank Holiday bus services[footnoteRef:10]. [10:  Campaign for Better Transport (Ipswich & Suffolk Group) (2012) Response to Invitation by Suffolk County Council Scrutiny Committee to Comment on Demand Responsive Transport Services] 

Financial Context
Since implementation of the government’s budget cuts in 2010, funding nationally for public transport has been reduced. This has resulted in cuts to the BSOG, and a reduction in levels of funding available to the County Council to subsidise bus services and community transport. 
Nationally, bus companies’ operational revenue has been under pressure for a number of years. In addition to a review of the BSOG (which resulted in a 20% reduction in the fuel duty rebate and changes to the administration of the scheme) the reduction in funding to local councils after the Comprehensive Funding Review in October 2010 meant the County Council decided to reduce the budget for supported bus services. However, the Council continued to work with bus operators to promote the viability of commercial services, thereby reducing the requirement for Council subsidies.
Funding is likely to remain under considerable pressure for the foreseeable future. In particular, the BSOG for supported services has been devolved to the County Council but is frozen at the current level and is only ring-fenced until 2017. 
Strategic Issues Regarding Public Transport
Against the policy background set out above, and taking into account other evidence set out in further sections of this report, the TFG found that:
Public transport was a highly valued service and there was consensus among witnesses that demand for it will increase in the future because of:
An increasing and ageing population;
Ongoing reforms to the benefit system, and;
The prohibitive cost of driving for younger people.
Witnesses agreed that in the future, public transport was likely to place greater emphasis on scheduled and commercial services in and between urban areas, and community transport in rural areas.
Given current and ongoing budget restraints, some witnesses felt individuals and communities could have to develop their own solutions to their transport needs.
Few witnesses expressed any sense of a joined-up vision and strategy for the future of public transport in Suffolk. Those who spoke of a vision for the future did so in terms of partnership and collaboration and of the importance of seeing public transport as more than just a means of getting people from A to B.
In discussing the public transport network and infrastructure as a whole, witnesses consistently reported that :
Information on public transport was often difficult to find and understand;
There was not enough investment in public transport infrastructure, and;
Fares, discounts, ticketing, and available methods of payment were often complicated, confusing and restrictive.
These findings are considered in more detail later in the report.
Many witnesses involved in providing public transport or speaking on behalf of users felt that working relationships with Suffolk County Council were poorly developed and that this hindered strategic thinking, innovation and practical collaboration. However, many also stated that communication between the commercial and community transport sectors was equally poor, as often was that  between individual providers.
Witnesses understood that Suffolk County Council was not responsible for the vast majority of planning decisions, such as for new housing developments, but many reported that often planning permission did not adequately take account of public transport needs. 
It was reported that Section 106 requirements generate around £100,000 a year for public transport infrastructure. With major planning applications, developers are encouraged to include some public transport elements in their design, such as appropriate kerbs at bus stops, so they can be included in the initial build, rather than added later.
Across the public transport sector as a whole there is no proper understanding of need and unmet need. Some witnesses themselves reported that assumptions are made but often with no real data to back them up.
Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
Public transport in Suffolk is a highly valued service, and one with an impact far beyond that of a means of transporting people from A to B. Because of this, it is difficult to see how further savings in the discretionary public transport budget could be achieved without the risk of a negative impact elsewhere and consequent cost implications for other public services.
In spite of the best efforts of those involved and despite the current Suffolk Transport Strategy, it is not clear that Suffolk County Council is working to a coherent plan in the delivery of public transport. There is no sufficiently clear vision of the future of public transport shared with and understood by partners and the wider public. There is a need for a clear stand-alone Public Transport Strategy, underpinned by appropriate polices and developed in collaboration with partners, users and other interested parties.
Public transport in Suffolk, in terms of information for users, accessibility of services, and the supporting infrastructure, does not allow for maximum use by the maximum number of people. 
The role of public transport as an enabler that can have an impact on people’s lives beyond that of a simple means of getting from A to B is not fully understood. The TFG also noted public transport can support Suffolk’s aspiration to be the Greenest County and benefit the local economy by supporting tourism. 
Any innovative reshaping of public transport in Suffolk will require levels of effort and resources beyond the means of the County Council alone. This is key: There must be a willingness across all parties to collaborate in the future design and delivery of public transport. Bringing this about may require the creation of a specific countywide body. Alternative sources of funding will have to be found, and individuals, local communities and others may need to become increasingly responsible for taking a lead in finding solutions to their public transport needs. 
Younger People
The TFG found that:
All witnesses agreed that many public transport services do not run at times to meet the needs of young people, be they educational, work related or for leisure purposes. This was particularly true of evenings and at weekends, and applied to both scheduled and community services, with the latter not a viable option on a regular or daily basis.
Witnesses also stated that the withdrawal of County Council sponsored evening and Sunday services in April 2011 had a particular impact on young people, who were less likely to own their own transport[footnoteRef:11]. Although this could hold true in any part of Suffolk, witnesses felt that young people in rural areas had been particularly hard hit. [11:  In large part down to the high cost of insurance, a point made to the House of Commons Transport Select Committee. See Fourth Report, 2010-11.] 

For young people in post-16 education, evidence shows there is a clear relationship between the cost and availability of public transport and the place where they study, or indeed if they continue to study at all.  Witnesses reported that in Suffolk:
A ‘significant and increasing number’ of students at FE colleges applying for support from the 16-19 Bursary Fund (which replaced the Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA)[footnoteRef:12]) did so to help meet their transport costs in particular. [12:  In replacing the EMA the 16-19 Bursary Fund was designed to help students with “…any education-related costs that may arise during the school year, including essentials like a meal during the day or transport to…school, college or training provider...” (Education Funding Agency (2013) 16-19 Bursary Fund: Your Questions Answered p4)] 

At least one college scheduled class timetables to finish earlier than the normal college day to allow students from surrounding rural areas to catch the last bus home. As a result, the college’s teaching facilities operated only at 60% capacity.
Students wishing to undertake vocational studies were at a particular disadvantage as such courses were usually only available at FE colleges and not at school sixth forms that may be nearer to home. Lack of public transport also meant vocational students had difficulty taking part in work experience activities, which tended to be organised for Saturdays.
The cost and lack of public transport caused some students to drop out of courses, or to not take them up in the first place. In the view of some witnesses, this made a ‘material contribution’ to the number of NEETs (i.e. those Not in Education, Employment or Training) in their area[footnoteRef:13].  [13:  In Suffolk as a whole, 6.1% of those aged 16-18 were recorded as NEET in April 2014. This varied from 4.2% in Mid Suffolk to 8% in Ipswich. The English average is 6.7%.] 

Anecdotal evidence suggested that young people could be losing-out on job opportunities where prospective employers saw that an applicant would not have access to transport.
These findings are consistent with those at a national level. In 2011, research showed that 72% of students took a bus to college, with an average journey of 9 miles[footnoteRef:14] and transport remains one of the greatest learning-related costs for young people. However, the tightening of local authority budgets, reductions in public transport subsidies, and introduction of the new 16-19 Bursary Fund has affected some students’ ability to pay for their transport. In 2012, the Youth Select Committee[footnoteRef:15] found: [14:  Association of Colleges, in Campaign for Better Transport (2011) Financial Support for 16-19 Year olds in Education or Training]  [15:  Youth Select Committee (2012) Transport and Young People, British Youth Council. The Youth Select Committee was launched by the British Youth Council (BYC) and is supported by the House of Commons. It mirrors the Commons’ Select Committee structure and is made up of 11 young people aged 11-18, including both elected and reserved seats to ensure broad representation of interests from all parts of the UK. ] 

That a third of young people classified as NEET after finishing school reported that they would have continued with education or training had they received support to help cover transport costs.
That many young people were expected to pay full fares on public transport even though they were still in education or training[footnoteRef:16]. [16:  Although this varies from place to place and between operators, the report noted that from 2015, when the compulsory education leaving age rises to 18, some young people could face up to four years of paying adult public transport fares whilst still at school or college. ] 

That since introduction of the 16-19 Bursary Fund, more students found it difficult to meet their transport costs[footnoteRef:17], although it was not yet clear what effect this might have on young people’s participation in education or training. [17:  The 16-19 Bursary Fund is discretionary and is disbursed directly by schools, colleges and training providers, deciding who receives it, how much they get, and what it should be used for. This means there is no national definition of entitlement. At the time of consultation on introduction of the Bursary Fund, research by the Association of Colleges showed that 94% of FE Colleges believed that abolition of the EMA would affect students’ ability to travel to and from college. (In Campaign for Better Transport (2011) Financial Support for 16-19 Year olds in Education or Training)] 

Take-up of the Endeavour Card has not been as successful as the previous Explore Card. One bus operator estimated that up to ⅓ of Explore Card users eligible for the Endeavour Card had not made the switch. Furthermore, witnesses stated that the cost of the card reader and the fact that the Endeavour Card could not be used for cash payment meant that some smaller operators and community transport providers did not accept it. 
It was explained to the TFG that while the Explore Card had applied to those aged 5–19, the Endeavour Card only covered the 16-19 age group; and that one of the reasons for narrowing the age range had been to reduce running costs. 
Nevertheless, the PTU confirmed that take-up of the Endeavour Card had been slow (Since October 2013 only around 1,000 had been issued, compared to some 7,500 Explore Cards issued in the first year of that scheme) and that a programme of further promotion, including advertising, visits to colleges and use of social media, was being planned.
In response to a question from the TFG, the Passenger Transport Unit explained that Suffolk County Council only provides school bus passes for the purpose of getting eligible children to and from school – unlike the Endeavour Card, these passes could not be used at weekends. Providing free travel for pass holders at weekends is not a statutory duty of the Council and if it was provided, the Council would have to reimburse operators for the fares they would otherwise have received. There would also be the question of how to treat children who were not eligible for school bus passes.
There is no accurate picture of young people’s public transport needs and the level of unmet need. In October 2013, a working group of the Youth Select Committee suggested there was a need to better understand why young people used or did not use public transport, and what they would use it for if it was available[footnoteRef:18] but it is unclear what progress has been made on this. [18:  Minutes of Youth Select Committee Working Group, 23 October 2013.] 

The same working group proposed a national survey to gauge how young people currently accessed information on public transport and how they would like to access it in the future. This was in response to a perceived need to develop publicity that is more effectively targeted at young people. Although at the time of writing the outcomes of this were not in the public domain, the TFG noted that the survey recognised that for many young people, information beyond fares and times was important, for example, the availability of Wi-Fi[footnoteRef:19]. The working group itself considered that “…social media is seen as the way to provide information…” but that at present “…most information is obtained from friends and educational establishments.”[footnoteRef:20] [19:  ibid.]  [20:  Pope, John (2013) Youth Select Committee Working Group Update, The Public Transport Consortium] 

Also according to research, many young people with disabilities find it difficult to access public transport, and this undermines their independence and, in the words of the Royal National Institute for the Blind, “…chips away at their confidence…”[footnoteRef:21] Although under the terms of the Disability Discrimination Act all buses, coaches and trains are required to be fully accessible by 2020, the Department for Transport has admitted these are challenging targets[footnoteRef:22]. [21:  Youth Select Committee (2012) Transport and Young People, para 25, British Youth Council.]  [22:  ibid, para 26.] 

Practical support is available for young people living in isolated areas and who have difficulty getting to work, training or college due to lack of transport. For example, Community Action Suffolk (CAS) runs a Wheels to Work scheme: those who are eligible receive a scooter and everything needed to get on the road (insurance, tax, MoT, training, safety equipment etc.) in return for which they must pay for fuel and £40 a week towards the running costs of the scheme. Although a national initiative, at present, locally, Suffolk Wheels to Work operates in Suffolk Coastal only[footnoteRef:23]. [23:  See: CAS Wheels to Work and Wheels to Work Association ] 

Efforts are also being made to attract younger people to public transport. For example, the PTU is:
Promoting the Endeavour Card (as highlighted earlier);
Including in all correspondence and literature details of other transport available and signposting people to bus operators for information on what schemes they have on offer, and;
Currently involved in a project to help those who need specialised transport to become independent and thus users of public transport in the future.
According to some witnesses, many young people do not use public transport because of its image – it is not perceived as ‘cool’. This is felt to be particularly true of community transport, which is often thought of as ‘being for older people’.
Setting the issue of young people and public transport in a wider context, according to the government’s Positive for Youth Strategy, local councils have a responsibility to help young people to engage positively in their communities and to secure access to positive activities. There is also a requirement to place young people at the heart of decision-making, and the Strategy urges “…relevant bodies in every area to involve young people in making decisions about council, health, transport, and other relevant services.”[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  HM Government (2011) Positive for Youth: Executive Summary p4 ] 

The TFG noted that in its (draft) Youth Strategy for Suffolk 2014-2017[footnoteRef:25], the County Council reported that young people in Suffolk had identified “Access to transport which is safe and affordable” as one of their top priorities. [25:  Suffolk County Council (2014) Youth Strategy for Suffolk 2014-2017 (Discussion Draft), presented to the Localities Policy Development Panel on 28 April 2014] 

Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, including relevant evidence from other sections of this report, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
The availability and cost of public transport is an important factor in young people’s choice of where they study for post-16 education, or even if they study at all. Although the progressive raising of the compulsory school leaving age to 18 will require all young people to stay in post-16 education, access to affordable public transport may still have an impact on where and what they study.
The availability and cost of public transport can limit young people’s opportunities to pursue work or training and to lead active social lives, including taking-up social, sporting or cultural pursuits.  This is particularly the case in parts of the county where there are no or severely limited evening and weekend services and has a particular impact on young people living in rural areas where there are fewer opportunities in the immediate area.
There is no accurate picture of young people’s public transport needs, or levels of unmet need, which in turn may be indicative of a more general need to engage them in co-designing solutions. There is no detailed understanding of what should be done to encourage more young people to use public transport, although it is clear that:
Current variations in the age at which adult fares take effect is an issue, and;
Community transport services will need to change the way they operate in order to become a more viable option.
Older People
The TFG found that:
The impact of social isolation and loneliness on people’s health and wellbeing is well attested[footnoteRef:26], although according to many witnesses, the more complex link between reduced public transport, the impact of social isolation on people’s health and wellbeing, and increased demand for long-term care, is not yet fully explored.  [26:  According to the Social Care Institute for Excellence, social isolation and loneliness both impair quality of life and well-being, although the latter has not been shown to be associated with increased mortality. Depression and poor diet are regarded as particular problems. Windle, Karen; Francis, Jennifer, and Coomber, Caroline (2011) Preventing Loneliness and Social Isolation: Interventions and Outcomes, Social Care Institute for Excellence, Research Briefing 39.] 

A wide range of solutions and interventions were known to be effective in tacking social isolation and its attendant health problems, including:
One-to-one interventions, such as befriending, mentoring, and what is known as gatekeeping, whereby individuals provide emotional, practical and social support to hard-to-reach or vulnerable people.
Group services, such as day centre-type activities and schemes that aim to help people widen their social circles.
Community engagement, which is essentially help for individuals to increase their participation in existing activities and to access and join outreach programmes and volunteer schemes[footnoteRef:27]. [27:  The classification of interventions as being one-to-one, group, or community based is taken from Windle, Karen; Francis, Jennifer, and; Coomber, Caroline (2011) Preventing Loneliness and Social Isolation: Interventions and Outcomes, Social Care Institute for Excellence, Research Briefing 39.] 

However, access to interventions based on group services and community engagement can often rely on access to public transport, meaning it is not just an intervention in itself but is an enabler of other interventions. 
At a national level, although lack of transport is recognised by health and social care professionals as a barrier to combatting social isolation[footnoteRef:28], its provision appears to be less widely considered as a solution. For example, in 2013, a presentation on approaches to tackling social isolation and loneliness by Public Health England’s Health and Wellbeing Directorate[footnoteRef:29] made no mention of public transport.  [28:  Windle, Karen; Francis, Jennifer, and; Coomber, Caroline (2011) Preventing Loneliness and Social Isolation: Interventions and Outcomes, Social Care Institute for Excellence, Research Briefing 39]  [29:  Public Health England (2013) Public Health Approaches to Social Isolation and Loneliness: A health and Wellbeing Directorate Seminar] 

The main reason for this appears to be a focus on health and wellbeing solutions at the level of the local community. The TFG did not disagree with such a focus but questioned whether it may have given rise to a tendency for the health and wellbeing professions to attach less importance to public transport compared to older people themselves. For example:
Delegates at the 2013 Suffolk Ageing Well Conference[footnoteRef:30] were asked to reflect on what local communities needed to do better to support people living independently into their older years. Isolation was identified as a particular concern and lack of public transport as an issue but while proposed solutions were wide-ranging and innovative, no one appeared to suggest better public transport as an answer. [30:  Suffolk Health & Wellbeing Board (2013) Suffolk Ageing Well Conference] 

Recent research for the Partnership with Older People in Suffolk (POPS)[footnoteRef:31] found that for many older people in Suffolk, loneliness and social isolation was an issue, and one that increased as they grew older. Lack of transport was cited as one of the main reasons for this and, in one resident’s words “Access to local, affordable and appropriate transport is critical.” [31:  Partnership with Older People in Suffolk (2013) My Space, My Place…Let’s Talk about Kirkley: A Discussion about Working Together for Older People in Kirkley – Discussion Report. Discussion 27 March 2013, and; Expecting the Unexpected: Sharing Experiences and Suggestions on Managing Life Changing Events – Talkabout Report. Discussion 18 July 2013] 

Witnesses who worked with or supported older people consistently reported that:
Many older people find it difficult to locate and understand public transport information, particularly bus timetables and struggled with trying to understand the different forms of community transport that are available. These points are consistent with detailed research from Lincolnshire[footnoteRef:32], which reported that many older people: [32:  Lincolnshire County Council (2012) Community Transport Report, Lincolnshire County Council and University of Lincoln (Policy Studies Research Centre and Lincoln Business School)] 

Found timetables confusing and, when combined with infrequent services and poor punctuality, led them to give up trying to use buses, and;
Were either unaware of community transport schemes in their area, or did not understand how they operated and what services they offered. 
It was also reported that, particularly in rural areas, a combination of infrequent services and services that did not run ‘at the right time’ prevented many older people from making use of public transport.
Some witnesses added that many older people did not use technology to find the information they needed, although some may do if helped and encouraged or if the technology itself was adapted, for example, touch screens for those with limited dexterity. Again, this is consistent with findings from the Lincolnshire research referred to earlier[footnoteRef:33]. [33:  ibid.] 

Witnesses also reported that many older people find that buses and community transport vehicles are not fully accessible. The TFG noted, as already referred to, that the Disability Discrimination Act requires all coaches and buses to be accessible by 2020, but noted too that most community transport vehicles are exempt.
Many older people find much of the supporting infrastructure for public transport to be inadequate. This is particularly the case with the location and quality of bus stops. It was frequently said that bus stops were too far away or difficult to get to (for example because of uneven pavements), were in isolated places, situated at some distance from where people wanted to go,  provided no seating, or were exposed to the elements. These views were supported by:
POPS research in Needham Market[footnoteRef:34], which found that many of the bus stops needed to be nearer the places older people wanted to go, such as shops and the local GP surgery, and; [34:  Partnership with Older People in Suffolk (2013) Expecting the Unexpected: Sharing Experiences and Suggestions on Managing Life Changing Events – Talkabout Report. Discussion 18 July 2013] 

Research from Lincolnshire[footnoteRef:35], which found that many older people could not get to bus stops unaided and found them uncomfortable places to wait, without proper shelter or seating. [35:  Lincolnshire County Council (2012) Community Transport Report, Lincolnshire County Council and University of Lincoln (Policy Studies Research Centre and Lincoln Business School)] 

The PTU explained that specific capital funding for bus stops/shelters had ended at the time funding for countywide projects was removed from the Local Transport Plan. Instead, this money was allocated directly to County Councillors under their Quality of Life budgets, for local highways improvements. However, the PTU added that in practice it had been possible to divert savings from the Council’s revenue budget for repairs to bus stops/shelters to provide around £70,000 to £80,000 annually for new facilities. In turn, this could be augmented by contributions from town and parish councils and other third parties, as well as Section 106 funds from developers.
For people who qualify for a concessionary bus pass but are unable to make use of it, an alternative is available in the form of £100 of travel vouchers. However, some witnesses reported that this was not widely known and needed better promotion. The TFG found it was easy to apply for such vouchers via the Suffolk on Board website[footnoteRef:36] but while information on the scheme was quite widely available[footnoteRef:37], active promotion appeared to be quite low-key. [36:  See: Suffolk on Board Concessionary Travel  ]  [37:  CSD and the concessionary fares helpline staff are fully briefed on the voucher scheme, and district councils have a service level agreement with the County Council to direct customers who need help accessing the scheme. In addition, all community transport providers are aware of the vouchers and can help both new and potential users. When concessionary passes are due for annual renewal, the Council posts notices in the local press, which include information on vouchers. ] 

Conclusions: The TFG concluded that:
Access to affordable public transport, in its own right and as something integral to other forms of support, is vital in helping older people maintain their health and wellbeing. The relationship between transport and social isolation is well attested but there is probably a longer-term correlation between transport, social isolation and demand for long-term care, which clearly has significant cost implications.
It is not clear that public service professionals see public transport in the same light as older people. From the evidence received, the TFG felt  that a growing focus on community-based support and intervention may lead such professionals to consider public transport as less important, whereas regardless of what is available locally, older people themselves still want to travel further afield.
Particularly in rural areas, infrequent bus services can be a barrier for some people but in a commercially-driven market, commercial services will run at times that allow operators to maximise returns, and services supported by the County Council will not be able to fill all the gaps. This underlines the importance of community transport.
Difficulties in finding and understanding information are not helping older people use public transport and may even act as a barrier. Co-design of information will help overcome this, as will wider and better use of technology, although it is likely there will still be a sizeable minority of older people who will not want to go online or use the likes of smartphone apps to find what they want.
Equally, supporting infrastructure, particularly bus stops/shelters, often does not encourage older people to use public transport and may also act as a barrier. There is a case for a more collaborative approach to the provision of infrastructure, with local communities taking a lead on identifying what their needs are and how they may best be met. However, providing and maintaining such infrastructure will be beyond the means of the County Council alone and collaboration will need to include finding alternative approaches.
The availability of travel vouchers as an alternative to the concessionary bus pass is not widely known and the scheme is not well promoted. Therefore, it is possible there are older people in Suffolk who are losing out on concessionary travel or not travelling at all because they do not know the vouchers are available.
Information, Communication and Marketing
The TFG found that:
Many witnesses reported that the County Council is in general a poor communicator, often failing to provide a rationale for its actions and intentions. However, similar comments were made in respect of service providers, both in the context of communicating with the public and between themselves.
For many people, information on public transport services and times is hard to find and difficult to understand.  This was cited as a problem for older people in particular, and included difficulties in understanding the raft of different community transport schemes that are available. Written evidence from one witness stated that “…public transport information is of a comparatively poor standard…bus service information is fragmented into about twenty small booklets which often excessively duplicate information...”[footnoteRef:38] Suggestions from witnesses for improvements to information included: [38:  The evidence cited the example of Booklets 9 (Saxmundham), 10 (Framlingham) and 14 (Felixstowe), which between them ‘contain only seven services not covered by other booklets.’] 

Revision of the County Council’s bus service booklets to cover wider areas, and include supporting information such as train times, market days and the opening times of tourist attractions;
Re-introduction of a Suffolk Public Transport Guide as a folding map of the bus and rail network, including service summaries and places of interest, and;
More information in places such as shops, libraries, GP surgeries, hospitals and parish noticeboards.
According to research by Passenger Focus[footnoteRef:39], passengers: [39:  Passenger Focus (2014) Bus Punctuality and Timetables: Summary of Passenger Research (January 2014)] 

Generally agree that timetables should provide a reasonably high degree of detail, enough to give people the most information they are likely to require;
Consider the most important area of information to be accuracy of departure and journey times at both peak and off-peak times, and;
Agree timetables should be easy to read but prefer them to be complex and accurate rather than simple and less accurate.
Passenger Focus concluded this challenged traditional thinking on timetabling.
Some witnesses stated that information displayed at bus stops was also inadequate, being difficult to understand. Others, though, disagreed and felt that bus stop displays had significantly improved.
At the time of writing, the PTU was in the process of developing a new tool to act as a simple guide to using a bus, including how to text for times at a bus stop, where to find timetables, the different types of transport available and how communities could help themselves to address unmet need. This was tested at a focus group on 10 April 2014, with feedback giving a strong indication of what local passengers want from public transport information:
A simple answer to the question: Can I catch a bus to where I want to go and how much will it cost?[footnoteRef:40]; [40:  Including information on cost needs to be long-term objective, as different operators work differently and do not provide all the relevant information online.] 

Greater involvement in its design and testing and, for younger people, involvement in identifying their preferred modes of communication;
Simplicity and the means to break the information down into identifiable sections for different audiences;
An appearance that grabs the attention and makes people want to use it;
Suitability for use by the colour-blind and partially sighted, and;
Suitability for use on tablets and smart phones.
Many witnesses believed that in the future, increasing use will be made of technology to provide public transport information, as well as to provide forms of booking/ticketing and payment, and RTPI. However, many added that in practice, the supporting infrastructure, such as smartcard readers is expensive, potentially prohibitively so for smaller transport providers.
In Suffolk, in terms of the use of technology:
Introduction of the Endeavour Card and supporting smart card readers was allowing operators to work towards delivery of more RTPI;
The advance in RTPI in turn allows live departure information to be displayed on www.suffolkonboard.com, searchable by bus stop, village or town and at the time of writing due to go live shortly, and;
Work is underway to develop Suffolk on Board so that it will automatically adapt to different smart phone screen sizes. According to the PTU, it is hoped this will be ready by the end of 2014.
Bus operators consider effective consultation, involvement and engagement as an important part of ensuring stability and certainty of provision. For example: 
Ipswich Buses consults on proposed changes through Ipswich Area Committees and the Sustainable Transport Forum[footnoteRef:41], and also reports back on final decisions; [41:  See: www.greensuffolk.org/about/SSTF/ The Suffolk Sustainable Transport Forum was set up five years ago by the business sector in order to disseminate information about sustainable transport and assist fellow businesses in adopting efficient and practical solutions. The forum is free to join and free-form in order to promote networking and mutual assistance. ] 

In rural areas, operators often consult town and parish councils to clarify information on local need and circumstances, such as market days, and;
Many operators increasingly consult through social media, such as Twitter and Facebook, which they have found to be particularly effective in terms of the volume of feedback and the immediacy of people’s views. 
In spite of the above, some witnesses considered both the Sustainable Travel Forum and the Ipswich Sustainable Travel Panel as largely ineffectual. 
In the opinion of many witnesses, neither commercial bus services nor community transport services were marketed and promoted effectively. Possible reasons for this included:
Reliance on local newspapers and free-sheets, which are not  as widely read as in the past, and;
Public disinterest. One operator reported that a free offer sent to 10,000 people living within 400 yards of bus routes only generated ten responses; and only 19 people had registered for regular text updates on service status.
According to witnesses, there is a particular need for the promotion of alternative forms of public transport, particularly when scheduled services are about to be withdrawn.
Suffolk County Council no longer supports the role of transport co-ordinator in local parishes, although witnesses believed these volunteers had played an important role in disseminating information at a local level.
Some witnesses felt all stakeholders should be more involved in the provision of bus services in Suffolk. In support of this view, research undertaken in Leeds and Cambridge in 2013[footnoteRef:42] found that: [42:  In The Public Transport Consortium (2013) Passenger Focus: Giving Passengers a Voice On Bus Services] 

Passengers regard bus services as a public service and feel a sense of entitlement to them and relish opportunities to influence provision, but that their views and needs are not taken sufficient regarded;
Passengers would benefit from consultation on changes to services and from ongoing monitoring of provision;
The bus industry as a whole is regarded as a poor communicator, and;
There should be some means or body capable of holding operators to account on passengers’ behalf.
At the time of writing, the PTU was developing a marketing and publicity plan, scheduled for completion by the end of June 2014.
Many witnesses felt that the County Council was not good at promoting ‘good news’ stories that could raise the profile of public transport. One example given was the award of £384,028 from the government’s Clean Bus Technology Fund[footnoteRef:43] in August 2013 to retrofit 31 buses with pollution-reducing technology, and which appeared to receive no obvious local publicity. [43:  See: Department for Transport: Clean Bus Technology Fund ] 

Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, including relevant evidence from other sections of this report, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
In general, communication on public transport does not succeed in conveying the right information to the right people in the right way.  This reflects a combination of the rather fragmented nature of the public transport sector, poor channels of communication, and sometimes, a lack of resources. Local level communication appears to be a particular problem.
Designs for the appearance and content of public transport information, and the means by which people access it, does not involve users and is not especially engaging. There needs to be a greater emphasis on co-design.
New technology is increasingly likely to be used in providing public transport information and should be regarded as an important element in achieving the vision of a public transport network that facilitates maximum use by the maximum number of people (see paragraph 22). In spite of its initial cost, in many cases it could prove cheaper in the long run.
Commercial and Scheduled Bus Services
Funding Context
The TFG found that:
In 2011, the County Council had to react very quickly to a combination of substantial budget cuts, uncertainty over the level of the BSOG, and changes arising from the School Organisation Review and the expansion of Academies and Free Schools. This led to:
The sudden withdrawal of support for many less-used services, particularly at evenings and weekends, and little time for consultation on quickly finding new forms of provision, and;
A longer-term change in approach, with priority given to more popular services in urban areas and strategic routes, with the Council focusing on developing Demand Responsive Transport (DRT) to help offset the loss of rural services.
Routes and Networks
In Suffolk, commercial operators do not plan their networks with a view to providing good geographical coverage, but on a route-by-route basis based on profitability. This applies to both the review and revision of existing services, and the identification of prospective new routes. Within this approach, each route must generate sufficient revenue to cover minimum costs and to make a contribution to meeting the operator’s total costs. Although cross-subsidy of routes is not regarded as good practice, it is acceptable on an individual route for busy times of day, or busy days of the week, to subsidise the less busy times.
There was a consensus among operators that urban networks, including routes between urban areas, were generally more stable than rural ones. Operators also felt that it was easier for urban networks to develop as towns expanded.  They explained it was possible to prime new routes arising from new development so that a service could be established as people moved into an area.
Operators felt that the notion of stability, i.e. certainty of provision, was something to which the bus industry readily lent itself and in their experience, even when there had been changes to routes and times, an initial fall in passenger numbers was soon made good again, particularly in urban areas.
However, such stability was not always apparent from the bus users’ perspective, with witnesses reporting that excessive competition between operators left passengers uncertain about the future of services and schedules.
It was also reported that stability was greater where longer-term contracts were in operation.
Witnesses were in agreement that rural networks were much less secure than urban ones, and although there were references to informal co-ordination between operators in rural areas, it was not clear how widespread this was.  Although local bus services can cover relatively large areas they still operate along fixed routes at fixed times. As reported to the Council’s Scrutiny Committee in May 2012, Department for Transport guidelines indicate that ideally every household should be within 400mtrs of a bus stop. This is less likely to be achieved in rural areas but illustrates that the hinterland for a local bus service is only 800mtrs across at any given point. In a rural county such as Suffolk, this can leave large areas relatively poorly served.
Witnesses agreed there could be value in developing local transport hubs in rural areas, whereby community transport services could feed passengers in to scheduled services. However,  for hubs to be effective a number of issues need to be addressed:
Poor alignment between scheduled bus services running at set times and community transport services, much of which is demand responsive;
Access to more frequent scheduled services in general;
Arrangements for multi-ticketing across commercial and community transport providers;
Better links with rail services;
The impact of punctuality clauses in commercial contracts or punctuality agreements between operators and local transport authorities[footnoteRef:44], and; [44:  This was raised as an issue with the Youth Select Committee in discussions on how to achieve better co-ordination between commercial operators and community transport. See Youth Select Committee Stocktake, December 2013.] 

Passengers’ unwillingness to transfer from one vehicle to another, due to:
Poor facilities at interchanges;
Inconvenience;
The expense of buying two tickets, if multi-tickets are not available, and;
The uncertainty of knowing when/whether the connecting service will arrive[footnoteRef:45]. [45:  This was also raised as an issue in evidence to the Youth Select Committee, as above. ] 

In the past, the development of transport hubs has had mixed results. Generally, successful hubs have been limited to market town bus stations, such as Woodbridge and Mildenhall, and mean that unattractive longer distance journeys have been broken into shorter stages. In Mildenhall, this led to several services needing only a reduced subsidy and in some cases, no subsidy at all. Elsewhere:
In Bildeston, the local hub ended after budget cuts in 2011 led to the loss of the weak link in the scheme. There was also opposition from residents to the location of the hub in the village square. 
A proposal from the East Suffolk Travellers Association for a hub in Saxmundham has been only partly implemented. Some aspects of the proposal are matters for bus operators. Other aspects would require the Council to incur costs at a time when there are no available resources.
A successful hub at Little Stonham between a community taxibus service and sponsored bus services between Stowmarket, Ipswich and Diss ended when insufficient wider use of the taxibus service caused it to fold.
Other proposed hubs, for example at Stradishall, Stoke Ash and Hollesley, have been hampered by lack of funding, notably for comfortable waiting areas for passengers.
The County Council discusses cross-border services with neighbouring councils and there is at least one example of joint funding of such a service, in this case with Norfolk County Council. However, it was reported that neighbouring councils are often ‘reluctant’ to discuss contributions to services originating in Suffolk but which out of necessity cross the county boundary into other areas.
The Council also maintains dialogue with bus operators and until recently supported in full a service from Lowestoft to the James Paget Hospital. Lobbying from Beccles led to the service’s withdrawal and the introduction of a commercial service that also took in a number of smaller villages. At present, the Council also supports services that terminate at Diss, Thetford and Colchester. 
There are a number of community transport cross-border services that the County Council supports alongside neighbouring councils. These include the Diss Borderhoppa, Beccles & Bungay Area Community Transport (also supported by Norfolk County Council), and 3 Counties Transport and The Voluntary Network (also supported by Cambridgeshire County Council) 
Fares and Ticketing
Many witnesses stated that bus fares and age-related concessions are confusing, as they vary between operators and are difficult to find out about in advance.
However, Suffolk County Council has no control over fares, which for commercial services may be set by bus operators at whatever level they believe to be viable. This includes non- statutory age-related fares. The need to reduce bus subsidies, as a result of budget cuts, has led the Council to encourage commercial operation of Council-supported services[footnoteRef:46] that are about to be withdrawn. In many cases this has been successful but has also meant the Council lost control over fares. [46:  According to the Office of Fair Trading (2009): Supported services are those that are not commercially viable but which are considered socially necessary. Typically, they are run by private bus operators and subsidised by the local transport authority, although there are some municipally-owned and not-for-profit operators. Commercial services are run by bus operators with the requirement for any specific public subsidy. The only restrictions are those relating to the granting of a Public Service Vehicle licence. This apart, in general, with 56 days notice (this being the notice period for registration of a route) a bus operator is free to start, alter or cancel any service they wish.] 

The Council now awards bus service contracts on the basis of the operator retaining the revenue. This transfers the revenue risk to the operators and acts as an incentive for them to generate use of the service. This often means that the Council can make savings on the base contract costs but means that it can only influence fares by limiting the amounts charged to within certain bands.
Witnesses unanimously supported multi-ticketing (often referred to as through-ticketing), whereby passengers purchase a single ticket for one or more journeys across a number of different bus operators. Operators giving evidence to the TFG reported multi-ticketing as consistently being one of their passengers’ top priorities.
However, at present, multi-ticketing is available in parts of Norfolk, as the Fusion ticket[footnoteRef:47], but there are no schemes in Suffolk. Although many operators in Suffolk offer multi-journey tickets, none are valid on services run by different operators.  [47:  The Fusion is an all day, unlimited journeys, multi-operator ticket available for use in and around Norwich. An adult fare costs £6.00, 16-19 year olds pay £5.00, and children aged 5-15 pay £4.00. The area covered extends roughly North/South from Aylsham to Long Stratton and East/West from Acle to Besthorpe.  Use of a similar-sized geography around Ipswich would extend roughly from Wickham Market to East Bergholt, and from Felixstowe to Stowmarket.] 

There is a wide range of written evidence in support of multi-ticketing, including from the Competition Commission[footnoteRef:48] (The Competition and Markets Authority from 1 April 2014), the House of Commons Transport Select Committee[footnoteRef:49] and the Department for Transport[footnoteRef:50], which in sum concluded that multi-ticketing worked to the benefit of operators, the wider market and passengers alike. There are also examples of successful schemes from Tyne & Wear, South Yorkshire, Sheffield and West Midland, as well as Norfolk’s Fusion ticket, referred to above. These were found to offer a wide range of ticketing options, including several aimed specifically at young people, although it was noted that the most comprehensive schemes were all to be found in the most highly-urbanised settings.  [48:  Competition Commission (2011) Local Bus Services Market Investigation: A Report on the Supply of Local Bus Services in the UK]  [49:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume I]  [50:  Department for Transport (2013) Building Better Bus Services – Multi-Operator Ticketing: Guidance for Local Transport Authorities on Planning and Implementing Multi-Operator Ticketing Services] 

Evidence is set out in greater detail at Appendix C.
Implementation of multi-ticketing requires a means by which fares can be split between operators when passengers change buses.  HOPS (Host Operator Processing System) is a back-office system that accepts transaction data from smart cards and already supports many rail and bus smart card schemes in the UK, including the Endeavour Card. By this, operators in Suffolk are already developing the systems needed to be able to split fares between them.
Many witnesses also highlighted the use of smart cards and mobile phones in providing convenient methods of payment for passengers and the opportunity they provide to help implement multi-ticketing schemes. In Suffolk, the Fresh Ways to Travel mobile phone ticketing app[footnoteRef:51], was piloted in Ipswich and was available for use on Ipswich Buses and First Buses routes in Ipswich town centre. The TFG was advised that the original intention had been to extend this service across the rest of county as resources permitted. However, use of the app was low and it proved technically challenging to join together different operators’ technologies. The tendency now was for individual operators to develop their own apps, which are easier to update and maintain. However, at present, in Suffolk, there are no bus operators offering mobile phone ticketing.  [51:  See: www.freshwaystotravel.org.uk ] 

Real Time Passenger Information
RTPI is increasing popular and widely available at bus stations and key bus stops. Many witnesses felt that RTPI also needed to be available in places such as shops, cafes, pubs, libraries, surgeries, and hospitals. 
However, the installation of RTPI cannot be considered only in such straightforward terms. The required technology is expensive, meaning, for example, that RTPI displays may not be available at all stops[footnoteRef:52]; the parts of it exposed to the weather are likely to have a  limited lifespan, and the complexity of the system linking vehicles to base stations to RTPI displays means there is plenty of scope for things to go wrong. For RTPI installed in business or retail premises, or in hospitals and surgeries, there are also issues to resolve such as who is responsible for day-to-day maintenance and running costs etc[footnoteRef:53].  [52:  In Birmingham, for example, displays were prioritised according to the number of passengers boarding at a stop and the extent to which a stop represented an important interchange. (Turvey, Stephen and McGuigan, David (2005) Bus Real-Time Information, Faber Maunsell/Nottingham University)]  [53:  For information, the TFG was advised that the cost of installing RTPI in ‘a surgery or library’ would be around £8,000 to £10,000 depending on the size of the screen and how it was mounted.] 

Furthermore, deployment of RTPI is often confined to town or city centres, or to key locations within them. More rural areas are rarely covered, often because a combination of compromising geography and less frequent services act to magnify the technical challenges and to increase the costs of installation. However, it has been argued that it is in these areas, where services are less frequent, that RTPI is of most benefit[footnoteRef:54]. [54:  For example, see Omnibuses: The Bite-Sized Bus Industry (2011) Problems in Real Time ] 

There is a wide range of RTPI smartphone apps available, such as My Bus Trip (used by Cambridgeshire County Council), NextBuses and UK Bus Checker. These have the advantages of universal coverage, the ability to display more information than standard RTPI, and they eliminate the need for expensive roadside RTPI displays. 
Smart phone apps still require the other elements of RTPI systems (in order to track buses and broadcast their locations) without which only scheduled arrival times are available[footnoteRef:55]. But there are no technical reasons why in some locations, such as shops, hospitals and GP surgeries, RTPI displays cannot be replaced by cheaper alternatives, such as wall-mounted tablets. [55:  Some systems may also make RTPI available via mobile internet and text.] 

There is considerable evidence to support the value of RTPI to passengers, operators and local transport authorities. For example:
Increased patronage, particularly when used as part of a wider service improvement strategy. In Leicester, one route fitted with RTPI equipment saw a 28% increase in passenger numbers; and in London, installation of the Countdown system generated at least a 1.5% increase in revenue[footnoteRef:56]. [56:  Turvey, Stephen and McGuigan, David (2005) Bus Real-Time Information, Faber Maunsell/Nottingham University] 

Improved perception of public transport, with research showing that at stops with RTPI, passengers find waiting more acceptable, consider waiting times to be shorter, perceive services to be more reliable and feel safer when waiting at night[footnoteRef:57]. [57:  ibid.] 

More efficient fleet management, through access to more detailed route and service performance data.
The PTU reported that it is the aim of the County Council to use QR (Quick Response) codes[footnoteRef:58] at bus stops which will connect directly to the relevant RTPI information but that testing of the system has revealed issues with the display of information on some smart phones. At the time of writing, work was underway to try and resolve this. [58:  Matrix bar codes that consist of black modules (square dots) arranged in a square grid on a white background. ] 

Contracts
According to witnesses, bus service contracts let by the County Council for one year only, as in the past, were too short  for them to consider investing in new vehicles. In such cases, they would simply use the buses they already had.
The PTU recognised the problems associated with short-term contracts but explained that after 2011 a  combination of budget cuts, uncertainty over the level of the BSOG and changes arising from the School Organisation Review and the expansion of Academies and Free Schools meant that in order to make savings:
Shorter contracts had been let to keep within EU procurement thresholds, and;
End dates of contracts had been aligned so that batches came up for renewal together. This improved co-ordination but led to some short term contracts being let.
Since then, the length of a typical contract had been around 18 months but the PTU reported that it was now letting five year contracts and could also offer contracts up to eight years.
Witnesses also felt there tended to be lack of flexibility in contracts let by the County Council, which could prevent operators from taking on services that had troughs of low demand but with significant peaks of high demand. For example, a service may be viable on a Friday and Saturday night only but the contract would be let for every night of the week, which made it unviable from an operator’s perspective.
The lack of evening and late night services was an issue raised by many witnesses, with one noting that since the withdrawal of County Council supported evening and Sunday services in April 2011, only in one case had an operator provided a replacement service on a commercial basis.
However, the PTU reported that twice contracts had been offered for services to run on Friday and Saturday evenings only (in the Claydon and Rendlesham areas) but that only one (community transport) operator submitted a bid and this proved unaffordable. In addition, many daytime services for villages were focussed on the busiest days and times of the week to avoid criticism of running empty buses.
User Perspectives
Witnesses understood and accepted that bus operators were commercial enterprises and need to be profitable. They understood too both the cost pressures faced by operators and reductions in support from the government. But there was still concern that public transport operators tended to run  services for their own convenience rather than for that of passengers.
This echoes the findings of research undertaken by Passenger Focus in 2013[footnoteRef:59], which found that many passengers knew little about the way  bus services were determined and tended to assume that local councils had overall control over provision and were there to act in passengers’ best interests. [59:  In The Public Transport Consortium (2013) Passenger Focus: Giving Passengers a Voice On Bus Services] 

English National Concessionary Travel Scheme
The County Council spent £7.8m on concessionary fares in 2013/14 and £8.3m in 2012/13. But in line with national findings, witnesses reported that the English National Concessionary Travel Scheme had stimulated demand for bus services but was inadequately funded, to the extent that it undermined the ability of local  councils and bus operators to maintain it. 
When responsibility for concessionary fares was transferred from district councils to the County Council, the funding from government reduced by 20%. As a result, the Council decided to end the extra concessions that districts had offered under their own schemes and to provide only the statutory minimum. It was not alone in doing this.
In Suffolk, the number of journeys made under the concessionary fares scheme has reduced year-on-year, from 8,339,281 in 2010/11 to 6,852,262 to 2012/13. However, according to the PTU, it was not possible to determine whether the amount of funding the County Council received for the scheme from the government via the Revenue Support Grant, had been reduced to reflect fewer journeys, as the Grant was not itemised in this way.
In many parts of the England, including Leicestershire, Dorset, Buckinghamshire, Worcestershire, Somerset, Cumbria, North Yorkshire and Oxfordshire bus subsidies were being cut or services withdrawn in order to maintain the cost of supporting the English National Concessionary Fares Scheme.
According to witnesses, many concessionary card holders have expressed a willingness to pay to help support services. However, legislation prevents operators from accepting payment.
According to bus operators, the annual negotiation of concessionary fares with the County Council means that in effect a substantial part of their revenues are up for negotiation each year. Longer-term agreements would provide greater certainty and help support planning and investment. However, from the County Council’s perspective, annual negotiation reflects the fact that the budget for concessionary fares nationally is itself only determined annually, as part of local councils’ grant settlement from the government. 
Bus Partnerships
Many witnesses, including operators and user groups, felt that options for a form of bus partnership in Suffolk should be fully explored, citing it as means of helping to address the need for greater co-ordination of services (including timetabling, fares and ticketing) and for better infrastructure. As the local transport authority, there are a number of partnership options available to the County Council, which are set out in the following paragraphs.
Quality Contract Schemes: First introduced under the Transport Act 2000[footnoteRef:60], these are in effect franchising schemes under which  [60:  See Sections 124-134, amended by Sections 19-45 of the Local Transport Act 2008.] 

“…the local transport authority determines what local services should be provided…the standards to which they should be provided…(including the routes, the timetable and the fares) and lets contracts with bus operators, granting them exclusive rights to provide services to the specification.”[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Butcher, Louise (2012) Buses: Franchising, House of Commons Library, Standard Note SN624, 19 April 2012.] 

Statutory Quality Partnerships: Introduced in their current form by the Local Transport Act 2008[footnoteRef:62] a statutory partnership is a scheme devised by a local transport authority, following publication of a set of proposals and requiring proper consultation before implementation. Thereafter, the authority “…is under a statutory duty to provide the facilities identified in the scheme…and to maintain them for as long as the scheme is in operation”[footnoteRef:63] and operators must provide services to the specified standards, which may include vehicle standards, service frequency and timings, and maximum fares. [62:  See Sections 13 - 18, which acted to amend Sections 114 - 123 of the Transport Act 2000.]  [63:  Department for Transport (2009) Quality Partnership Schemes: Statutory Guidance for English Local Transport Authorities and Metropolitan District Councils, p5] 

Voluntary Partnership Agreements: These are formal but voluntary arrangements between local transport authorities and bus operators that have been made independent of any statutory provisions. The Local Transport Act 2008[footnoteRef:64] defined such voluntary arrangements as those where local transport authorities undertake to provide particular facilities and operators undertake to provide services of a certain standard, allowing them to cover “…any matters on which the parties involved are able to reach agreement, so long as it is within each party’s powers to deliver their side of the bargain.”[footnoteRef:65]  [64:  See Section 46, which acts to amend Section 153 of the Transport Act 2000.]  [65:  Department for Transport (2009) Local Transport Act 2008 – Improving Local Bus Services: Guidance on Voluntary Partnership Agreements, p4] 

All the above partnership options have their advantages and disadvantages, as set out below.
Quality Contract Schemes: Although no Quality Contract Scheme has yet been implemented, two key advantages have been advanced, namely:
Their ability to deliver comprehensive, standardised and stable networks, which have been planned in accordance with local transport needs[footnoteRef:66], and; [66:  DETR (1999)From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel and Bus Users UK (2014) Quality Partnerships, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts] 

The scope for cross-subsidy of routes, using revenues from busier routes to subsidise more lightly-used, loss-making services[footnoteRef:67]. [67:  DETR (1999)From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel and House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1] 

However, a number of disadvantages have also been put forward, notably:
Quality Contracts are highly contentious, as they effectively require bus operators to hand over their route networks to the local transport authority.
They are very complicated to establish, with a set of formal requirements variously described as costly, bureaucratic, onerous and inflexible[footnoteRef:68]. [68:  Points consistently put to the Transport Select Committee, see Butcher, Louise (2012) Buses: Franchising, House of Commons Library, Standard Note SN624, 19 April 2012, pp12 – 13.] 

They are likely to be costly to operate, with estimated set-up costs of up to £1m and annual running costs on a similar scale. The extent to which they could generate savings has been questioned[footnoteRef:69]. [69:  Competition Commission (2011) Local Bus Services Market Investigation] 

The extent to which Quality Contract Schemes could deliver service improvements has also been questioned. Prior to their introduction, the then Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions highlighted the risk that services could be less responsive to customers and less flexible, and that smaller operators could be squeezed out of the market[footnoteRef:70]. Similar arguments have been put forward by all major operators and at least one major user group: Bus Users UK[footnoteRef:71]. [70:  DETR (1999) From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel]  [71:  Bus Users UK (2014) Quality Partnerships, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts] 

Statutory Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements: In terms of outcomes, there is little to distinguish between the two, as both can be designed to deliver the same things. 
Voluntary Agreements are regarded as the easiest form of partnership to implement, are the most flexible and work best where local transport authorities and local operators already enjoy sound working relationships. 
Quality Partnerships are considered more suited to projects aimed at achieving significant improvement, and which may be considered too risky to pursue through voluntary arrangements[footnoteRef:72].  [72:  ibid.] 

One potential advantage of a Quality Partnership is its legal standing. Its terms and conditions can be enforced; those of a Voluntary Agreement cannot. This means, for example, that under a Quality Partnership, action can be taken against parties that fail to deliver to the required standard. 
Quality Contracts, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements are considered in greater detail in Appendix D.
In April 2014 a Bus Punctuality Improvement Partnership was agreed between Suffolk County Council and local operators. By this, operators will regularly review the punctuality of their services and look to identify the reasons behind the late running of any services; after which each signatory has a responsibility to put remedies in place where they have influence. 
It was also reported that the development of a bus partnership remained an aspiration of the Council, and that the punctuality partnership could serve as a springboard for this. 
One important source of funding for supporting improvements to bus services has been the government’s Better Bus Areas Fund[footnoteRef:73].  This was launched in December 2011 and invited applications from local transport authorities to become designated as Better Bus Areas. In areas that have been successful, the BSOG will be gradually transferred away from operators to the relevant local transport authority between October 2013 and April 2017 and additional funding will be provided to ensure an overall increase.  [73:  Department for Transport (2013) Guidance on Applying for Designation as a Better Bus Area] 

Applications for Better Bus Areas are judged against their potential to encourage economic growth by improving bus services (for example by reducing congestion, improving punctuality and reliability and enhancing access to employment) whilst demonstrating good value for money and reducing carbon emissions. Although the scheme is open to all transport authorities outside London, the government admits that the required criteria are easier to meet in more densely populated areas[footnoteRef:74].  [74:  Thus far, successful areas include South Yorkshire (for Sheffield), Merseyside, York, Nottingham, the West Country Partnership (Bristol/Bath & North East Somerset/South Gloucestershire), Brighton & Hove, and Norfolk (for Norwich)] 

Other Issues
According to witnesses, communications between bus operators and rail operators are not well established, although occasionally, commuters or rail operators put forward requests for better bus/rail connections. 
Witnesses also reported that uptake of the combined bus/rail PlusBus ticket[footnoteRef:75] was low (although it was hoped that use would improve now the ticket could be purchased online) and that many bus drivers did not seem to be aware of its existence.  [75:  PlusBus is a bus pass that can be purchased with a train ticket at any National Rail station ticket office or online. It provides unlimited bus/tram travel on participating services to and from the railway station and around the whole urban area of the town served by that station. In Ipswich, PlusBus serves the town itself and extends as far as Washbrook, Copdock, Westerfield, Kesgrave and Martlesham. Day tickets cost between £1.50 and £3.00. There are also weekly, monthly, quarterly and yearly tickets available.] 

A number of witnesses raised driver training as an issue, particularly drivers moving away from stops before people had sat down. The Council has no direct influence on driver training, which is dealt with through the Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency, although aspects could be included in any bus partnership agreement.
The Sustainable Transport Forum focuses on green travel to and from work and is managed by the County Council’s Transport Strategy Team. Although bus operators are invited they do not usually attend. The agenda tends to favour walking and cycling initiatives. Few employers are willing to get into the detail of subsiding or promoting bus travel.  
The Future
Operators were asked to give their views on how they saw the future of local bus services developing and the issues they were likely to face. The points emerging from this were:
Operators will need to invest in new types of vehicle to meet the accessibility requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act. Also, as many elderly passengers find double-decker buses difficult to use, there will be a need for more single-decker vehicles. 
Operators will need to spread their risks to ensure business continuity, so they are not reliant on just one source of income or one type of technology.
There will be opportunities to extend urban networks as towns grow but this will require much better consultation with local planning authorities. At present, operators are often not aware of planned developments.
In Ipswich, cheaper car parking and changes in retail mean fewer people want to catch the bus to the town centre, and more want to visit edge-of-town and out-of-town locations. Because of this, networks will need to place a greater emphasis on services running out of and around the edge of the town.
Even taking into account many recent innovations, including low floor accessibility, higher emissions standards, multi-ticketing, online ticketing and smart cards, it is still possible to deliver a satisfactory service to a majority of people who pay cash or buy season tickets and have a copy of a timetable. 
The future could be one of surviving rather than thriving: Although fuel costs have levelled-off, overall costs are still rising and there is less support from central government.
Suffolk Association of Local Councils: Public Transport Seminar – Bus Services
Members of the TFG attended the above seminar, met with SALC to compare findings and received a copy of the seminar’s final report. The key findings that emerged are summarised below:
The County Council appears to have no clear view as to what it is Suffolk’s bus services are designed to provide. 
The importance of public transport in addressing environmental, social and economic concerns is not sufficiently recognised. 
Town and parish councils are prepared to play their part in helping to make bus services viable but at present poor communication and lack of engagement may be contributing to declining bus use. When services are threatened with closure or changes are planned, early engagement with local councils could facilitate community-led initiatives to increase patronage or help broker alternative solutions. 
The quality of public transport information and infrastructure needs to be improved. In particular, delegates reported that:
Timetables often appear to be uninformed by local knowledge. Even less frequent services can be more effective if they are regular and operate at the times people need.
Services are not well co-ordinated, with changeover times often very tight or too long, and often no account taken of local events, such as market days. Links with rail and ferry services are also poor.
Bus stops often lack accurate timetables and many are not served by RTPI either. Many bus stations do not provide information on service status, for example in bad weather.
Many people don’t know where to go for a ‘one-stop-shop’ on bus services, and don’t know who to contact at the County Council on bus-related issues. 
The existence of different types of community transport operating in different ways is confusing and needs to be clarified. In addition, more information should be available to communities looking to develop their own schemes. 
Support for community transport as a whole and the way in which it dovetails with scheduled bus services needs to be examined to ensure the public is well-served overall.
In a commercial market, contractual arrangements should still safeguard the interests of local communities, for example, by providing better information, including during emergencies. 
The seminar also identified ways in which town and parish councils themselves could support public transport. Suggestions may be summarised as:
Keeping residents informed and up-to-date, including posting timetables and other information at bus stops, and promoting new developments in local provision.
Forging closer links with local communities on public transport matters and appointing a transport champion to promote bus services, co-ordinate consultation responses and disseminate information.
Collaborating on matters of common interest, and ensuring that collectively, town and parish councils have a stronger voice in local public transport matters.
Ensuring that where community-led plans are developed, they take full account of transport-related issues.
The seminar concluded with a number of recommendations, summarised below:
Suffolk County Council should develop and share a clear policy on bus provision, which states the purpose and intended recipients of bus services.
The County Council, commercial operators and town and parish councils should work together to develop mechanisms for effective three-way communication.
Suffolk County Council and town and parish councils should work together to develop and support the role of local transport champions. Public transport information should be more accessible and informed by input from local service users.
All those involved in providing public transport should promote and showcase successful public transport initiatives, including those managed or supported by local town and parish councils.
Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, including relevant evidence from other sections of this report, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
In a predominantly rural county such as Suffolk, route planning for commercial bus services militates against a comprehensive geographical network: It is easier to develop and maintain routes and services within and between urban areas than rural areas, although the distinction is not absolute. There is also a risk that lack of provision in rural areas acts to reduce demand further and creates the impression there is no need for a service.
In the future it is likely it will increasingly fall to community transport operators to deliver services in rural areas, including in the evenings and at weekends. However, in the interests of providing as comprehensive and convenient a network as possible, there will need to be greater collaboration between commercial and community operators.
Such collaboration and the greater emphasis on community transport in rural areas could mean that properly developed local transport hubs become key for passengers travelling into towns from rural parts of Suffolk. However, locations for hubs will have to be carefully chosen, with input from the local community  and designed around good facilities, sufficient  frequency of connected services and with scope for multi-ticketing, to give them the best chance of success.
The evidence in support of multi-ticketing is overwhelming and there appears to be no practical reason why a scheme cannot be developed in Suffolk, particularly as technology introduced in support of the Endeavour Card is already allowing operators to start developing the appropriate systems. This will also facilitate forms of cashless payment, for example by smart card and mobile phone.
RTPI is a valuable public transport tool. However, in its traditional form, with dedicated roadside displays, its application can be limited by cost, complexity and, in predominantly rural areas such as Suffolk, by the infrequency of services in some parts. Therefore, any extension of provision should explore the use of other technologies, such as QR codes, smartphone apps and mobile internet.
It is not clear whether the English National Concessionary Fares Scheme is underfunded in Suffolk in terms of provision of the statutory minimum. However, in the context of reductions in the amount of money available to support local public transport in general, the cost pressures on operators, and the fact that concessionary card holders are prevented from even paying token fares, the scheme is a burden on the County Council. 
Both Statutory Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements have merit as a means of supporting the future delivery of bus services in Suffolk, and may also serve to address a number of the issues raised in this report such as  harmonisation of age-related fares/discounts, eliminating excessive competition between operators, and improving poor communication with local communities. Evidence suggests that such a partnership could best be made to serve Ipswich and the surrounding area, at least in the first instance but different partnerships could be developed to meet different needs across the county.
There is both a need and an appetite for town and parish councils to take a lead in promoting and supporting public transport at a local level, including disseminating local information, using local feedback to help influence services and designing solutions to local transport needs.
Community Transport
Community Transport in Suffolk comprises a range of schemes serving different client groups by 17 different operators. The sector provided for nearly 200,000 passengers, with journeys totalling over 1.5 million miles in 2013[footnoteRef:76], with a fleet of around 70 minibuses and 300 car drivers[footnoteRef:77].  [76:  Suffolk County Council, 2013]  [77:  Figures from Suffolk Community Transport] 

At present, community transport tends to cater for the daytime off-peak travel needs of local people, but tends not to meet the needs of commuters, or to provide evening or weekend services or ready access to tourist areas.
According to witnesses, future demand for community transport will increase, particularly in rural areas. However, without support and reform of the sector as a whole, it will struggle to meet this demand. Furthermore, there is a risk that provision of community transport will be undermined by:
A shortage of volunteer drivers, managers and trustees.
The cost of training volunteer drivers (put at £1,500) who do not have the required D1 (minibus) category on their licence.
Poor promotion of services and people’s confusion over the different services available, different eligibility criteria and different terminology. Most passengers think only in terms of ‘community transport’[footnoteRef:78].  [78:  SALC Public Transport seminar 24 February 2014 Outcome Summary 5 highlighted “confusion about the proliferation of different types of CTP provision…”] 

A system that requires a degree of prior knowledge of services in order to navigate times and booking processes plus the lack of a centralised booking system[footnoteRef:79] [79:  In Lincolnshire, Callconnect provides a central booking system for all DRT schemes, with journey requests able to be made by telephone, online or by SMS text.] 

Poor collaboration, including between the community and commercial sectors. Some witnesses suggested that the County Council did not have a strong enough relationship with operators to improve this.
Insufficient funding and support for the sector as a whole, to help it develop and expand.
According to witnesses, there are legislative barriers that prevent the County Council from innovating in the provision of community transport. Operators can apply for permits to provide transport on a ‘not for profit’ (see below) basis under Section 19 or Section 22 of the Transport Act 1985, which allow them to operate a service without the need for a full Public Service Vehicle licence. 
Section 19 Permits: Granted to organisations that operate vehicles on a ‘not for profit’ basis to transport their members or the people the organisation exists to help[footnoteRef:80]. Such vehicles cannot be used to carry members of the general public. [80:  See Statutory Instrument SI 2009/365 (2009) The Public Passenger Transport, Section 19 Permit Regulations 2009] 

Section 22 Permits: Granted to organisations “…concerned for the social and welfare needs…”[footnoteRef:81] of one or more communities, allowing them to operate vehicles (again, on a ‘not for profit’ basis) to provide community bus services. These may be used to carry the general public and are designated as local bus services, which are defined as those “…using public service vehicles for the carriage of passengers by road at separate fares on which passengers may travel for less than 15 miles.”[footnoteRef:82] [81:  Driver and Vehicle Standards Agency (2013) Section 19 and 22 Permits: Not for Profit Passenger Transport]  [82:  ibid. ] 

Not for Profit: This means that vehicles cannot be used with a view to making a profit and includes incidentally, i.e. by relation to another activity which itself is undertaken for a profit. This makes it very difficult for community transport operators to grow financially. 
The range of community transport schemes available in Suffolk is set out below:
	
	Availability
	Operated By
	Fares
	Funding

	Demand Responsive Services
(Suffolk Links)
	For anyone without access to a private car or suitable public transport
Designed to connect passengers to onward public transport (buses and trains)
	Paid drivers using County Council vehicles
Accessible vehicles; 7-16 seats
	Fares in line with local bus services.
Concessionary passes accepted
	Financial support from the Council by way of contractual agreement

	Dial a Ride
	For registered passengers unable to access public transport due to age, frailty mobility, impairment or rural location
	Volunteers using scheme vehicles
Accessible vehicles
	Scale of fares broadly in line with bus fares
Travel vouchers accepted; not concessionary passes
	Independent but some Council support though Service Level Agreement

	Wheels Within Wheels

	Anyone young or old, with or without a disability, may ask to make certain journeys for which no private car or public transport is available.
	Volunteers using County Council vehicles
All cars wheelchair accessible
	35p/mile 
Travel vouchers accepted; not concessionary passes
	35p/mile from passenger
Vehicle costs and admin support costs from County Council

	Community Car Services

	Anyone, young or old, with or without a disability may ask to make certain journeys for which no private car or suitable public transport is available
	Volunteers using own vehicles
	35p per mile
Travel vouchers accepted; not concessionary passes
	35p/mile from passenger
10p/mile from County Council

	Non- Emergency Patient Transport Services (NEPTS)  
	For patients requiring transport to and from hospital and meeting eligibility criteria that includes a medical need
	Provided by East Anglia Ambulance Trust 
Ambulance, or accessible minibuses or cars
	Free
	NHS


A key feature of all community transport services is that all seats need to be pre-booked, at least one day in advance. 
Maps showing the coverage of Demand Responsive Services, Dial-a-Ride and Community Car Services are attached at Appendix E. 
Although it was reported that no new community transport schemes had been developed in Suffolk in the last 10 years, during that time operators had increased their capacity. For example:
In 2003, the County Council supported 17 community transport operators, providing a total of 30 services including Community Cars, Dial-a-Ride and Wheels-within-Wheels. These provided 84,639 passenger journeys, using 22 vehicles owned and maintained by the Council. 
In 2013 the County Council supported 17 community transport operators, providing a total of 48 services, including extended Community Car, Dial-a-Ride and Wheels-within-Wheels schemes and a further 13 Suffolk Links services. 190,841 passenger journeys, using 52 vehicles owned and maintained (but not fuelled) by the Council. 
Demand Responsive Transport: This does not run to advertised routes. Instead, passengers can ask to travel anywhere within the area covered by the particular scheme. These schemes have a number of disadvantages:
In general, they operate most days Monday to Saturday from 7am to 7pm and thus are not available for evening or weekend travel.
Journeys have to be booked at least by the day before travelling, usually one week in advance, and often get fully booked very quickly. Booking lines only open between certain hours.
They do not allow block booking of repeat journeys, which prevents their use for regular commuting journeys to work or college.
Although indicative journey times are given, there is no certainty of arriving at a time to allow connection with onward train or bus services.
Even after a booking has been made, the journey time may change in order to accommodate another passenger.
Community Car Schemes: These are particularly effective at meeting need but the £0.40p per person per journey subsidy is often not enough to cover the cost of providing the service. However, the County Council does not have any direct control in setting fare levels and therefore balancing costs is something that the operators themselves need to manage. 
In Lincolnshire, community car operators have never received mileage subsidies. Instead, they receive £50 to £100 a year from Lincolnshire County Council (on receipt of passenger figures) Operators charge 55p/mile, paying the driver 45p and keep 10p for administration costs and to set aside as a hardship fund to help people with particular needs, such as medical appointments. This approach has encourage community car schemes to become more commercial to the extent that some have even been bidding for home-to school transport contracts. 
According to witnesses, community transport as a sector lacks a single identity. This is not helped by the fact that different schemes operate under different legislation and use different terminology but witnesses also pointed to limited collaboration between operators and a tendency for them to focus on their own geographical area. 
In addition, witnesses reported that operators often use different booking and management systems. This inhibits economies of scale across the sector and makes it difficult to develop a single database that could support effective customer insight and demand management, and be used to help operators identify other sources of funding[footnoteRef:83].  [83:  Funding can be linked to a specific demographic or needs group.] 

At present, the County Council directly supports community transport through its Community Transport Manager, who provides advice and support on legislation, customer liaison, information, and support with service design and development. Elsewhere:
Norfolk and Cambridgeshire county councils have dedicated in-house support for community transport.
Cambridgeshire is also working with local communities on finding local transport solutions, linked to the Cambridgeshire Future Transport Scheme.
Essex County Council no longer has any dedicated staff for support to community transport.
As part of its Cambridgeshire Future Transport initiative Cambridgeshire County Council has allocated £1.5m/year over the next two years on a programme that will work with local communities to identify local transport issues and then design local solutions. 
Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, including relevant evidence from other sections of this report, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
Demand for community transport is likely to increase in the future, particularly in rural areas. Because of this, (and with reference to earlier conclusions on the needs of younger people) it is likely that community transport providers will face demands to extend their services from more general day-time, off-peak travel, to evening, weekend and peak time/commuter travel.
However, it will be a challenge for providers to meet this demand given the difficulties they face in attracting new volunteer drivers, managers and trustees, as older volunteers retire. In addition, in order to expand the community transport sector will need to:
Adopt a more collaborative approach, both between its own providers and with scheduled bus operators. This will need to develop to a means by which the County Council, community and commercial transport operators and user groups can meet as equals to develop transport policy and co-design transport solutions. 
Seek out and secure additional sources of funding.
Improve promotion of community transport services and of community transport as a single brand.
On the whole, community transport does not meet the needs of young people. Services tend to operate  at off-peak times during the day, whereas young people are  more likely to need to travel on a regular basis at peak times to study, work, or undertake training and at off peak times (in the evenings and at weekends) for social or leisure purposes. 
Due to the ending of the automatic granting of vehicle category D1 (minibuses) on new driving licenses, the cost of training new, younger, volunteer drivers can be a severe burden on community transport providers.
The community transport sector has a diverse offer and range of operators and is struggling to market itself in a uniform and effective manner, and in particular to potential new customers. It is not helped in this by the fact that different schemes operate under different legislation.
The individual nature of different community transport providers makes it difficult for the sector to achieve economies of scale. In particular, the use of different booking and management systems makes it difficult to develop a single database that could be used to support effective demand management and to identify new sources of funding for different operators.
The limited funds available to the County Council, now and in the foreseeable future, means that:
Community transport operators will need to be encouraged to take on-going responsibility for balancing their costs and reducing the level of public subsidy so they are self-sufficient and sustainable in the longer term.
Innovative ways will need to be found to help new community transport schemes to develop, with a key role for local communities in this.
Urban Transport Issues
The TFG found that:
Although urban bus networks are more extensive, some suburban areas are not well-served by scheduled bus services, in terms of routes, frequency and the need to change buses even on quite short journeys within the town. 
This can be because services coming into towns from rural areas have been reduced or withdrawn, something that can also have an impact on students needing to travel to and from FE colleges. 
Evening services are infrequent and do not meet the needs of the night-time economy, although this is less of an issue in Ipswich, where some services run until 11.30pm, albeit at a reduced frequency.
In some areas, intense competition between commercial bus operators has caused uncertainty for passengers and, given the number of empty buses, appears to disprove claims that operators cannot cross-subsidise services.
Witnesses felt there was a real need for robust more green travel plans for schools and employers and with greater effort made to ensure they are implemented. 
In general, urban areas tend not to be served by community transport.

Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, the TFG concluded:
There is in urban areas a greater perceived need for more green travel plans for schools and employers than in rural areas, which tends to reflect urban concerns with congestion. However, the reach of a green travel plan can extend far beyond an urban area depending on where the people for whom it is intended actually live.
Hospital Transport
The TFG found that:
Free transport provided by hospital transport services is only available to those with a medical need.[footnoteRef:84] The East Anglia Ambulance Trust co-ordinates trips where possible and collects additional eligible passengers going to hospital from the same area. However, vehicles may not be full because on the day of travel a patient may to too ill to move. Hospital transport services cannot take payment for passengers taking empty seats. [84:  Yarmouth and Waveney NHS Hospital Transport service made 45,000 journeys between April and December 2013 including 1,880 on stretchers, 7,700 for wheelchair users and 3,790 escorts. Contract covers 60,500 journeys pa but likely to be 65,000 in 2013/14.] 

Witnesses reported that demand for community transport for patients travelling to and from hospital has increased significantly as the NHS now more rigorously applies its eligibility criteria. However, operators are struggling to meet demand, and in some cases, failing.
Witnesses added that providing hospital transport can have a negative effect on community transport operators as volunteer drivers, who are often required to undertake lengthy and time-consuming trips and can be left waiting for a long time at the hospital, are giving up.
The County Council’s Community Transport Manager (CT Manager) meets regularly with local Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) Managers to review hospital–related community transport provision. These meetings are an opportunity to review information and publicity, as well as to identify areas of high demand.  These meetings now include Suffolk Community Transport, reflecting its ability to campaign on local and national issues in relation to hospital transport provision by community transport services.
In Norfolk, Transport Plus, provided jointly by Norfolk County Council, East of England Ambulance Service and NHS Norfolk, provides a service to help adults access health, social and wellbeing services. As part of this partnership a specific transport service mostly using volunteer car drivers (around 350 in total) has been set up, with journey requests made through a central Call Centre after which Norfolk Social Services Care Arranging Team then arranges transport for clients where is it is needed as part of their care package. 
Surrey County Council has a contract with its local CCG to provide a booking service for hospital transport that is joined-up with provision of non–emergency hospital transport. The Council manages a centralised booking system, checking people’s eligibility and booking them directly into the South Coast Ambulance Service system if specialist transport is needed. 
According to some witnesses bus travel to and from local hospitals is difficult as it may often mean changing buses instead of making a single trip (for example for Ipswich Hospital, or the James Paget Hospital) or buses not stopping outside hospitals (for example at West Suffolk Hospital). However, it was reported that:
Ipswich Park & Ride services from Martlesham and Copdock operate a service through the town which allows passengers to reach the hospital without changing buses.
Construction of the Garrett Anderson Centre at Ipswich hospital ensured that bus stops were created adjacent to the main entrance, within the hospital grounds, and there is a long-term ambition to add more stops as well as a route through the hospital site between Heath Road and Woodbridge Road, but this depends upon NHS funding.
Until recently the County Council supported in full a service from Lowestoft to the James Paget Hospital. Lobbying from Beccles requesting a through service led to the withdrawal of the supported service and the introduction of an extended commercial service, requiring only limited support from SCC.
Although not directly related to hospital transport, it was reported that the County Council often receives information about the building of new health centres quite late in the development process. For example, in the case of both Felixstowe and Sudbury health centres, there appeared to be an assumption that public transport providers would understand where the demand was and react accordingly.
According to witnesses, hospital travel planning for patients in particular, but also for staff and visitors, is not comprehensive and not enough thought is given to the role of public transport and the marketing and promotion of the services that are available.  Some witnesses suggested that the travel demands of hospitals and the capacity of public transport providers are out of alignment.
Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
It is clear that the use of community transport for journeys to and from hospital can be problematic for providers, both in terms of general capacity and in particular because of the length of time drivers can spend waiting at the hospital. As volunteer drivers quit, there is a risk that in time, community transport providers will be less able (even if they are willing) to service hospital transport needs. Although witnesses reported that in some cases operators were failing to meet demand, it is not possible to conclude to what extent this is a problem for patients.
It is not clear how aware hospitals are at the highest level of the difficulties in providing non-NHS hospital transport and consequently of the need to address areas of concern. 
Similarly, there is a need to encourage the NHS and CCGs to consider the public transport implications of changes they are considering, such as the building of new health centres or the relocation of particular services and to engage in early discussions with the County Council and public transport providers. 
Although there appears to be little scope for combining NHS-provided hospital transport with other community transport services the example of Transport Plus in Norfolk clearly indicates that it is possible to deliver a more integrated approach to health, wellbeing and social care transport.
Encouraging local hospitals to develop travel plans (which could include, for example, provision of hospital’s own shuttle buses) and encourage staff, outpatients and visitors to use public transport could boost passenger numbers and reduce congestion and parking problems around sites.
Military Families
The most important need for military families is for transport from and to military bases, mostly for employment and leisure purposes but also to access some local services. However, bases are not well served by existing public transport. For example:
Rock Barracks[footnoteRef:85] near Woodbridge is served by only one morning weekday service into Woodbridge (at 7am) and two return services (at 3pm and 6pm). There is no weekend provision. [85:  Home to a regiment of 500 serving personnel, plus a detachment from another unit. At the time of writing, including family members, there were around 1,000 individuals on site. The community is very mixed, including families, young people and the retired. ] 

RAF Wattisham[footnoteRef:86] has no scheduled bus services, even though it is only around ten minutes from Needham Market, and is heavily reliant on the Suffolk Link community transport service. From Needham Market it is possible to catch buses to Ipswich and (by a very circuitous route) to Stowmarket. There are no Sunday services. [86:  The base for around 1,800 to 2,000 service personnel, plus 549 families, bringing the total to around 3,000 individuals. ] 

RAF Honington[footnoteRef:87] is heavily reliant on taxis, often into and out from Bury St. Edmunds. These typically cost around £13 each way. [87:  Around 3,500 individuals currently on base, and although at the time of writing some are in the process of relocating, those replacing them will lead to an increase in personnel by 2015. There are also service families living nearby, in the likes of Stanton, Barnham and Thetford.] 

Witnesses stated that although they had contacted bus operators about improving services, they had been advised that this was a matter for the County Council, not the operators themselves.
The impact of this lack of provision is exacerbated by a number of other factors:
Many military wives do not drive and so transport becomes even more of an issue for families when husbands/fathers are posted on deployment, which can be for six-to-nine months at a time. Wives are also often financially dependent on their partners.
Alternative (military) provision does exist but is often limited. For example:
Certain military vehicles can be used for transport[footnoteRef:88] but this is hampered by a lack of qualified drivers due to the ending of the automatic D1 minibus categorisation on UK driving licences. It can be even more difficult to find drivers during times of deployment. [88:  Rock Barracks, for example, is classified as ‘isolated’ by the Ministry of Defence, which means that limited MoD transport is available.] 

The Soldiers’ Sailors’ and Airmen’s Families Association runs volunteer community car schemes but these too can often have difficulty finding enough drivers during times of deployment.
The Joint Service Transport Protocol provides a degree of assistance with the transport needs of deployed families but includes a range of qualifying restrictions.
Particular to Wattisham, Suffolk Link community transport has to be booked six days in advance, which is often not practicable, and is also heavily used by residents of nearby Wixfield Park, a residential park for the retired and semi-retired.
In spite of the above, Suffolk’s military bases are being proactive in looking to address their transport needs. For example:
RAF Honington is looking to secure funding for a ‘Happy Bus’ that will provide an evening service in and out of Bury St. Edmunds. 
RAF Wattisham is exploring the possibility of a joint community car scheme with Wattisham Parish Council.
Rock Barracks is working with the local parish council to look at options for community car schemes and hospital transport, and is also working with Coastal Accessible Transport Service on a scheme to use one of its minibuses on Friday nights and at the weekend when it is not otherwise in use.
It may be possible to support community transport initiatives through the MoD’s Community Covenant Grant Scheme, so long as they demonstrate both a military and civilian benefit and both communities contribute accordingly. However, witnesses stressed that schemes such as these, although they would go some way to meeting the transport needs of military families, are not the complete answer.
Conclusions: Having considered the evidence, the TFG reached the following conclusions:
More could be done to help meet the transport needs of service personnel and their families based in Suffolk. Military bases seem to have escaped the attention of transport planners and bus operators, even though they constitute quite extensive settlements in their own right. 
Although the initiative of the military bases in trying to find their own solutions should be welcomed, it would be contrary to the spirit of the Suffolk Armed Forces Community Covenant if their efforts were not encouraged and supported.
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	Task & Finish Group Terms of Reference

	Title of PDP
	Roads and Transport

	Subject
	Accessibility and Public Transport Task & Finish Group

	Rationale: Why is there a need to consider developing new policy in this area? What are your aims and objectives in doing so?
	Accessibility is an area of concern, particularly for elderly and young people who may not have the use of a car.  For elderly people the ability to get to activities and to see friends and family is an important factor in their health and wellbeing.  Young people need to get to work or college.
SCC currently spends some £3.3m on subsidies to public transport, including Demand Responsive Transport; around £19m on home to school transport, and £8m on concessionary travel.
Despite this, problems of accessibility remain.  The aim of the T&F Group is to consider how best to support elderly and young people’s travel needs and how best to use the available resources.

	Relevant Cabinet Member
	Cllr Graham Newman

	Chairman of the PDP
	Cllr Mary Evans

	Membership




	TASK & FINISH GROUP
Conservative:
Cllr Mary Evans (Chairman)
Cllr James Finch
Cllr David Ritchie
Cllr Stephen Burroughes
Labour
Cllr Sandra Gage
Liberal Democrat & Independent
Cllr Caroline Page
Green & Independent
Cllr Andrew Stringer

	Host Director (Time-limited PDPs only)
	

	Lead Officer (Name, Title and Contact Details)

	Lead Officer Supporting Parent PDP
Andrew Guttridge, AD Highways & Transport
Tel: Internal: 720-4993
External: 01473-264993
andew.guttridge@suffolk.gov.uk 

	Other Supporting Officers (Name, Title and Contact Details)



	Lead Officers Supporting Task & Finish Group
Jenny Wilson, Business Development Specialist: 
Tel: Internal: (720) 4405
External: 01473-264405
jenny.wilson@suffolk.gov.uk 
Ian Seggar, Strategy Support Officer: 
Tel: Internal:  (720) 0134
External: 01473-260134
ian.seggar@suffolk.gov.uk 
Others to be agreed

	Short description of issues to be covered



	Current public transport provision and extent to which it meets need.
Aspirations of elderly people 
Aspirations of young people
Role of transport in meeting wider County Council policy objectives 
Role of community transport 
Home to school transport

	Existing work that may relate to the work of the PDP
	Our Place
Endeavour Card
Supporting Lives/Connecting Communities
July workshops on home-to-school transport and subsequent work

	Intended Outcomes and Final Product
     (What the does PDP intend to produce (e.g. recommendations on policy) and what form will it take (e.g. report, presentation etc.)
	Written report of findings and conclusions. Formal report to Cabinet.



	Indicative Timescale
Proposed date of first meeting
Proposed date to consider draft final product
Proposed date to consider agreed final product
	First meeting November 2013
Report agreed May 2014
Report to Cabinet July 2014

	All meeting requests must be made with reference to the Corporate Calendar, to avoid other meetings, and must be agreed with the Chairman before inviting others to attend.  Where appropriate ‘Reserve Committee Days’ should be used.
As and when agreed, all PDP meeting dates and times should be notified to Councillor Services; Email: councillor.services@suffolk.gov.uk; Tel: 01473 26(5119), who will add the dates to the Corporate Calendar.

	The Chairman and Lead Officer must ensure the Panel adheres to all relevant dates in respect of submitting reports to Cabinet, as required. This will include a date for Cabinet briefing of the draft final report and deadline for submission of the final report to Committee Services.  It will also include submission of the Cabinet Forward Plan Request.

	Details of other parties that may be involved
	PDP to take evidence or invite contributions from:
Other local authorities (Cumbria suggested)
Public and community transport operators
Hospital Transport providers
SCC Directorates:
ESE (Transport)
ACS
CYP
Public Health
CAS and other VCS groups, e.g.:
Age UK
RVS (formerly WRVS)
National experts on community transport
 (Others may be invited subject to final ToR)





Appendix B
Details of TFG Evidence Gathering Days
Timetable
	24 January 2014

	10am
	10.15
	11.15
	11.30
	12.30
	1.15
	1.45
	2.45
	3.00

	TFG Briefing
	SCC Financial Inclusion and Advice Service
Suffolk Family Carers
UK Youth Parliament
East Suffolk Travellers Association
	Break
	Suffolk Community Transport
Coastal Accessible Transport Service
Waveney Community Bus
	Lunch
	TFG Morning Debrief
	Beccles and Bungay Area Community Transport
NHS Hospital Transport Service (West Suffolk and Ipswich & East Suffolk)
Community Action Suffolk
	Break
	TFG Full Debrief

	10 February 2014

	9.45
	10.00
	11.15
	11.30
	12.30
	1.15
	1.45
	2.45
	3.00

	TFG Briefing
	H.C. Chambers and Sons
Ipswich Buses
Galloway Coach Travel Ltd
	Break
	Rock Barracks, Woodbridge
Wattisham Flying Station
RAF Honington
	Lunch
	TFG Morning Debrief
	Suffolk Age UK
Hadleigh Community Transport
NHS Hospital Transport Service (Grt Yarmouth & Waveney)
West Suffolk College
	Break
	TFG Full Debrief

	1 May 2014

	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.45
	2.45
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Ipswich Borough Councillor
Suffolk County Councillor (Lowestoft)
	TFG Debrief
	





Questions
Commercial Operators
How do you go about planning your routes and what do you take into account when planning new routes or reviewing existing services?
Is there any information that Suffolk County Council could provide that would help you in making your decisions?
How do you work with other operators, including rail and community transport providers, to plan and co-ordinate routes/networks?
Younger People and Older People
What are the transport needs of young people/older people; how well do you think they are being met and what is the impact when they are not?
Are you aware of any particular barriers that stop or discourage young people/older people from using public transport?
What are the key things that Suffolk County Council could do to enable use of public transport by young people/older people?
What is your understanding of the availability of different public transport services across the county?
Community Transport
To what extent does the reliance on voluntary drivers affect your ability to deliver services and this anything Suffolk County Council could do to help with their recruitment and retention?
If the funding for public transport, currently administered by the Council’s Passenger Transport Unit and paid to operators through subsidies and contracts, was delegated to Suffolk Community Transport, how could the funding be best utilised to improve community transport services?
To what extent and in what ways do you work with other operators, including rail and commercial operators, to plan and co-ordinate routes/networks?
What level of awareness do you have of the need for Community Transport services, and are you aware of any degree of unmet demand?
NHS Hospital Transport
The extent to which you rely on voluntary drivers and how this affects your ability to deliver a transport service.
The ability you have to meet people’s needs and your awareness of any degree of unmet demand.
How do you liaise with other transport providers?
The join-up between those making appointments for people and those arranging transport – are transport needs taken into account when appointments are arranged?
Is there anything in particular Suffolk County Council could do?
Military Families
What are the transport needs of military families and how well are they met? 
Are there any particular barriers to using public transport? 
What are the key things that Suffolk County Council could do to enable use of public transport by military families? 
How could the Council and the military work together to meet the transport needs of military families? 
What is your understanding of the availability of different services across the county?


Appendix C
Supporting Evidence for Multi-Ticketing Schemes

In 2011, an investigation by the Competition Commission[footnoteRef:89] (the Competition and Markets Authority from 1 April 2014) concluded that effective multi-ticketing schemes could operate to the benefit of the bus market and thus to the benefit of passengers. In particular, it concluded that multi-ticketing: [89:  Competition Commission (2011) Local Bus Services Market Investigation: A Report on the Supply of Local Bus Services in the UK ] 

Could help smaller operators enter the market and expand thereafter, and;
By improving competition, could help dissuade dominant operators from increasing fares or lowering the quality of service.
In light of this, the Commission recommended that local transport authorities be given additional powers to develop mandatory multi-ticketing schemes.
The value of multi-ticketing has also been argued by the Commons Transport Select Committee[footnoteRef:90], which found that virtually all the evidence it had received supported the principle of multi-ticketing. Although the Committee noted the caution expressed by some operators regarding the scale of benefits likely to accrue from multi-ticketing, it also drew attention to the tendency for those in dominant positions to undermine multi-ticketing by charging high prices and offering cheaper single operator tickets. The Committee went on to conclude that “Wider provision of multi-operator ticketing is long overdue…”[footnoteRef:91] and, like the Competition Commission recommended that “The government must ensure that where the private sector does not deliver such a scheme voluntarily, the local transport authority has the powers to implement a viable scheme.”[footnoteRef:92]  [90:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume I, paras 81-84]  [91:  ibid, Volume I, para 84]  [92:  ibid, Volume I, para 84] 

In 2013, in response to the recommendation of the Competition Commission, the Department for Transport (DfT) issued guidance[footnoteRef:93] on the development and implementation of multi-ticketing schemes, although it stops short of empowering local transport authorities to impose mandatory schemes.  According to the DfT, evidence shows that multi-ticketing schemes increase the number of passenger journeys, attract new passengers and increase the overall efficiency of bus networks. [93:  Department for Transport (2013) Building Better Bus Services – Multi-Operator Ticketing: Guidance for Local Transport Authorities on Planning and Implementing Multi-Operator Ticketing Services] 

Examples of Multi-Ticketing Schemes
Network One, Tyne & Wear: A multi-modal, multi-operator ticketing scheme that reportedly accounts for just over 10% of all passenger journeys across Tyne & Wear. The Network One area has been divided into five zones, within which a wide-range of tickets are available, including:
Students and Young People: For those aged under 19 or who are full-time students, available for one week, four weeks or termly.
Day Rover: Available for one day only for unlimited bus and metro journeys.
Magpie Mover and Wear on our Way: For season ticket holders at Newcastle United and Sunderland, these act as a single ticket to and from home games from anywhere in Tyne & Wear for up to three hours before and after a match.
Explorer North East: Available for one-day unlimited travel across the north east in an area extending from the Scottish borders, to Carlisle to Scarborough. 
Annual Travel Card: Aimed at corporate customers, this is designed for local businesses to buy for their staff, and is available with bulk purchase discounts. 
TravelMaster, South Yorkshire: Offers a range of tickets for use on local buses, trains and trams throughout South Yorkshire. These include:
TravelMaster Gold: Provides unlimited travel across South Yorkshire on all buses, trains and trams and is available for 1 day, 7 days, 28 days, or annually.
South Yorkshire Connect: A one day ticket for unlimited use on buses and trams. 
GetAbout: A combined bus and tram ticket, available for 1 day or 7 days, allowing young people aged under 18 and in full-time education to travel anywhere in South Yorkshire.
TravelMaster 18, 20 and 25: Reduced fare weekly or monthly tickets to cover all ages between 16 and 25, which can be used on any bus, train or tram throughout South Yorkshire.
SummerSaver: A reduced fare ticket aimed at July school leavers, which provides discounted travel on buses, trains and trams over the summer.
TravelMaster Direct: A monthly ticket for travel anywhere in South Yorkshire, payable by Direct Debit.
Off-Peak TravelMaster: Aimed at the unemployed or those on a low income, this allows unlimited off-peak travel by bus, tram and train throughout South Yorkshire.
CityWide, Sheffield: Introduced by the Sheffield Bus Partnership, CityWide is available as day, weekly and four-weekly tickets and has helped tackle the weakness of the TravelMaster (see above), where some multi-operator tickets had been as much as 40% more expensive than an equivalent single-operator ticket.
nBus, West Midlands: Entitles passengers to unlimited travel in any period between one day and 52 weeks. It can be paid for by direct debit (which attracts a discount) and combined with metro and rail travel for an integrated journey.
Swiftcard, West Midlands: A multi-operator system launched across eight operators in 2012, each of which has introduced a flat fare to facilitate its introduction. Swiftcard holders can travel on any bus without purchasing a new ticket. 


Appendix D
Quality Contract Schemes, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements

Quality Contract Schemes
First introduced under the Transport Act 2000[footnoteRef:94], these are in effect franchising schemes under which  [94:  See Sections 124-134, amended by Sections 19-45 of the Local Transport Act 2008.] 

“…the local authority determines what local services should be provided in the area to which the scheme relates, the standards to which they should be provided…(including the routes, the timetable and the fares) and lets contracts with bus operators, granting them exclusive rights to provide services to the authority's specification.”[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Butcher, Louise (2012) Buses: Franchising, House of Commons Library, Standard Note SN624, 19 April 2012.] 

At the time of writing no Quality Contract Scheme has been implemented, though some have been considered. Those suggested for Bristol and South Yorkshire were never taken any further but since 2011, Nexus, the Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport Executive has been pursuing development of a Quality Contract Scheme[footnoteRef:96] on behalf of the Tyne & Wear Integrated Transport Authority. This has proved hugely contentious and saw operators threatening to withdraw from services and close depots[footnoteRef:97]. Consultation on the proposed Scheme closed in November 2013 but already in December 2013 Nexus had published a draft Voluntary Multilateral Partnership Agreement[footnoteRef:98], ostensibly as an alternative proposal to be considered alongside the Quality Contract Scheme, but one to which all the major local operators have already subscribed. [96:  See: Nexus Quality Contract Scheme Proposal ]  [97:  Topham, Gwyn (2013) Bus Test Case Looms as Tyne & Wear Seeks to Wrestle Back Bus Routes, The Guardian Online, 2 September 2013]  [98:  See: Nexus Draft Voluntary Multilateral Partnership Agreement Dec 2013.pdf ] 

Statutory Quality Partnerships
Introduced in their current form by the Local Transport Act 2008[footnoteRef:99] Statutory Quality Partnerships (SQPs) are schemes devised by local transport authorities, following a set process, and then implemented in partnership with bus operators. Thereafter, the local authority “…is under a statutory duty to provide the facilities identified in the scheme…and to maintain them for as long as the scheme is in operation”[footnoteRef:100] and operators must provide services to the specified standards, which may include vehicle standards, service frequency, timings and maximum fares. Schemes may also specify restrictions on the registration of new services, or the amendment/withdrawal of existing services, where this would be detrimental to the scheme. [99:  See Sections 13 - 18, which acted to amend Sections 114 - 123 of the Transport Act 2000.]  [100:  Department for Transport (2009) Quality Partnership Schemes: Statutory Guidance for English Local Transport Authorities and Metropolitan District Councils, p5] 

As they have statutory weight, the terms and conditions of SQPs can be legally enforced. This is done through the auspices of the Traffic Commissioner, who may take action against any operator failing to adhere to the required standards[footnoteRef:101].  [101:  Under an SQP, operators must give a written undertaking to the Transport Commissioner to provide services in accordance with the specified standards, and the Commissioner may impose fines or licence restrictions on any that fail to do so.  The Commissioner may also take such action against any operator that uses the scheme’s facilities without having given a written undertaking. See Department for Transport (2009) Quality Partnership Schemes: Statutory Guidance for English local Transport Authorities and Metropolitan District Councils.] 

Although they can and do vary significantly, SQPs tend to be of two broad types:
Linear corridors, such as the A6 between Manchester City Centre, Stockport and Hazel Grove, the A65 Quality Bus Corridor in Leeds, and the A20 at Maidstone[footnoteRef:102], or; [102:  See: Transport for Greater Manchester A6 Hazel Grove SQP;  Metro West Yorkshire A65 Quality Bus Corridor and; Kent CC A20 Quality Bus Scheme (Consultation: Scheme due to commence 2014)] 

Area schemes, such as those covering the city centres in Nottingham and Birmingham[footnoteRef:103], and those in Brighton and York. [103:  See:; Nottingham City SQP, and  Centro: Birmingham City Centre SQP.pdf ] 

Under the terms of the Brighton Quality Bus Partnership, the local transport authority undertakes to provide:
Bus priority features, such as bus lanes into the city centre;
Parking enforcement to keep bus lanes and bus stops clear;
Improved waiting facilities for passengers, and;
RTPI, notably at interchanges and various employment locations.
The local operator (Brighton & Hove Bus and Coach Company) provides:
Improved service frequencies;
Value for money fares and tickets;
Vehicles of a high standard;
Staff training, and;
An effective sales message.
According to Brighton City Council, the partnership “…has brought many awards from the bus industry, the National Transport Awards, the Chartered Institute of Logistics and the Guardian newspaper.”
One exception to this – and on a significantly greater scale - is the Greater Bristol Bus Network[footnoteRef:104], co-ordinated by the West of England Local Enterprise Partnership and involving Bristol City Council, South Gloucestershire, North Somerset and Bath & North East Somerset. This includes six SQP corridors into and around Bristol, and is designed not only to increase use of public transport as a viable first choice but as part of wider plans to ensure “…delivery of the significant new transport infrastructure needed to support local growth.”[footnoteRef:105] [104:  See: Bus Partnership - Greater Bristol QPS ]  [105:  Atkins (2007) Greater Bristol Bus Network Major Scheme Business Case Appendix 4F: Draft Quality Bus Framework, p4-F13] 

In Oxfordshire, the County Council has been negotiating with operators for the extension of current voluntary agreements into a series of Quality Bus Partnerships. Some of these will be route-specific, others will relate to particular areas. As well as setting-out specific improvements to infrastructure, vehicles and services, each Partnership will include targets for the likes of journey times, punctuality, patronage, and customer satisfaction. They will all be developed within the terms of a Core Partnership Agreement[footnoteRef:106], which will decide on a case-by-case basis whether partnerships need to be statutory, in order to avoid low-quality competition or minimise congestion or pollution, or whether they can operate voluntarily.  [106:  The Core Agreement commits Oxfordshire CC to develop a strategy for tackling transport in and around Oxford and an action plan for each Partnership, setting out the measures it will take. ] 

Oxfordshire’s approach builds on a long history of partnership working for encouraging bus use, with informal agreements dating back to the 1970s, and the first written agreement dating from 1998. According to the House of Commons Transport Select Committee, Oxfordshire’s success could clearly be attributed to the development of long-term relationships and mutual respect[footnoteRef:107].  [107:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1] 

Voluntary Partnership Agreements: 
Voluntary Partnership Agreements (VPAs) are formal but voluntary arrangements between local transport authorities and bus operators that have been made independently of the statutory provisions first introduced in the Transport Act 2000. Many pre-date the Act; others have been made subsequently in preference to the statutory option.
 VPAs can – and do – vary in scale and scope from overarching agreements covering an entire local authority area, to highly localised route-specific agreements. Historically they varied considerably in content too, but the Local Transport Act 2008[footnoteRef:108] introduced a statutory definition, where, similar to Quality Bus Partnerships, VPAs required local transport authorities to undertake to provide particular facilities and operators to undertake to provide services of a certain standard. [108:  See Section 46, which acts to amend Section 153 of the Transport Act 2000.] 

In the past, VPAs and similar agreements risked falling foul of competition law on the grounds they could be construed as illegal market sharing. However, since 2008, adverse effects on competition have been admissible where they have been proportionate and in pursuit of securing improvements of substantial benefit for users of local services, or reducing congestion of pollution[footnoteRef:109]. [109:  Transport Act 2000, Schedule 10, the application of which was amended by the Local Transport Act 2008.] 

In simple terms, a voluntary agreement can cover “…any matters on which the parties involved are able to reach agreement, so long as it is within each party’s powers to deliver their side of the bargain.”[footnoteRef:110] For an operator, this will include delivery of services to an agreed standard, which could incorporate: [110:  Department for Transport (2009) Local Transport Act 2008 – Improving Local Bus Services: Guidance on Voluntary Partnership Agreements, p4] 

Service timings and frequency;
Maximum fares;
Through-ticketing;
Quality and accessibility of vehicles, and;
Driver training and standards.
For a local transport authority this could include:
Bus lanes;
Improvements to bus stations or bus stops;
Real time passenger information;
Improvement lighting and security at bus stations/stops;
Audio-visual information for people with disabilities;
Wider distribution of timetables, and;
Better enforcement of parking restrictions at bus stops.[footnoteRef:111] [111:  Department for Transport (2009) Local Transport Act 2008 – Improving Local Bus Services: Guidance on Voluntary Partnership Agreements. Not everything a local authority undertakes to provide has to be a ‘facility’. It may do things that are for the benefit of people using local services, including measures that are not directly within its remit. In the context of the parking restrictions referred to above, the district council/police could be a party to the VPA, or subject to a separate agreement.] 

VPAs are much more widespread than their statutory counterparts. Two that have been held up as exemplars are in Sheffield and Oxford.
In Sheffield, the Sheffield Bus Partnership[footnoteRef:112], established in November 2012, introduced a simplified and more co-ordinated bus network, with higher-frequency services on key routes, a guarantee of fewer route changes and improved accessibility, for example through the use of more buses with low-floor access. It also introduced the CityWide suite of multi-operator tickets for use on all bus and tram services.  [112:  See: Travel South Yorkshire Sheffield Bus Partnership. Partners are Sheffield City Council, South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive, Sheffield Community Transport, and the operators First and Stagecoach. ] 

According to the South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive, in its first year of operation (i.e. to November 2013), the partnership generated an 8.9% increase in fare-paying passengers, and saw fares reduced for 60% of passengers. There were fewer complaints and improved levels of customer satisfaction[footnoteRef:113]. In 2013, the Partnership won the UKBus Awards for both Making Buses a Better Choice and for Local Authority Project of the Year.[footnoteRef:114] [113:  South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive (2013) Sheffield Bus Partnership Celebrates First Year of Success, 26 November 2013]  [114:  See: UK Bus Awards Results 2013 ] 

In Oxford, a VPA between Oxfordshire County Council, Stagecoach and the Oxford Bus Company, launched in 2010, introduced co-ordinated timetabling and rationalisation of routes and services, the latter intended to reduce congestion in the city centre. This was supported by the withdrawal of older buses and their replacement with new low-emission vehicles.  Also included was the introduction of the SmartZone smartcard, for use across operators in the city.  According to the Oxford Bus Company, there are now up to 25% fewer buses in central Oxford whilst service frequency and capacity has been maintained[footnoteRef:115]; and in 2012 a visit by the House of Commons Transport Select Committee noted improvements in the city centre environment alongside an increase in passenger numbers[footnoteRef:116]. [115:  See: Oxford Bus Company ]  [116:  House of Commons Transport Select Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1] 



Relative Merits of Quality Contracts, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Voluntary Partnership Agreements
Quality Contracts
As already explained, no local authority has yet been implemented a Quality Contract Scheme, so there is no means of judging their effectiveness in improving the provision and use of public transport. In spite of this, a number of advantages have been advanced.
First, is the ability of Quality Contracts to deliver comprehensive and standardised networks, planned to meet local transport needs and maintained with stability of provision. The then Department for the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) posited this as the great advantage of Quality Contracts prior to introduction of the Transport Act 2000, referring to “…stability of the network and services, local authority control over fares and the ability to specify the quality and quantity of services, and the connections with other buses and/or other modes…”[footnoteRef:117] [117:  DETR (1999)From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel, para 6.4 – 6.6] 

Similarly, in guidance published in 2014[footnoteRef:118], Bus Users UK suggested the merits of Quality Contracts were their ability to provide “…unified, integrated network, with common standards…[and] completely planned in accordance with local transport objectives…” and argued they could work well in major conurbations, as the franchising of London’s bus services had proved. And in its evidence to the House of Commons Transport Select Committee, the Local Government Association (LGA) stated its belief that a shift from “…on-road competition to competition…for contracts to operate services franchised by [local authorities]”[footnoteRef:119] was the best way to improve the quality of local bus services.  [118:  Bus Users UK (2014) Quality Partnerships, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts]  [119:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1, para. 58] 

Secondly, supporters of franchising have pointed to the scope offered by Quality Contracts for cross-subsidy, whereby revenues from busier routes could be used to subsidise more lightly-used loss-making services. Again, the DETR made this point in advance of the Transport Act 2000[footnoteRef:120] and a number of witnesses advocated cross-subsidy in their evidence to the Commons Transport Select Committee[footnoteRef:121]. [120:  DETR (1999) From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel, paras. 6.4 – 6.6]  [121:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1, para. 59] 

Finally, Quality Contracts (or at least the threat of them) have had the advantage of encouraging operators into working partnerships with local transport authorities, the point being that a Quality Contract effectively requires an operator’s commercial network to be handed over to the local authority and is thus a major threat to their business. At least one Passenger Transport Executive (South Yorkshire) adopted this approach and the Commons Transport Select Committee concluded that it was perfectly acceptable for local transport authorities “…to apply pressure…” where competition or partnership arrangements were not working satisfactorily[footnoteRef:122]. Even operators have admitted that the existence of Quality Contracts is a strong incentive to make partnerships work[footnoteRef:123]. [122:  ibid. paras. 55/68]  [123:  Butcher, Louise (2012) Buses: Franchising, House of Commons Library, Standard Note SN624, 19 April 2012] 

At the same time a number of disadvantages of Quality Contracts have also been put forward:
First, and most immediate, is their contentiousness and capacity to fracture relationships between local transport authorities and operators, as the experience of Tyne & Wear demonstrates. In certain circumstances they may well be a necessary incentive, but arguably one of last resort.
Secondly, Quality Contracts are regarded as very complicated to set up.  Operators have repeatedly made the point they are costly, bureaucratic and inflexible, and for their part, local transport authorities have consistently argued that the formal requirements of developing and implementing a scheme are far too onerous.[footnoteRef:124] Even supporters of a franchise approach do not necessarily see Quality Contracts as a solution in their current form. For example, in its evidence to the Commons Transport Select Committee, the LGA toned down its initial support for franchising by subsequently adding that Quality Contracts “…need to be simplified. At the moment [they are] just too complex…”[footnoteRef:125] [124:  Points consistently put to the Transport Select Committee, see Butcher, Louise (2012) Buses: Franchising, House of Commons Library, Standard Note SN624, 19 April 2012, pp12 – 13.]  [125:  House of Commons Transport Committee (2012) Competition in the Local Bus Market, Third Report of Session 2012-13, Volume 1] 

Thirdly, is the matter of cost. Again, this point has been argued by operators and local transport authorities alike and in 2011 research by the Competition Commission concluded that the cost of implementing a Quality Contracts Scheme would be up to £1m for the local authority with annual running costs on a similar scale. The Commission went on to note that although it may be possible for the local authority to achieve some savings overall through a QCS “…whether these savings are achievable…will depend on the extent to which the [authority] is able to achieve competitive bids and optimize the specification of the network.” [footnoteRef:126] Set in the context of current financial constraints, it is highly questionable whether a local authority would be willing or able to invest heavily and consistently in something that could not guarantee better value for money. [126:  Competition Commission (2011) Local Bus Services Market Investigation, para 15.450.] 

Fourthly, it has been argued that the extent to which Quality Contracts would deliver improvements across the bus network is open to question. The then DETR recognised this in its original consultation on Quality Contracts in 1999, highlighting the risk that “Decision-making would be largely removed from operators, with a danger there would be less responsiveness to the customer, reduced flexibility and less incentive to innovate. Smaller operators…could find themselves squeezed out…”[footnoteRef:127] [127:  DETR (1999) From Workhorse to Thoroughbred: A Better Role for Bus Travel, paras. 6.4 – 6.6] 

Similar arguments have also been put forward by all the major operators to the Commons Transport Select Committee and even Bus Users UK consider it likely that under a Quality Contracts Scheme, service frequency on the busiest routes would be reduced to free resources to support less well-used services[footnoteRef:128]. [128:  Bus Users UK (2014) Quality Partnerships, Statutory Quality Partnerships and Quality Contracts] 

Quality and Voluntary Partnerships
In terms of outcomes, there is little to distinguish between a Quality Bus Partnership and a Voluntary Partnership Agreement, at least in theory; both can be designed to deliver the same things. There are, however, two important distinctions between a VPA and a Quality Bus Partnership:
First, there are no mechanisms within VPAs to prevent non-participating operators from using facilities provided under the agreement, in direct competition with those that are participating in the agreement.
Secondly, there are no means of enforcement against participating parties that fail to abide by the terms of the VPA. In simple terms, these are simply about people working together on a voluntary basis.
In addition to these, in strict terms, a VPA is negotiated equally by all parties, whereas a Quality Partnership is devised by a local authority after consultation. However, it could be argued that such a distinction is largely theoretical; in practice a Quality Partnership devised in collaboration between equal partners has a better chance of success than one imposed from above.
The voluntary nature of VPAs means they are the easiest form of partnership to implement and very flexible. According to Bus Users UK[footnoteRef:129], they work well where local councils and operators already have very good working relationships, meaning participants are more willing to be involved, and likely to be more committed to making them work, often approaching them with common objectives. [129:  ibid.] 

Quality Partnerships are more appropriate to projects aimed at significant improvements, which by their scale and complexity may be considered too risky for a voluntary arrangement. They can be contentious. For example, when Nottingham devised an SQP with minimum emissions standards for buses coming into the city centre, there were challenges from smaller operators that did not have the resources to meet those standards.
Some local transport authorities that have considered Quality Partnerships have gone on to reject them in favour of voluntary arrangements. In 2004, Luton Borough Council concluded that even under a Quality Partnership it would be difficult to obtain adequate compensation if the agreement were ever breached and that therefore “…the statutory process gives no real advantage.”[footnoteRef:130] [130:  Luton Borough Council (2004) Voluntary Quality Bus Partnership, Report to the Executive by Head of Engineering and Transportation, 1 March 2004, para 4.  The point argued that the local council was providing fixed assets, whilst operators were providing moveable assets (i.e. new buses) which could easily be transferred elsewhere.] 



Appendix E
Coverage of Demand Responsive Services, Dial-a-Ride and Community Car Schemes in Suffolk
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Suffolk Community Transport (SCT) is a newly formed umbrella organisation. The aim of the organisation is to support, enhance and increase the

Internet | Protected Mode: On





